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1 Introduction  
 
The EU Sustainable Development Networking event was held in Windsor on 14-15 
July 2005, under the banner of the UK Presidency of the EU Council. This was the 
fourth in a series of annual meetings of policy makers, coordinators and advisers on 
sustainable development at the national and EU levels. Previous sustainable 
development (SD) networking events were held in The Hague (2002), Vienna (2003) 
and Kinsale (2004), with support also from a number of additional countries. 
 
The event came at a time when most EU Member States were facing the daunting task 
of taking forward implementation – moving from words on paper to action on the 
ground. Engaging national environmental and SD authorities, as well as other 
government departments, local and regional authorities, and other stakeholders is a 
major challenge. Improving delivery, and engaging the public and evaluation were 
therefore selected as two of the main themes for the event. The third theme chosen for 
the event was the revision of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS) 
given the Commission’s ongoing work, and the timely opportunity that Windsor 
provided to inform this work.  
 
The event was informed by a series of background papers corresponding to the three 
themes. These highlighted examples of good (or interesting) practice, including case 
studies selected on the basis of suggestions made by network participants as well as 
by additional experts and relevant studies. Each of the three themes was the subject of 
keynote presentations designed so as to frame the workshop sessions. Discussions 
were then taken forward in dedicated workshop sessions to highlight comparable or 
contrasting experiences in other Member States; and to identify approaches that might 
usefully be applied elsewhere.  
 
While the particular approach and themes for 2005 were new, the 2005 event sought 
to build firmly on the previous meetings. Attendance at the event again extended well 
beyond Member State officials to include the European Commission, Economic and 
Social Committee (EESC), European Environment Agency (EEA), the European 
Environmental/SD Advisory Councils, several non-governmental organisations and 
the UN. A particular feature of the Windsor event however was to extend 
participation to include representatives from finance ministries, enriching discussions 
in particular in relation to the use of budgets and financing for SD.  
 
The event was led by Defra - the UK Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs - with support from a project steering committee including representatives 
from several national SD and environment departments, the European Commission 
(DG Environment) and the European Environmental Advisory Council (EEAC) 
sustainable development working group. The Institute for European Environmental 
Policy (IEEP) provided help in developing the programme and is also responsible for 
this final report of the meeting.  
 
The focus of this report is on the main points arising from the three workshop themes 
– in total eighteen workshop discussions. Plenary sessions from days one and two are 
also summarised, and details are provided of a new permanent EU support 
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mechanism. The summary and conclusions section brings out the main points arising 
over the two days, drawing on the concluding remarks of Robin Miege (DG 
Environment) and the Chair. 
 
Supporting documentation related to this event is available from 
http://www.sustainable-development.gov.uk/delivery/global-local/european.htm including: 
 

 One general background paper and three specific background papers, each 
covering a different workshop theme.  

 Plenary presentations. 
 Workshop case study presentations and/or notes . 
 A paper submitted to the event from the Austrian Ministry for Agriculture, 

Forestry Environment and Water Management: European NSSD Network Office – 
Draft Concept/memorandum for a Permanent Support Mechanism of the 
European NSSD Network. 

 A paper submitted to the event from IEEP/DG Environment: National Sustainable 
Development Strategies in the EU – Toward a Common Approach for Mutual 
Improvement and Learning. 

 A paper developed by the EEAC during the event: ‘The Windsor Momentum: The 
next push-up’.   
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2 Introductory Plenary Session 
 
The introductory plenary session of the Windsor networking event consisted of an 
opening address and three keynote speeches. This was followed by an explanation of 
the role and organisation of the workshop sessions which provided the main fora for 
networking and the exchange of lessons. 
 
Elliot Morley MP, the UK Climate Change and Environment Minister, opened the 
event by drawing attention to the three key themes under discussion: delivering 
National Sustainable Development Strategies (NSDS), engaging stakeholders, and 
strengthening the EU Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS). The main challenge 
is how to make connections between the global and local levels, between the EU, civil 
society and business, and the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 
sustainability. The Minister presented some of the key features of the UK SDS, which 
was launched in March 2005. This includes close working between government 
offices, public procurement decisions, openness and accountability, and taking into 
account the global dimension.  
 
The UK is making the link between national, EU and global issues a central focus for 
both its EU Council and G8 Presidencies. The UK will be identifying examples of 
environmental integration for sustainable development, in support of the Cardiff 
integration process. Better linkage between the Lisbon Strategy and the EU SDS is 
desirable, focusing on the mutual benefits they offer rather than the distance between 
the two strategies. As regards the EU SDS, all three dimensions – social, economic 
and environmental - must be taken into account. The revision of the EU SDS will be 
among the priorities for the UK’s EU Council Presidency, where it will seek to ensure 
that the SDS ends up as more than simply an environmental action programme.  
 
It will be important to involve every part of the EU, including the European 
Parliament and citizens, in the formulation of the EU SDS. The importance of 
presenting SD in a way that is clear, concise and understandable to people was 
underlined.  
 
Paul Ekins, Head of Environment Group, Policy Studies Institute and Professor of 
Sustainable Development at the University of Westminster, presented essential 
elements for the delivery of SD. The basic SD process involves a combination of 
innovation and implementation of new technology. It also demands changed 
behaviour that has so far largely proven elusive. There are a number of priority areas 
in terms of SD policy. Apart from funding, prices influence the long-term structure of 
production and consumption and if they do not send the right signal, other SD policies 
will be at best undermined and at worst wholly ineffective. Regulation and planning is 
essential for information provision, minimum standards and spatial coherence. 
Institutional coherence is needed horizontally across departments and vertically 
between different levels of governance. Public and stakeholder awareness or 
engagement can also involve many different ideas and approaches. Most people will 
be inspired or even forced to take action locally, eg through the UK’s Beacon 
Councils. There is also a need for partnerships and intermediaries to tackle the issue 
of trust, buy-in and understanding. Without a much enhanced public awareness/buy-in 
in the UK, the necessary policies will not be feasible, and necessary behaviour change 
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will not occur.  
 
Tony Long WWF European Policy Office, presented the concept of ecological 
footprinting as a communications and assessment tool. In 2005, WWF produced a EU 
report containing the living planet index (covering freshwater, marine, forests, etc) 
and the ecological footprint, which relates consumption of resources to biological 
capacity. The ecological footprint concept serves two main purposes: measuring 
progress towards SD and engaging the public at the same time. The ecological 
footprint shows trends over time, potentially comparing countries, regions, 
organisations and even individuals. It provides a platform for the organisation of 
sustainable development information, as well as supporting strategic management of 
and scenario planning for sustainable development. Importantly, it is a visioning, 
awareness and educational tool. It shows that there are clear environmental limits and 
that society must either live within these limits - on less than two hectares per capita - 
or society risks resource based conflicts and geopolitical instability. While there are 
some weaknesses with the ecological footprint model, such as the way it handles 
forestry, it is a useful tool and is being applied at the EU, national and city level.  
 
Christine Dalby from the European Commission’s Secretariat General (who lead on 
the review of the EU SDS) presented current thinking on the content of ‘EU SDS II’. 
The new document is likely to focus on the same priority trends identified in 2001, 
though adding the external dimension, and potentially placing more emphasis on 
social issues, security and sustainable production and consumption. The document 
would identify more clearly objectives, targets and milestones, with policy 
interventions possibly organised around the themes of resources, processes and 
external policies. Policy making principles might include policy integration, inter-
linkages, a better mix of instruments and best available science and technology. A 
new reporting cycle is under consideration, in addition to a five-year major review 
cycle. As regards the relationship between the Lisbon and SD Strategies, the former 
deals with immediate threats to European prosperity and its social model, and the 
latter with the wider and deeper threats to European prosperity and quality of life. 
Adoption of EU SDS II is likely in October 2005 with subsequent discussions in 
different Council formations and final adoption by the European Council in Spring 
2006.   
 
David Wilkinson from IEEP concluded the first plenary session. He explained the 
philosophy behind the workshop sessions where the main ‘networking’ and sharing of 
lessons was to take place. The workshops were to provide an opportunity for all 
delegates to discuss each of the main themes: improving delivery, strengthening 
engagement and evaluation, and reviewing the EU SDS. In most cases, sessions 
would begin with case study presentations to stimulate discussions and draw lessons 
of wider relevance. Discussions were informed by a series of background papers 
corresponding to the three themes. Workshop sessions were arranged in such a way as 
to ensure cross-pollination between the groups.  
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3 Workshop Theme 1: Improving Delivery  
 
Now that most Member States have adopted new or revised national sustainable 
development strategies, the focus is on delivery, and the ways in which this can be 
achieved. The aim of workshop theme 1 was to identify concrete examples from EU 
and Member State experience on how to integrate sustainable development into 
practical policy-making across government departments and levels of government. A 
number of relevant case studies were presented by speakers from different Member 
States, and these initiated discussions around four different approaches to improving 
delivery: 

 
 government organisation and coordination – vertical (between different levels 

of governance, i.e. EU, national, regional and local) and horizontal (across 
government departments) integration; 

 the role of advisory councils on sustainable development; 
 coordinating and promoting sustainable development in budget and public 

expenditure procedures; and 
 ecological taxation. 

 
Communication with stakeholders and instruments and targets for improving delivery 
were also discussed. 

3.1 Government organisation and coordination – vertical and horizontal 
integration 

 
The workshop sessions considered several different cases of how national 
governments have developed their internal structures to improve horizontal and 
vertical integration of SD. It was recognised that some of the key challenges in this 
process are building good relationships between different government departments, 
engaging with stakeholders and improving communication with them.   
 
Micael Hagman from the Swedish Ministry of Sustainable Development explained 
how the Swedish government is working to bring together all aspects of sustainable 
development. Notably, SD has support from the highest level: the Prime Minister has 
announced that SD should be the overall goal for the Swedish government and, in 
December 2003, a coordination unit for sustainable development was established in 
the Prime Minister’s office. The unit has since moved to the Ministry of SD to reflect 
the newly appointed SD Minister’s mandate. The initial high-level nature of the unit is 
thought to have contributed to the relatively strong position of SD issues in the 
Swedish government. However, it is still too early to say what impact the creation of a 
Ministry of SD and a coordination unit will have in practice, and whether it will 
actually deliver more sustainability than before. 
 
On institutional structures, it was noted that: 
 

 SD needs institutionalising, and there is a role for education on SD; 
 in some cases, fruitful SD debates have started within parliaments; and 
 an observatory for SD has been recently created in Spain. 
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Luc Goeteyn from the Environment and Nature Council of Flanders (MiNa-Council) 
presented the recommendations it has made, together with the Flanders Social and 
Economic Council (SERV), to the Government of Flanders Region in Belgium on 
how to deliver an effective NSDS. The recommendations include: ensuring political 
commitment on the highest level; strengthening mechanisms for transparency and 
participation; creating mechanisms for coordination; strengthening knowledge 
management; and installing a multi-stakeholder forum. 
 
The workshops discussed how to handle instruments and targets for delivering 
national strategies. It was suggested that appropriate and targeted instruments and 
tools that actually improve the current situation are needed within the strategy. 
Introducing targets that have already been reached or are soon to be reached should be 
avoided. Day-to-day indicator management must also be improved. Moreover, 
evaluation techniques need to be specified in advance and there is a need for 
considerable advance preparation if certain instruments are to be used effectively. The 
use of environmental impact assessment (EIA) and Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) is necessary but not sufficient to advance integration. One 
reflection on this topic was that SDSs have sometimes been built on the basis of a 
perfect world: strong political commitment, transparency, strategic intelligence, etc. 
However, the reality is never like that, and therefore there should be a plan B in case 
things do not occur as anticipated. 
 
There was a discussion on how tools and targets could be communicated to 
stakeholders to encourage their participation. It was largely agreed that 
communication with SD stakeholders has to be improved, in order to achieve 
transparency, reach the agreed goals and ensure greater SD ownership. The latter 
would in turn lead to better future negotiations. Importantly, the linguistic aspect must 
be taken into account. That is, sustainability can have different connotations in 
different languages, and consequently, in some languages the concept of 
sustainability might be less easy to understand. Levels of public awareness also vary 
between Member States. There is a need for a stronger link between SDS and day-to-
day life, since some tools (eg cost-benefit analysis) are not easily understandable by 
non-experts. Therefore, an SDS should be translated into concrete actions. For 
instance, an overall reduction objective for GHG emissions should be broken down 
into sub-objectives for different sectors, eg practically speaking, what is the required 
effort in the transport sector? The question of whether the Scandinavian model (SD 
high on the political agenda, with the very significant involvement of Government 
bodies and stakeholders) is exportable to other Member States was raised, and to what 
extent the level of stakeholder involvement is linked to the country’s culture. 
 
Advisory Councils 
Presentations by Miklos Bulla from the Hungarian Environmental (and SD) Council 
(OKT) and Ingeborg Niestroy from the network of European Environmental and 
Sustainable Development Advisory Councils (EEAC) provided input to workshop 
discussions on the role of SD advisory councils. Amongst other roles, advisory 
councils generally provide a link between government and stakeholders and 
contribute to the development, monitoring and review of NSSDs. 
 
One of the roles of OKT, which is comprised of green NGOs, Business and Science 
(Academy), is to investigate the governmental, sectoral and regional 
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regulation/development programmes and the consequences for the environment, as 
well as institutional structures. The Hungarian SD strategy has been delayed and, 
according to the Advisory Council, some of the main problems arise from the joint 
responsibility given to the Ministry for Environment and the Ministry for EU Affairs 
and Development. In practice this means that no-one takes full responsibility for the 
strategy, and in turn this can cause a lack of political commitment, and result in less 
time for real participation and engagement, and a lack of sectoral cooperation. 
 
The EEAC presented its benchmark study ‘Sustaining Sustainability’ and elaborated 
on the role of SD councils. The benchmark study included nine Member States with 
different models of SD councils. Choices to be made are, for instance: 

 
 Independence versus a high-level political lead (‘Finnish model’) – some 

councils are independent, comprising of individuals from outside 
government who do not represent any one organisation (eg, the UK 
Sustainable Development Commission). Under the Finnish model, on the 
other hand, the Prime Minister leads the council, making this more of a 
platform for dialogue between the government and other stakeholders.   

 Representing and negotiating versus more deliberate style - the choice 
normally depends on the tradition and political style of a country. 
However, wherever there is a socio-economic council, the negotiating 
style tends to dominate. The independent deliberate style seems to better 
support the development of an open-minded atmosphere, characterised by 
trust, self-reflection and creativity. 

 
The workshop debate mainly focused on the scientific contribution of advisory 
councils and what is the appropriate degree of involvement of government bodies. It 
was also emphasised that SD councils provide a link between society (stakeholders) 
and government. The following key comments and questions were raised: 
 

 Government involvement - councils need to be independent in order to 
provide objective scientific evaluation, but the involvement of 
Government bodies gives them more political power. How could SD 
councils be made accountable to society? 

 A scientific background is necessary but not sufficient, particularly if the 
Government is not ready to listen to it. There is also a need for political 
input. The SD Council can be considered either as an expert forum 
providing advice, as a negotiating forum, or both. 

 Close cooperation between SD councils and socio-economic councils 
gives, in the countries where they exist, ground for better SD delivery. The 
two councils must be complementary. 

 SD Councils may also evaluate the government’s performance in 
delivering its NSDS (eg SD Commission in the UK). 

 SD Councils create a negotiating space. There are sometimes difficult 
relationships between ministries and tensions on certain policy areas, and 
SD needs a neutral ground. For example, on the land use issue in 
Germany, a general vision and basis for common ground was set up by the 
SD Council. 

 How effective are SD councils in communicating messages to the public? 
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Budgets and expenditure programmes 
Budgets can be used to either promote or to prevent progress on SD. The workshops 
discussed both the national and EU dimension of this issue, particularly in relation to 
the UK Spending Reviews, EU Structural and Cohesion funds, and the Italian 
environmental audit offices. 
 
The HM Treasury, UK, presented their work on integrating SD into reviews of 
departmental spending. SD spending reviews were carried out in 2002 and 2004. 
The 2004 review required each department to set out how they would they integrate 
the key social, economic and environmental impacts of their work. The initiative was 
welcomed by environmental NGOs, but stakeholders also demanded greater 
transparency. Key lessons from the reviews include: 
 

 Having sustainable development as a cross cutting theme is a necessary 
but not sufficient step towards integrating it into Government’s decision 
making; 

 SD does not always fit well into traditional departmental structures – 
there is a need to find innovative ways for cross-government working. 

 
This led to a substantial discussion about how Public Service Agreements were 
determined between the Treasury and spending ministries, the role of external 
stakeholders, the benefits and drawbacks of joint targets for different ministries and 
the applicability of the system in other Member States where the economics ministry 
has less power. The combined role of the economics and finance ministry and the 
commitment to SD were notable features of the current system in the UK. Elements of 
the model are potentially applicable elsewhere.  
 
The Environment Agency (England and Wales) together with the Italian National 
Environmental Authority presented their work on integrating sustainable 
development into Structural Funds programmes through the GRDP project 
(Greening Regional Development Programmes). The project involves 16 local and 
regional authorities and agencies from eight Member States, and the aim is to share 
best practice and to develop a methodology for integrating environmental aspects into 
regional development programmes. One of the key messages of the GRDP was that 
close cooperation between managing and environmental authorities is essential 
for integrating the environment. Bearing in mind that the different authorities have 
different roles, priorities and levels of power, this is something that the GRDP is 
trying to achieve, and it has had some success. 
 
The Italian Environmental Authorities Network, which is a member of the GRDP 
project, recognises that Structural Funds are an excellent tool for pushing reforms in 
environmental sectors. For example, funding for projects may be conditional on 
meeting certain requirements under EU legislation.  
 
In relation to budgets and the GRDP, participants of the workshops made the 
following key suggestions: 
 

 Joint ownership of public sector targets across Ministries was considered a 
good idea; 

 Need to take the opportunity to green future Structural & Cohesion Funds 
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(avoid ‘dash for trash’). Specific references should be made between the EU 
SDS and the future funds; 

 Need to link the environmental indicators in the programme to the SD 
strategy; 

 Capacity building in the economic sector to help develop good SD projects 
should happen at the start of the programme; 

 Match SD strategies to budgetary priorities; 
 Rigorous ex-ante, mid and post evaluation is needed of Structural and 

Cohesion Funds; 
 Green accounting could inform budgets/policymaking to raise awareness;  
 Italy has developed a useful environmental accounting system for public 

authorities; 
 For better implementation of SDS in the regions, a part of the national budget 

must be transferred to the regional level. A proper monitoring system must be 
able to evaluate the impact of regional actions on SD. 

 The French administrative reform – moving from a budget breakdown by 
ministries to a budget breakdown by tasks and objectives – could be a useful 
tool and would show more clearly how the SDS priorities are allocated. 

 
Ecological taxation 
Christian Hey from the German Advisory Council on the Environment presented 
some key lessons from German experience on ecological tax reform, which was 
launched in April 1999. It aimed to advance environmental protection, with particular 
emphasis on energy consumption, while reducing unemployment at the same time. 
One of the key lessons was that, because of its high political nature, eco-tax reform 
needs a long warming-up phase to build up broad political support both by the 
political elites (including a new governing coalition) and by citizens. Warming-up 
includes robust impact assessment, operational concepts, political alliances and a 
good selling story. In Germany, the Minister of Finance was supportive of the reform. 
However, it was more difficult to accommodate the concerns of the Minister of 
Economics and the Prime Minister, with reduced environmental effectiveness as a 
result.  
 
The workshop discussion concluded that the role of the EU is important in 
establishing the framework to encourage and provide leadership on tax reforms. 
Eco-taxes should be part of a package of instruments and accommodate economic 
and social benefits ie double-dividends. The question remains whether eco-taxes 
should be fiscally neutral, that is, not creating any tax burden.  
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Improving delivery: Some key messages 
 There is a need for high political commitment to drive SD delivery. 
 SD does not always fit well into traditional departmental structures. Having it 

as a cross cutting theme is a necessary but not sufficient step towards 
integrating SD into government decision making. Building relationships 
within government is important, and there is a particular need for building 
capacity on SD in economic departments. 

 Communication with SD stakeholders has to be improved, in order to achieve 
transparency, reach the agreed goals and ensure greater SD ownership. There 
is a need for a stronger link between SDS and day-to-day life, since some tools 
(e.g. cost-benefit analysis) are not easily understandable by non-experts. 

 Appropriate and targeted instruments and tools are necessary to support 
delivery. 

 SD Councils, in their various models, are playing a valuable role in the EU.  
 SD strategies and budgetary priorities need aligning. The use of Public Service 

Agreements in the UK, involving two or more departments, are a good idea 
and are potentially applicable to other countries. 

 The EU is important in establishing the framework to encourage and provide 
leadership on ecological tax reform. 

 NSDSs have sometimes been built on the basis of a perfect world: strong 
political commitment, transparency, strategic intelligence, etc. However, the 
reality is never like that, and therefore there should be a ‘plan B’ in case things 
do not occur as anticipated. 

 

 

 
 

10 
 



4 Workshop 2: Strengthening Engagement & Evaluation 
 
The aim of this workshop was to share views on how to inform, engage and involve 
stakeholders and the public in sustainable development; and to discuss different 
approaches to monitoring, evaluating and reporting on national strategies. 
 
Seven case studies were presented: two on the theme of communicating sustainable 
development covering the use of indicators in Wales and awareness raising in Austria; 
two on involving stakeholders within the framework of national sustainable 
development advisory councils, using examples from Finland and Germany; and three 
case studies on evaluation, looking at the new ‘watchdog’ role of the UK Sustainable 
Development Commission, and recent experience of evaluating national strategies in 
France and Austria. In addition, the European Commission outlined its preliminary 
thinking on a common approach to reviewing national SD strategies. 

4.1 Strengthening Engagement   
 
Communicating Sustainable Development 
Sustainable development messages need to be communicated to a range of audiences, 
including stakeholder groups, the general public, and different parts and levels of 
government itself. All discussions on this theme emphasised the urgent need to 
communicate SD better, and suggested ways in which this could be achieved. There 
is a need to develop and promote indicators as a means to communicate and 
popularise the messages. For instance, to promote media attention, and to make 
messages easier to digest, sustainable development should be broken down into 
sub-themes, such as climate change. It should be conveyed as a bridge to more 
concrete issues, and be given a ‘face’ and an emotion. We need to rethink, and start 
from where people are. 
 
Governments have an important role to play in promoting SD, through better use 
of the media, but also in acting as ‘front runners’. Governments should also work 
closely with stakeholder groups to encourage the promotion of SD messages on the 
ground. Equally, governments have a responsibility to provide a framework 
conducive to behaviour changes, through, for example, the use of economic 
instruments (see Workshop 1). 
 
It was suggested that an independent advisory body, such as a SD Commission, 
might have a stronger chance of attracting media attention and public support on an 
ongoing basis. Sharing success stories of SD at, for example, product or service 
levels, is another way that SD can be communicated in a more meaningful way. 
 
An interesting case was presented by Rita Trattnig of the Austrian Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry and Environment, and Water Management, on ‘Sustainable 
Weeks’. This initiative is based on a partnership between government and major 
retailers, and is aimed at raising consumer awareness of SD issues, and thus 
encouraging the uptake of more sustainable products, such as organic food, fair trade 
and energy efficient goods. Launched in 2004, Sustainable Weeks will now be held 
on an annual basis. By focusing efforts over a short period of a few weeks each year, 
it seeks to heighten the visibility of SD issues and sustainable consumption and 
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production. Promotional work includes point of sale (POS) information, press 
conferences, flyers, a website, and a round tour by the Environment Minister. Rita 
Trattnig shared lessons from the first year, including the need for more POS visibility, 
more stakeholder communication and closer working with marketing departments in 
the retail chains. In preparation for the 2005 weeks, there have been educational 
workshops with retail chain staff on how to explain the campaign to consumers. There 
is also work to concretise the definition of ‘regional sustainable products’ with the 
aim of promoting SD at local and regional levels in Austria (‘from the region for the 
region’). One continuing problem is that evaluating the effectiveness of the initiative 
has been constrained by the reluctance of participating retailers to release sensitive 
sales information.  
 
Different approaches need to be taken when communicating SD, depending on the 
audience and purpose. Simon Bilsborough from the Countryside Council for Wales 
(CCW) presented two methods applied in Wales. The first is the ecological footprint, 
which is used to communicate to the general public the impact that the average Welsh 
person places on the natural environment. The approach is well developed in Wales 
and elsewhere, and is expressed as global hectares per person (gh/p). Global 
availability is 1.92 gh/p; the average global use is 2.02 gh/p; and the Welsh footprint 
is 5.25 gh/p. This translates to the clear message that three planets are needed to 
sustain Welsh lifestyles. Furthermore, the methodology can be used to identify ‘high 
footprint’ trends, such as eating out, so that messages can be more targeted.  Research 
in Wales indicates that people will only change consumption habits if the solutions 
were ‘clever, cool or smart’. In Wales, a campaign was run called ‘small clever 
changes’, ie concentrating public attention on areas of consumption where they can 
make improvements at little cost to their lifestyles. 
 
Though the footprint is useful as a public communication tool, a more sophisticated 
indicator is needed to inform policy decisions. The Welsh Index of Sustainable 
Economic Welfare (ISEW) has been developed to serve this purpose, and responds to 
the shortcomings of GDP by taking into account equity and environmental costs. This 
composite index is used alongside GDP to monitor the gap between wealth and 
welfare over time. If, for example, economic growth increases while ISEW remains 
static or falls over the same time period, we need to ask why. Closer analysis of the 
components of ISEW can indicate where policy attention needs to be focused, for 
example improving air quality or reducing inequality in income distribution.  
 
The group focused on the technical aspects of ISEW and the difficulties of gaining 
acceptance for new economic approaches. It is important that economists receive 
training on how to incorporate SD into economic theory, and understand the need to 
accept new approaches that do more that just concentrate on the economic 
performance of an economy. Economists in government finance departments are 
particularly important people to bring on board in relation to SD thinking.  More 
generally, ‘skilling for sustainable development’ is essential. The National School of 
Government in the UK now incorporates training on integrating SD into all policy 
making, as part of courses for newly-appointed civil servants. 
 
Engaging Stakeholders 
Across Europe Sustainable Development Advisory Councils or Commissions are 
providing a valuable mechanism for engaging stakeholders in the development, 
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delivery and evaluation of national strategies. The remit of these fora varies, and can 
include: policy advice; self-assessment; monitoring progress; watchdog function; 
dialogue platforms; communication; and outreach.  
 
Sauli Rouhinen from the Finnish National Commission on Sustainable Development 
(FNCSD) presented details of the approach taken to stakeholder engagement in 
Finland – a case often highlighted as a good example. The FNCSD was established to 
promote SD in Finland, and comprises a mix of government ministers and 
stakeholders. It has an inter-ministerial secretariat, and is chaired by the Prime 
Minister, thus showing commitment from the highest political level. Stakeholder 
engagement in SD, through the FNCSD, is based on a holistic approach, where people 
are encouraged to feel part of the process within a bottom-up structure. The approach 
is characterised by open dialogue, participation, joint initiatives, stakeholders’ own 
SD strategies and commitments, involvement in evaluation, partnership programmes, 
and, more recently, the creation of a multi-stakeholder SD Strategy Group. Although 
the FNCSD is looking for common ground, constructive dialogue and mutual learning 
over the long-term are considered more important than consensus. Lessons from the 
Finnish case include the need for high-level political support; continuity of the 
process and of the Commission itself as a constant focal point; good management of 
engagement; and participation, as opposed to consultation. However, it was accepted 
that its cohesive political culture and small population make constructive dialogue 
more effective than it might be in more divided societies.   
 
The German Council for Sustainable Development (RNE) differs from the FNCSD in 
that it does not include government representatives, and that its 19 members 
representing civil society are appointed for their individual contributions rather than 
as stakeholder delegates. The RNE’s Director, Gunter Bachmann, presented details of 
how the Council seeks to engage with the public. Raising awareness is one of the 
RNE’s key functions, although it has a much wider remit including advising 
government on SD policies. As in Finland, the focus for RNE is on dialogue, rather 
consultation. It has carried out a very wide range of initiatives, including annual 
public conferences covering a range of SD issues, workshops, a talk-show series on 
the eve of the WSSD, organising a dialogue process on the issue of land-use and land 
consumption for housing and construction from which advice was presented to 
government; a marketing competition for teenagers producing free cards; and a school 
literature competition Focus on tomorrow to improve awareness. The RNE also 
initiated a seed-money fund provided by the Federal Government, open to local 
groups engaged in sustainability issues.  
 
Remaining problems include the difficulty in strengthening vertical integration 
between levels of government in Germany, reflecting the constitutional powers and 
differing political cultures of the Länder. It was also observed that the resources of the 
RNE might be stretched too thinly over too wide a range of issues, and that a stronger 
strategic focus could help make its contribution more effective. 
 
Discussion of the two case studies concluded that there is no ‘blueprint’ for success in 
strengthening stakeholder engagement through SD advisory councils, but there are a 
number of factors that can help: 
 

 Leadership ie political support and good management; 
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 Continuity - of Councils/Commissions as a focal point for SD, regardless of 
changes in government; 

 Moving from formal consultation towards a participatory approach. 
 Transparent, open processes. 
 Developing skills (process management). 

 
In relation to engaging with the public, one suggestion was the use of well-known 
figures (eg pop stars) to popularise SD. More education is needed, on a general level, 
but also in certain sectors and throughout all levels of government.  
 
The idea of establishing a EU level SD advisory council was discussed. This would 
need careful consideration of which model to follow, ie what responsibilities such a 
council would have and whether it would be independent of the Commission and/or 
Council; and which stakeholders to engage to ensure it is truly representative of 
diverse opinion across all Member States. It was agreed that an EU SD advisory 
council could not be expected to take responsibility for communicating directly with 
the EU’s 400 million citizens. 

4.2 Evaluating national strategies 
 
Evaluation offers the opportunity to take stock of progress, and to feed lessons into 
the next stage in the NSDS cyclical process.  
 
Peer reviews – developing a common approach 
Andre-Jean Guerin from the French Ministry of Ecology and Sustainable 
Development shared experiences from the peer review of the French NSDS launched 
in 2004. The review aimed to develop and test a methodology for peer review and 
shared learning on NSDSs. The methodology was designed to be flexible and could 
be replicated in other countries. It consisted of four main stages:  
 

 preparation of a background report, based partly on interviews with key actors;  
 a methodology workshop;  
 a one week peer review workshop involving Belgium, Ghana, Mauritius and 

the UK, and leading to a report and recommendations; 
 a presentation of outcomes and revising the methodology for future 

application.  
 

The process was very participative, bringing together governmental and non-
governmental actors from France and four peer review countries. 
 
The French peer review was considered an excellent example and discussions 
focussed on how this could be built upon and applied elsewhere. The European 
Commission is currently reflecting on options, with a view to structuring and 
facilitating the sharing of experience and lessons on developing, implementing and 
evaluating NSDSs. The idea is to develop a voluntary common approach, involving 
involving peers from at least three other countries, and drawn from both government 
and civil society. Representatives from the review country would include government, 
local authorities, civil society and business. A practical handbook is being developed 
by DG Environment based on lessons from existing NSDS evaluation approaches; 
and interviews with selected governmental and NGO actors. The handbook should be 
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available in the autumn. 
 
The Commission initiative was broadly welcomed by the network, although a number 
of points emerged from the discussion, as follows. 
 

 Political commitment to a review is needed from at the highest level. 
 Reviews should be voluntary, but countries should be obliged to report on 

their review experience to ensure shared learning. Experience emerging from 
reviews should be shared systematically, for example at SD network events. 

 A person responsible for the review needs to be identified in the review 
country, possibly an independent actor. 

 External actors, whether independent commissions, scientists, experts or peers, 
should lend credence to the review and promote media attention.  

 A common EU approach should be a ‘framework’ rather than a ‘handbook’. 
 Recommendations from the peer reviews should be seen to help the country, 

providing advice and suggestions for the future, rather than something that the 
country is obliged to act upon.  

 A participatory approach that involves civil society is important. It also 
provides an opportunity for horizontal networking. 

 The costs and benefits of undertaking peer reviews should be weighed up and 
evaluated over time, given the potential cost for review and peer countries. 

 Peer reviews provide an opportunity for North-South/East-West exchange of 
experience, and to strengthen the external dimension.  

 International responsibilities need to be included as a theme in the review.  
 The approach needs to be flexible and should evolve over time as lessons from 

undertaking peer reviews are fed back. In developing a common approach, 
lessons should be drawn from existing evaluation methodologies.  

 Peer reviews should be beneficial for all countries involved, due to the shared 
learning opportunities. Access to expertise from other countries can also be an 
incentive to participating in a review. 

 
Scientific evaluation 
Elizabeth Freytag from the Austrian Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and 
Environment and Water Management outlined Austria’s approach to evaluating its 
NSDS, which began in May 2005 and is due to conclude by the end of the year. The 
focus of the evaluation is primarily on the implementation process, with a distinction 
made between implementation mechanisms (institutions and instruments) and 
implementation activities (measures and projects to reach milestones), rather than 
evaluating the strategy and policy goals themselves. A scientific approach is being 
taken, comprising assessment on the basis of questionnaires, on-site interviews and 
detailed research into the Sustainability Strategy’s specific mechanisms and 
instruments. It is structured around a participatory process, involving internal and 
external representatives.  
 
The Austrian approach was considered to be a very good example of a national 
evaluation of delivery – scientific, methodological and thorough with clear objectives 
and follow-through. It was noted that peer review and scientific evaluation are very 
different, but are not mutually exclusive, and can be married together. 
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Institutionalising evaluation 
Emma Downing from the UK Sustainable Development Commission (SDC) 
presented details of its new role as a ‘watchdog’ for sustainable development. Its tasks 
now include monitoring departmental SD action plans and supporting departments in 
their preparation, reporting on the government’s progress on the UK strategy, and 
considering the adequacy of institutional and accountability arrangements. The SDC 
takes on its new role in spring 2006, and is currently considering its approach, 
including the production of regular thematic reports on major issues, a ‘State of SD’ 
report every three years, and the use of expert advisory panels and/or a ‘people’s 
panel’. 
 
The group considered that there was value in moving the watchdog function out of 
Government, although transferring this approach to other countries would not always 
be feasible (eg Germany). It does present the challenge of how to combine the roles of 
advocate, adviser and watchdog, in terms both of internal organisation and public 
perception. One option would be for the SDC to manage the watchdog function, 
rather actually doing it itself. The SDC also needs to consider how to promote itself to 
its audience, for example is it now mainly a watchdog but with other roles including 
an advisory function? It is important that by having the additional watchdog 
responsibilities, the SDC does not lose its existing strengths. 
 
An added advantage of the watchdog role is the media attention that the SDC could 
attract. The need to better communicate SD messages was highlighted, and breaking 
the messages down into thematic areas – as suggested by the SDC– was considered a 
useful approach.  The SDC has an important role to play in communicating SD. 
 
Evaluation has also been institutionalised in Belgium. There is a legal obligation for a 
task force to report on progress towards objectives every year, using indicators, and to 
report on the process, using specific criteria from the Rio Principles. 
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Strengthening engagement & evaluation: Some key messages 
 

 There is an urgent need to communicate SD better. It should be broken down 
into sub-themes, such as climate change, and be conveyed as a bridge to more 
concrete issues. It needs to be given a ‘face’ and an emotion. We need to 
rethink, and start from where people are. 

 Need to make ‘small clever changes’, ie concentrating public attention on 
areas of consumption where they can make improvements at little cost to their 
lifestyles. 

 There is no single way to strengthen stakeholder engagement through advisory 
councils, although leadership, continuity, a participatory approach, 
transparency in proceedings and development of appropriate skills are all 
helpful. 

 There is potential to use peer review to support mutual improvement and 
shared learning on NSDSs. Such review should have high level political 
support, involve stakeholders from the start, and engage external actors to 
politicise and publicise the process. Reviews should generate advice and 
suggestions for the future.  

 Involving peers from third countries provides an opportunity to reinforce the 
global, including footprint, dimension of NSDSs. 

 NSDS evaluation can be relatively scientific, based on a sound methodology 
with clear objectives and follow-through. Such a scientific approach can be 
built into peer reviews or complement them.   

 There is scope to further institutionalise evaluation of NSDSs. As appropriate, 
watchdog functions can be moved outside of government, not least because of 
the increased media attention and communication benefits that this might 
generate.   
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5 Workshop 3: Review of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy 

5.1 Basic principles underlying the EU SDS 
 
The link – actual and desired - between the EU SDS and the Lisbon Strategy on 
growth and jobs is taxing many policy practitioners. Although Heads of State and 
Government have twice stated that sustainable development is the EU’s overarching 
goal, there has not been a similar statement regarding the hierarchy between the two 
strategies. Nor have there been attempts to link the two strategies more directly to 
ensure they are mutually supportive. 
 
The Commission’s view is that the strategies go ‘hand in hand’, with the EU SDS 
dealing with the longer term and the other with more immediate issues of growth and 
jobs. The creation of a joint taskforce located in the Secretariat General and drawn 
from across the Directorates Generals is intended to improve the coherence of the two 
strategies and enhance coordination from within the Commission. 
 
However, delegates meeting at Windsor emphasised the need for respective 
relationships to be clarified, recognising moreover that both strategies have short 
and long term implications and needs. Employment creation and growth is not a short 
term challenge, and quality of life issues such as health and a clean environment 
cannot simply be set aside until the EU has solved its social and economic problems.  
Both strategies demand action now, as well as long term planning. To avoid long-
term or irreversible deterioration in environment and quality of life, environment and 
SD demand urgent action and cannot be delayed while EU policies focus on the 
Lisbon goals. 
 
Ideally, there should be just one integrated EU strategy, with sustainable development 
objectives also guiding the Lisbon Strategy. At the very least, the two strategies 
should take full account of each other, be mutually supportive and potentially even 
overlap. Interaction is particularly relevant, for example, in relation to sustainable 
production and consumption, environment and resources, and eco-efficient innovation 
supportive of social objectives. These interlinkages – which need to be initiated from 
both the Lisbon and SDS, ought to be reflected at the Community and national level, 
with national Lisbon reform programmes also developed and assessed from a SD 
perspective.  
 
The challenge for the EU SDS II is to support the introduction of mechanisms that 
underpin better linkage between the two strategies, at EU and national levels. The use 
of common indicators, eg reflecting green competitiveness, growth and job creation, 
or the link between decoupling and resource use, is one option. There are diverging 
views about whether the same indicators should be used to follow both strategies, 
however. It is noteworthy here that the EU SDS does not benefit from equivalent 
political processes that have been established for the Lisbon Strategies, in terms of 
real engagement of Heads of Government and State, a dedicated Council formation, 
relevant policy committees and a quite formal (if changing) ‘open method of 
coordination’ (OMC).  
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5.2 Monitoring and Reporting   
 
Impartial monitoring of the implementation of the EU SDS is important, as are 
indicators so that the results of monitoring can be communicated. Indicators are only 
really of value if they are clear and transparent and are just one part of the monitoring 
process. The Commission could produce an explanatory booklet for stakeholders. The 
possibility of developing indicators of Green National Product should also be 
considered (as a means of linking SD and Lisbon), as should further use of the 
footprint indicator which is a useful political communication tool.  
 
Strong and innovative reporting mechanisms are needed to support the EU SDS II. 
These could include private sector approaches, ranking of best practice and/or good 
practice elements, reporting focused on certain thematic issues or sectors, and peer 
review. Benchmarking was identified as a useful tool for identifying best practice.  
 
Although there are some diverging views, there is considerable support for 
separating out the reporting cycles for the EU SDS and the Lisbon Strategy, with 
progress on SD to be reported to and discussed at a summit other than the spring 
summit (October, December or June). The SDS reporting cycle should take the lead, 
with LS reporting aligned to broader and overarching SD objectives.  
 
The approach to reporting adopted under the Lisbon Strategy could be 
replicated for the EU SDS. This includes the use of guidelines for Member States on 
implementing and reporting on progress, as well as identifying those areas where 
reporting should be done at the EU level only. EU reporting requirements could also 
be a way of streamlining the content of national SDS. That said, it is important to 
limit the reporting burden on Member States. Furthermore, time should not be lost in 
establishing complex new reporting cycles. 

5.3 Governance 
 
There has been some criticism of the governance of the EU SDS, including and going 
beyond reporting arrangements. At the institutional level, there are a number of roles 
that need to be filled, with Eurostat, the European Economic and Social Committee 
(EESC) and the European Sustainable Development Councils (ESDACs) identified as 
potential candidates (see also below). As concerns the main EU institutions, the 
following points were made: 
 

 European Parliament - one of the main institutions whose roles vis a vis the 
EU SDS should be enhanced, whether in terms of adopting the EU SDS II 
itself, or oversight or monitoring of its implementation and further 
development.  

 Heads of state and government – need to remain involved on a continuous and 
meaningful basis in order to demonstrate leadership, vision and direction and 
political priority.  

 Within the Parliament, Council and Commission, responsibility and capacity 
for the SDS needs to be located at the highest level, even if environment 
departments continue to be important drivers in SDS development and 
implementation.  
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5.4 New approaches to policy making 
 
The Commission’s system of impact assessment (IA) has been and continues to be 
presented by the Commission as the central tool for securing environmental 
integration and sustainable development. IA does indeed have the potential to be a 
neutral tool that brings to the fore issues and conflicts, both through written 
assessments and the involvement of stakeholders. However, practical experience in 
using the IA suggests that its neutrality can be undermined, particularly given 
pressure to use IA as a ‘competitiveness proofing’ tool.  
 
External and independent quality control is needed to secure the independence, 
reliability and credibility of IAs. Even if imbalances in the system are addressed, IAs 
will not solve conflicts and identify acceptable trade-offs which are political 
questions. Moreover, it is important to focus on the system, rather than separate 
sectors, pillars and projects: SD adds value by providing a cross-sectoral focus for 
analysis. In developing the EU SDS II, the potential for other tools to supplement IA 
in enhancing sectoral integration could be explored.  
 
There is an evident need for better coordination of regional and national SDSs, and 
the EU SDS.  The question is what level of coordination is desirable, in terms of 
linkage between the national and EU levels, and also as regards implementation. 
National SDSs are generally ahead of the EU SDS in terms of quality. The EU 
strategy does not yet provide a common framework with core elements (eg targets, 
indicators, good governance principles, integration) but perhaps this could be the 
ambition for the EU SDS II. Overall, however, such a framework should not be overly 
prescriptive and inhibit the natural diversity and innovation of national strategies.  
 
Apart from providing a common framework for NSDSs, there is also scope to 
strengthen coordination in terms of lessons learned by Member States, including the 
use of peer review to support shared learning. However, there would be some 
resistance to ‘harder’ coordination involving naming and shaming, ranking and 
rating and benchmarking exercises. Others find such elements of coordination 
essential as a means of focusing attention, securing motivation for improvement and 
adding realism to discussions. Moves towards making the EU SDS II formally subject 
to the OMC would be contentious.  

5.5 Objectives 
 
There is currently a ‘crisis of credibility’ in SD policy making with public policy 
engagement with SD in decline. The global SD picture needs to be better 
communicated, to the public and to business and should set the context for SD in the 
EU. It could, for example, include a preface that sets out the global context, the 
challenges and drivers, and ways in which the EU can provide solutions within and 
beyond its borders. This approach should immediately generate a more integrated 
strategy addressing the internal and external dimensions, as well as identifying means 
of ‘exporting SD’.  
 
On this basis, the EU SDS II can provide detail on the vision, principles (already 
agreed), priorities, objectives, targets and milestones, delivery mechanisms, timetable 
and reporting requirements. Overall, the Strategy needs to convey what SD is, be 
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aspirational in nature and look into the medium future, eg a time frame of 30-50 
years. Specific suggestions relating to the content of the EU SDS II include the 
following: 

 
 it should be broadly framed, but it will be more effective if specific actions are 

focused on a small number of priorities. Security as a new priority issue 
demands further discussion, as does education; 

 it should largely build on existing objectives, and add targets for these. 
However, additional work may be needed in the area of economic and social 
objectives, possibly reflecting the Lisbon Strategy priorities, and sustainable 
production and consumption; 

 consideration should be given to whether objectives should be quantifiable, 
and potentially even legally binding;  

 one of the key objectives of the EU SDS II should be to resolve conflicts 
between existing policy areas, ie facilitating better integration, cross-sectoral 
policy making, etc, and providing a model for better implementation and 
development of action plans; and 

 clearer reference should be made to existing delivery mechanisms, eg. the 
water framework Directive (WFD), Integrated Pollution Prevention and 
Control (IPPC), and the Environmental Technologies Action Plan (ETAP). 

5.6 Stakeholder participation and ownership  
 
There is much scope for applying experience with the National Sustainable 
Development Advisory Councils at the EU level. A European Sustainable 
Development Council or similar body could be created by reference to existing 
structures such as the EESC and the EEAC, or by creating a specific body for the 
purpose. If specifically created, such a council could be established by the European 
Parliament or indeed as a standing group advising the European Council or Council. It 
could be made up of recognised European personalities operating at a high level.  
 
There is in addition a need to create a more permanent platform for broad consultation 
and participation of stakeholders. Public and stakeholder ownership should be 
supported through broad involvement from the beginning and constant feedback, 
rather than occasional and ad hoc consultations and review exercises. Ideally, 
participation would seek to secure a broad consensus amongst social, economic and 
environmental stakeholders that is more difficult for political decision-makers to 
ignore.  
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Revising the EU SDS: Some key messages 
 

 The Lisbon and SD Strategies both have short and long term implications and 
needs, demanding urgent action. Quality of life issues cannot be put on hold 
while the problem of jobs and growth is solved. A focus on sustainable 
consumption and production in both strategies, some common indicators and 
similar political processes could be helpful. 

 Indicators, including footprint, green GDP and others, are needed so that 
results of monitoring can be conveyed to the public and politicians. Strong and 
innovative reporting mechanisms should support the EU SDS, potentially 
separate from reporting under Lisbon. 

 Responsibility for developing, implementing and overseeing SD process 
should be anchored at the highest level in the European Parliament, European 
Council and Commission.  

 The Commission’s existing IA process needs to be balanced, and additional 
tools to support SD explored. For vertical integration, the EU SDS II could 
provide a common framework containing core elements, such as targets and 
governance principles, to be taken up at national level. 

 The EU SDS II needs to be aspirational and looking 30 to 50 years hence. It 
should present a compelling case, including a business case, for SD and how 
the EU will rise to the challenge. Whilst comprehensive in scope, it should 
prioritise action on a small number of issues, potentially including security, 
education and resolving conflicts between policy areas. 

 New integrated objectives may be needed to better reflect the three dimensions 
of SD and sustainable consumption and production. 

 There is much scope to establish a EU level advisory council, either building 
on existing structures or creating a body attached to the European Parliament 
or Council. A platform for ongoing stakeholder consultation and dialogue is 
also needed, ensuring continuous engagement throughout the EU SDS cyclical 
process.  
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6 Strengthening the European NSSD Network: A Permanent Support 
Mechanism? 

 
The annual meetings of the NSDS network facilitate the exchange of experience and 
knowledge, and have generated a loose network of NSDS coordinators, as well as 
advisory councils and other experts. However, a key weakness of the network has 
been that it manifests itself only once a year during annual meetings. While this 
arrangement is considered to be valuable, intensifying the exchange of experience 
throughout the year could significantly increase that value.  
 
A concrete output from the Windsor event was the agreement to establish a network 
office to support activities between annual meetings. Based on a proposal presented 
by Austria and the UK, such an office is to be responsible for developing and running 
a website providing an up-to-date ‘one-stop-shop’ for European NSDS processes, as 
well as providing a communication platform for the network. The network office 
would assist network members in finding information on NSDS processes and in 
making contact with other network members, and in articulating common interests. 
Membership of the network itself would be restricted to ministries, although the 
annual networking events would continue to be open to the EEAC/SDACs and NGOs.  
 
A Steering Group will be established to oversee the operation of the network office 
and to support the organisation of annual network meetings in collaboration with the 
host country. The Terms of Reference for this Steering Group were agreed at the 
event and can be found in Annex III. 
 
Further information on the NSDS network office is available from 
http://www.sustainable-development.gov.uk/delivery/global-local/european.htm. 
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7 Summary and Conclusions 
 
The final session consisted of reports back from rapportuers of the workshop groups, 
followed by reactions from Robin Miege (DG Environment, European Commission) 
and the Chair. The opportunity was also provided for delegates to raise any further 
points or questions.   
 
As Member States enter the phase of NSDS delivery rather than strategy 
development, progress is needed across a number of fronts, including strengthening 
institutions and processes, developing concrete targets and sectoral goals, and 
establishing suitable monitoring, reporting and indicator arrangements. However, 
communicating SD issues – whether to the public, stakeholders, amongst SD 
coordinators and across governments – has arguably been the main recurring theme 
for the Windsor event.  
 
The importance of securing strong and continued political engagement is underlined, 
in order to provide a clear signal and leadership around SD issues. Sustainable 
development must remain on the agenda of Heads of State and Government at the 
European Council, ensuring buy-in right at the top at the national level. It is also 
essential to spread the messages up and down all levels of government. SD 
practitioners also look to Heads of State and Government to clarify the uncertain 
relationship between the SDS and Lisbon, and ensuring that synergies are found 
between the two strategies. This is not just an ‘EU problem’ but is something that 
must also be addressed at the national level, not least within the context of national 
reform programmes due to be submitted in October 2005. 
 
Securing a place for SD on the political agenda would be facilitated by enhancing the 
role of national and EU parliaments. Identifying a body like Spain’s recently created 
observatory may also be useful, both at the national and EU levels. Reflection is also 
needed on the role of existing national SD advisory councils and the European 
Economic and Social Committee in communicating and politicising SD issues. 
 
There is also much scope to enhance communication between SD coordinators and 
practitioners, with a particular emphasis on learning and exchange of experiences. A 
concrete output of Windsor has been the agreement to strengthen the SD network by 
establishing a permanent secretariat. At the same time, the Commission is developing 
a common approach to peer review of NSDSs, aimed at facilitating shared learning. A 
peer review handbook will be launched in September 2005, together with a proposal 
to initiate a first series of reviews. An approach that supports shared learning through 
a voluntary peer review process is considered preferable to a ‘harder’ naming and 
shaming or benchmarking approach. The idea of a EU level peer review mechanism is 
widely supported, including by the EEAC network.  
 
Dialogue between different government departments is critical and there are examples 
where efforts are proving particularly fruitful. The Windsor event provided an 
opportunity to showcase the potential role of finance ministries in injecting 
sustainable development considerations into core government thinking. Finance 
Ministers from across the EU could be encouraged to explore possibilities in this area. 
The UK’s experience in developing joint Public Service Agreements between 
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government departments that links departmental objectives with budgetary priorities 
is one promising approach. It is hoped that future network events can build on this 
broader audience.  
 
Across both national and EU SD strategies, there is a need to enhance reporting. 
Annual reporting on the EU SDS II is important as a means of maintaining its 
political profile, and should be seen as additional to more in-depth three-year reviews. 
The annual reports could focus on different themes, similar to the UN Commission on 
Sustainable Development approach. The precise details of annual and more in-depth 
reporting, and how this links into other reporting cycles, needs some further 
reflection.  
 
The importance of having outward facing strategies was highlighted. Whether in 
relation to evaluating national strategies, reporting at the EU level, the EU’s own 
policies, etc – the outward component is essential. There is wide support for having a 
single document, encompassing both the internal and external dimensions of 
sustainable development. The Member States should also reflect on the fact that the 
world looks to the EU for experience and best practice in sustainable development. 
The NSDS network and the annual events provide an opportunity to share experiences 
with third countries and international organisations, as well as to enhance the external 
dimensions of national strategies. 
 
The next SD networking event is scheduled for 1-2 June 2006, with Austria hosting 
the event in Salzburg. There is a clear opportunity to build on previous meetings, and 
in particular the conclusions of Windsor, to further strengthen learning between SD 
practitioners and advisory councils, but also widening the exchange of lessons to key 
sectors and to actors from outside the EU. It will also provide an early opportunity to 
assess the EU SDS II and to identify concrete ways of ensuring its delivery over the 
coming years.  
 
The EEAC has also produced a paper reflecting on the Windsor event. This paper – 
‘The Windsor Momentum: The next push-up’ is available from http://www.sustainable-
development.gov.uk/delivery/global-local/european.htm. 
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Annex I: Event Programme 

 
 
 

Sustainable Development Networking Event 
 

Windsor, UK 
14-15 July 2005 

 
PROGRAMME 
 
Wednesday 13 July (evening) 
 
Arrival of first delegates, and start of registration 
 
Thursday 14 July 
 
9.30–10.00 Remaining registration 
 
PLENARY SESSION 
 
10.00–10.05 Welcome from Chair, Helen Marquard, Head of Europe Environment 

Division, DEFRA  
 
10.05–10.30 Opening address – UK Minister for Climate Change and the 

Environment  Elliot Morley MP 
 
10.30–10.55 Improving Delivery of National SD Strategies    

Prof. Paul Ekins, Policy Studies Institute (UK), and Royal Commission 
on Environmental Pollution 

 
10.55–11.20  Strengthening Public and Stakeholder Engagement    

Tony Long, Director WWF European Policy Office, Brussels 
 
11.20 – 11.50 Coffee 
 
11.50–12.20  The Review of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy; Key Issues  

Christine Dalby, Secretariat-General, European Commission   
 
12.20–12.30  Introduction to the workshop sessions  - David Wilkinson, IEEP 
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12.30–14.00 Lunch 
 
WORKSHOPS 
 
14.00–15.30 First workshop break-out – six parallel groups 
 
15.30–16.00 Coffee 
 
16.00–17.30  Second workshop breakout – six parallel groups 
 
18.15  Evening visit to the Royal Botanical Gardens, Kew, including an 

overview of Kew’s scientific work by Professor Sir Peter Crane FRS, 
the Director of Kew, plus a walk around the gardens, and dinner. 
Coaches will return to Beaumont House at 22.00 and 22.30 

  
Friday 15 July 
 
08.45–09.00 Welcome back by Chair 
 
WORKSHOPS 
 
09.00–10.30 Third workshop breakout:  Six parallel groups 
 
10.30–11.00 Coffee 
 
PLENARY SESSION 
 
11.00–11.15 Strengthening the European NSSD Network: A Permanent Support 

Mechanism? Elisabeth Freytag (Austrian Ministry for Agriculture, 
Forestry, Environment and Water Management) and Philip Stamp 
(DEFRA) 

 
11.15–12.00 Report back from the three workshops 
 
12.00–12.20 Response from the European Commission – Robin Miege, Head of 

Unit, European Commission, DG Environment 
 
12.20–12.50 Concluding discussion and agreement on future of the Network 
 
12.50–13.00 Chair’s concluding remarks 
 
13.00  Lunch 
 
14.00   Conference ends 
 
Optional excursion to Hampton Court Palace   
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Annex II: Participants List 
 

Name Organisation Country Email Address 

Angst, Doris Sustainable Development
Section, Swiss Federal Office 
for Spatial Development 

 Switzerland Doris.angst@are.admin.ch  

Ashvie, Tim 
 

Price Waterhouse Coopers UK timothy.j.ash.vie@uk.pwc.com

Autischer, Wilhlem Federal Ministry of Austria 
Agriculture, Forestry and 
Environment, and Water 
Management 

martina.waldherr@lebensministerium.at

Bachmann, Dr Gunther Council for Sustainable
Development 

 Germany guenther.bachmann@nachhaltigkeitsrat.de

Baldock, David IEEP UK dbaldock@ieeplondon.org.uk
Bernheim, Thomas Desk Officer, European

Commission Directorate
Environment 

 
 
EC -
European 
Commission

Thomas.bernheim@cec.eu.int  

Bilsborough, Simon CCW UK s.bilsbourough@ccw.gov.uk 
Bina, Olivia New University of Lisbon Portugal o.c.bina.92@cantab.net
Braun, Catherine Environment Agency UK catherine.braun@environment-

agency.gov.uk
Brunelli, Giovanni Italian National Environment

Authority 
 Italy Giovanni.brunelli@svs.minambiente.it 

Bulla, Miklos National Environment
Council 

 Hungary bulla@mail.kvvm.hu

Burney, Jonathan English Nature UK jonathan.burney@english-nature.org,uk

Camilleri, Marguerite Malta Environment and
Planning Authority 

 Malta marguerite.Camilleri@mepa.org.mt

Carvalho, Alexandra Department for International
Affairs of the Ministry for 
Environment 

 Portugal Alexandra.carvalho@gri.maotdr.gov.pt 

Casserly, Noel Secretary General of the
Comhar, Sustainable 
Development Council 

 Ireland Noel_casserly@environ.ie 

Charlton, Jane DEFRA UK jane.charlton@defra.gsi.gov.uk 

Christensen, Nis Danish Environmental
Protection Agency 

 Denmark NIC@MST.DK

Coffey, Clare IEEP UK ccoffey@ieeplondon.org.uk
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Csobod, Dr. Eva The Regional Environmental
Center for Central and 
European Europe, Hungary 

 Hungary Eva.csobod@rec.org

Dalal-Clayton, Barry International Institute for 
Environment and 
Development 

  barry.dalal-clayton@iied.org

Dalby, Christine Head of Unit, Task Force
Lisbon/Sustainable 
Development 

 EC 
European 
Commission

christine.dalby@cec.eu.int 

David, Hubert 
 

Executive Secretary Belgian
Federal Council for 
Sustainable Development 

 Belgium Hubert.david@ministraat.be

De Lucia, Francesca 
 

Italian Ministry for the
Environment 

 Italy Francesca.delucia@svs.minambiente.it 

De Smedt, Dr. Jan Council Member FRDO-
CFDD 

Belgium Jan.desmedt@frdo-cfdd.be

Dick, Katie Defra UK Katie.dick@defra.gsi.gov.uk
Dom, Ann European Environment

Agency, Copenhagen 
  Ann.dom@eea.eu.int

Douard, Pascal Ministere de l' Equipement
des Transports 

 France pascal.douard@equipement.gouv.fr

Downing, Emma Sustainable Development
Commission secretariat 

 UK - SDC emma.downing@sd-
commission.gsi.gov.uk

Dreze, Jean-Roger Federal Public Service for
Health, Food Chain Safety 
and Environment-D-G for 
Env 

 Belgium Jean-Roger.Dreze@health.fgov.be 
 

Ekins, Paul Policy Studies Institute UK p.ekins@psi.org.uk
Freytag, Elisabeth Federal Ministry of Austria 

Agriculture, Forestry and 
Environment, and Water 
Management 

Elisabeth.freytag@lebensministerium.at

Garthwaite, Rachel JNCC UK Rachel.garthwaite@jncc.gov.uk 
Geller, Zita Ministry of Environment and

Water 
 Hungary geller@mail.kvvm.hu

Gijsel, Marjolijn 
 

Ministerie van de Vlaamse
Gemeenschap 

Belgium marjolijn.gijsel@lin.vlaanderen.be 

Gilheaney, Patrick Dept. of Environment,
Heritage and Local Govt. 

 Ireland Patrick_Gilheaney@environ.ie

Goeteyn, Luc Deputy Director, MiNA-Raad
(Flemish Environmental 
Council) 

 Belgium Luc.goeteyn@minaraad.be

Gronnegaard, Helga Danish Environmental
Protection Agency 

 Denmark HG@MST.DK

Guerin, Andre-Jean Policy Advisor, MEDD France andre-jean.guerin@ecologie.gouv.fr
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Gurtowski, Slawomir Ministry of Environment Poland slawomir.gurtowski@mos.gov.pl
Hagbarth, Ulrika Swedish EPA Sweden Ulrika.hagbarth@naturvardsverket.se

Hagman, Micael Ministry of Sustainable
Development 

 Sweden Micael.hagman@sustainable.ministry.se

Herodes, Martina IEEP UK mherodes@ieeplondon. 
Hey, Christian German Advisory Council on

the Environment 
 Germany christian.hey@uba.de

Hontalez, John EEB   john.hontelez@eeb.org
Hoogerbeets, Walter Netherland Ministry of Netherlands

housing, Spatial Planning and 
the Environment 

walter.hoogerbeets@minvrom.nl

Howell, Richard Environment Agency UK richard.howell@environment-
agency.gov.uk

Hull, Robert Director, European Economic
and Social Committee 

  Robert.hull@esc.eu.int

James, Fiona HM Treasury UK UK Fiona.james@hm-treasury.gsi.gov.uk

Janisch, Irene Federal Ministry for
Economic Affairs and Labour

 Austria irene.janisch@bmwa.gv.at

Jarvis, Richard Countryside Council for
Wales 

 Wales b.roberts@ccw.gov.uk

Jaskiewicz, Jacek Ministry of Environment Poland jacek.jaskiewicz@mos.gov.pl
Kapove, Alexander DEFRA UK alexander.karpov@DEFRA.GSI.GOV.UK

Kind, Johannes Europen Economic and 
Social Committee 

  johannes.kind@esc.eu.int

Kirkwood, David Groundwork UK UK dkirkwood@groundwork.org.uk
Kohnen, Marguy Ministry of Environment Luxembourg marguy.kohnen@mev.etat.lu
Koll, Claudia Working Group of the

Parliamentary Council for SD
 Germany koll@spdfraktion.de

Kopernik, Gerhard Federal Ministry of Economy
and Labour 

 Germany gerhard.koepernik@bmwa.bund.de

Kraemer, Andreas IEEP UK kraemer@ecologic.de
Krizkova, Alena Office of the Government of Czech 

Republic Czech Republic 
krizkova.alena@vlada.cz

Kroll, Thomas Federal Chancellery Austria thomas.kroell@bka.gv.at
Ledoux, Laure   EC 

European 
Commission

Laure.LEDOUX@cec.eu.int 

Long, Tony WWF - European Policy 
Office 

  tlong@wwfepo.org

Lynas, Rob Department of Environment
(NI) 

 N. Ireland rob.lynas@doeni.gov.uk
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Magoaru, Pascal 
 

Defra – seconded from the
French Ministry o

 
f 

Environment 

France pascal.magoarou@DEFRA.GSI.GOV.UK

Manzione, Pier Lugi Italian Ministry for
Environment 

 Italy Pierluigi.manzione@svs.minambiente.it 

Marquard, Dr. Helen Head, Europe Environment
Division, Defra 

 UK Helen.Marquard@defra.gsi.gov.uk

Martinuzzi, Andre Vienna University of Austria 
economics 

andre.martinuzzi@wu-wien.ac.at

Miege, Robin Head of Unit, European
Commission, Directorate
Environment 

 
 
EC -
European 
Commission

Robin.miege@cec.eu.int

Molina, Teresa Ministry of foreign affairs Spain teresa.molina@ue.mae.es

Monkhouse, Claire IEEP UK cmonkhouse@ieeplondon.org.uk
Morrison, Amanda Department of Finance N. Ireland amanda.morrison@dfpni.gov.uk
Mortimer, Diana Joint Nature Conservation

Committee 
 UK diana.mortimer@jncc.gov.uk

Mueller, Christoph  Federal Chancellery Austria Christoph.mueller@bka.gv.at

Neaslund, Siv Swedish Environment
Advisory Council 

 Sweden siv.naslund@sustainable.ministry.se

Niestroy, Ingeborg Secretary, European
Environment and Sustainable 
Development Advisory 
Council 

  ingeborg.niestroy@eeac-net.org

Origer, Claude Ministry of Environment Luxembourg claude.origer@mev.etat.lu

Osborn, Derek Member Sustainable
Development Commission, 
UK 

  Derek.osborm@csi.com

Parker, David Countryside Council for
Wales 

 Wales d.parker@ccw.gov.uk

Patel, Diwam DEFRA UK diwam.patel@DEFRA.GSI.GOV.UK 

Perkins, Kate Defra UK kate.perkins@DEFRA.gsi.gov.uk
Pfahl, Stephanie Bundesministerium für

Umwelt, Naturschutz und 
Reaktorsicherheit 

 Germany Stefanie.Pfahl@bmu.bund.de

Purdey, Sophie Environment Agency UK sophie.purdey@environment-
agency.gov.uk

Ritchie, Conor DEFRA UK conor.ritchie@DEFRA.GSI.GOV.UK

Rivera, Manuel German Environment
Advisory Council 

 Germany manuel.rivera@nachhaltigkeitsrat.de 
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Rouhinen, Sauli Environment Counsellor,
Ministry of the Environment, 
Finland 

 Finland Sauli.rouhinen@ymparisto.fi 

Schwarz, Henrique CNADS – Portuguese
National Council on 
Environment & Sustainable 
Development 

 Portugal henriqueschwarz@oninet.pt 

Season, Caroline Defra UK caroline.w.season@defra.gsi.gov.uk

Silveira, Mary Pat United Nations Division for
Sustainable Development 

   silveira@un.org

Soramaki, Jussi Environment Counsellor,
Ministry of the Environment, 
Finland 

 Finland jussi.soramaki@ymparisto.fi

Soromenho-Marques, 
Virtiato 

CNADS – Portuguese
National Council on 
Environment & Sustainable 
Development 

 Portugal Aristides.leitao@sg.mcota.gov.pt

Spangenberg, Joachim SERI  Joachim.Spangenberg 

Statz, Dr. Albert Head of Division
“Environmental & 
Sustainability 
Strategies”,Ministry for the 
Environment, Germany 

 Germany Albert.statz@bmu.bund.de

Tertschnig, Wolfram Head of SD Unit, Federal
Ministry of Agriculture and 
Forestry, Environment and 
Water Management 

 Austria Wolfram.tertschnig@lebensministerium.at

Todd, Suzanne UK House of Lords UK todds@parliament.uk

Trattnigg, Rita Federal Ministry of Austria 
Agriculture, Forestry and 
Environment, and Water 
Management 

rita.trattnigg@lebensministerium.at

van Dorst, Eric Ministry of Housing, Spatial
Planning and the 
Environment 

 Netherlands eric.vandorst@minvrom.nl
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Vaneyken, Sven Federal Oublic Planning
Service Sustainable 
Development (Belgian Fed. 
Gov.) 

 Belgium sven.vaneycken@poddo.be

Versteven, Jo Secretariat of the Belgium
Federal Commission on SD 

 Belgium jve@plan.be 

Vierimaa, Marjut Finnish Ministry of Finance Finland marjut.vierimaa@vm.fi

Vilinovic, Kamil Ministry of Environment Slovakia vilinovic.kamil@enviro.gov.sk
Vitzthum, Elizabeth Federal Ministry of Finance Austria ELIZABETH.VITZTHUM@BMF.GV.AT
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Daphne  

DEFRA UK daphne.von-
buxhoeveden@DEFRA.GSI.GOV.UK 

Wachter, Daniel Head of Sustainable
Development Section, Swiss 
Federal Office for Spatial 
Development 

 Switzerland Daniel.wachter@are.admin.ch

Wagner, Ilka Federal Ministry for the
environment, nature, 
conservation and nuclear 
safety 

 Germany ilka.wagner@bmu.bund.de

Wilkinson, David IEEP UK dwilkinson@ieeplondon.org.uk 

Witney, Neil Defra UK neil.witney@DEFRA.GSI.GOV.UK 
Wolff, Pascal Eurostat   pascal.wolff@cec.eu.int

Zaloksnis, Janis Ministry of the Environment
for the Republic of Latvia 

 Latvia Janis.Zaloksnis@vidm.gov.lv
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Annex III: Terms of Reference for EU Sustainable Development Network 
Steering Group 
 
 
The following terms of reference were agreed at the EU Sustainable Development 
Networking Event, Windsor 14-15 July 2005: 
 
 
1. The role of the Steering Group is to:  
 

 establish and maintain an EU sustainable development network of Member 
State administrations with the aim of promoting the effective sharing of 
experience and knowledge on sustainable development in Member States and 
at EU level; 

 
 support the organisation of annual network meetings in collaboration with the 

host country;  
 

 develop the terms of reference and a work programme for a network office to 
be established, providing a permanent contact mechanism and a one stop 
information desk on NSDS to network members. 

 
 
2. Membership of the Steering Group:  
 
Renewal of membership of the steering group will happen every two years during the 
annual network meetings.  
 
The chairman will be taken from the host country for the following year's meeting.  
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Annex IV: Glossary 
 
CSD  Commission on Sustainable Development 

Defra  Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, UK 

DG Env Directorate General Environment, European Commission 

EEA  European Environment Agency  

EEAC  European Environmental Advisory Council 

EESC  European Economic and Social Committee 

EIA  Environmental Impact Assessment 

ESDACs European Sustainable Development Advisory Councils  

EU SDS II The second EU SDS (in development) 

GHG  Greenhouse gases 

IA  Impact assessment 

IEEP  Institute for European Environmental Policy 

MP  Member of Parliament 

NGOs  Non governmental organisations 

NSDS  National Sustainable Development Strategy 

OMC  Open Method of Coordination 

SD  Sustainable Development 

SDS  Sustainable Development Strategy 

SEA  Strategic Environmental Assessment 

UN  United Nations 

WWF  Worldwide Fund for Nature 
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