
MINUTES
12TH ANNUAL CONFERENCE OF DELEGATES

EUROPEAN UNION OF THE DEAF
12-13 OCTOBER 1996, BRUSSELS

1. OPENING, WELCOMING ADDRESS AND APOLOGIES
The President of the European Union of the Deaf (EUD), Mr. Knud S¿ndergaard
openedthe 12th Annual Conferenceof Delegatesaf the EUD and extended a
warm welcome to all personspresent.

Knud S¿ndergaarddedicateda special welcome to Ms. Liisa Kauppinen, president
af the World Federation of the Deaf (WFD) representingFinland, Mr. Jeff Mc
Whinney, executive director of the British Deaf Association (BDA) and Ms.
Carol-lee Aquiline, General Secretaryof the WFD.
Re also explained that the Dutch Deaf Association (NEDO) would make a video
during the Annual Conference and ajournalist was present of the Dutch Deaf
Magazine Woord & Gebaar.

Apologies had been received from Asger Bergmann (DK) replaced by Lene Ravn
and from Terry Riley, vice Presidentof the EUD.

2. ROLE CALL
Seeattachedlist of participants (Annex I).

3. MINUTES OF THE 11th AC HELD ON 13-14/10/95
Andre Lathouwers (B) remarked that on page 10 Belgium Flemish part; not 16
but 27 programmes were planned.
Helly Christopoulou (Gr) remarked that on page 12 Elections not Salvatore
Triolo but Salvatore Falata was meant.
Lars •ke Wikstrorn (S) asked if the minutes could be distributed within three
months after the Annual Conference.
Knud S¿ndergaardansweredthat the EUD Staff would try to mail out the
minutes earlier but encouragedthe delegatesto sendin their written comments as
well as this was never happenedin the past.
The minutes were acceptedby the delegates.

Knud S¿ndergaardexplained that the points on the Agenda would be changed,
due to the departure of Helga Stevensafter the lunch break:.The Council had
proposedin a motion that EUD should becomea non-profit organisation with
legal statusunder Belgian law. As this would be a very important decision
decidedwas that this should be discussedright now.
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4. EUD BECOMING AN INDEPENDENT LEGAL
ORGANISATION

Helga Stevensexplained that in principle four options were open to EUD to
establishan independentorganisationin Belgium (seealso explanatory
memorandum).

1. Non Profit organisation
Helga Stevensexplained that EUD could set up a non-profit organisation under
Belgian law but that BUD could never meet the requirement of 3/5 of the
member of this organisation being Belgians and therefore this option would be
impossible for BUD.

2. Foundation
Helga Stevensexplained that this form was mostly used for museums,big theatres
etc. A capital of 25.000 Ecu neededto be set asideat a bank. EUD could never
meet the strict requirementsto be come a foundation and therefore this option
would be impossible for EUD as well.

3. International Non Profit Association
Helga Stevensexplained that this form was often usedfor associationswith many
international members like BUD. No capital was required, except for
membership fees and in casethe International Association would go bankrupt
there would be limited liability for the members.The Association would enjoy a
preferable and low tax rate and statutescould be changedand later adaptedto
new situations. The Belgian governmentneededto give permission for
establishment of the International Association but rules were liberal. The
procedure would take 6 months. The Council of the International Association
neededto have at least one Belgian member.
Helga Stevensconcluded that this form would suit the EUD being an
international; European organisation the most.

4. European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG)
This was a European form for which the framework was set by the European
Community Council of Mini sters in 1985 to facilitate the set up of European
organisations in the EU.
An big disadvantageof the EEIG was that the EEIG could not work
independently for itself, its activities would be subject to the activities of its
members. Furthermore each membercould be held fully and jointly liable for all
the debts and obligations of EUD, which could be a dangeroussituation for richer
Members of EUD.
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Liisa Kauppinen (SF) thanked Helga Stevensfor this information and asked if an
international association (option 3) would still be able toget funding through
EuropeanProgrammes.Furthermore she said that the Conference neededto
discussthe purpose of EUD. If the purposeof EUD would be a forum for
cooperation, there would be no big financial responsibilities for the membersand
Liisa Kauppinen suggestedtherefore to chooseoption 4.

Helga Stevensrespondedthat the third option would be a much stronger form for
EUD.
JohanWesemannadded that the NADs neededto take more responsibility in the
future for EUD.
Knud S¿ndergaardadded that DDL had announcedto withdraw next year from
its current responsibilities and therefore EUD neededa legal base.

Liisa Kauppinen (SF) repeatedher question why EUD would not opt for option
4, the European Economic Interest Grouping.

Helga Stevensrespondedthat the EEIG was basedon a Europeandirective and
nationallegislations. Furthermore sheexplained that if EUD would choosethe
International non-profit organisation it would be made c1earin the statutesthat
EUD would be a European organisation only with Europeanobjectives. By
making this c1earin the statutes,it would still be possible to receive funding
through programmes of the European Union.

Luis Caiion (E) askedwhich legal statusthe new independentEuropeanDisability
Forum had chosen.
JohanWesemannrespondedthat the Forum had chosenoption 3, the International
non-profit Association under Belgian law. He addedthat it would be a good idea
if EUD would follow the framework of the Forum.

Lars •ke Wikstrom (S) askedwho had decided that option l, 2 and 4 were not
suitable for EUD and that option 3 would be the best.

Helga Stevensrespondedthat shehad madethesedecisionstogetherwith the
Council, from her legal point of view.

Lars •ke Wikstrom (S) remarked that such a fundamental decision could not be
made immediately. The NADs neededtime to study the papersavailable and how
the statutesneededto be adapt.

Knud S¿ndergaardreplied that the Annual Conferenceneededto make this
princip le decision. The Council and Staff membersof EUD would than continue
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the work following the chosenoption and with the help of a legal expert and with
a special working working group to revise the Statutes.

Helder Duarte (P) said that it would not be easy for the NADs now to make this
decision. There was no information available on how to adapt the statutesand the
NADs neededmore time to study the different options.

Christopher Jones (ElRE) agreedwith Helder Duarte.

Knud S¿ndergaardreminded the delegatesof the faet that EUD currently had no
legal position which meant a very weak position.

Liisa Kauppinen (SF) repeatedher questionwhy EUD did not choosethe
European Economic Interest Grouping and said that if EUD would be a forum of
cooperation this option would be possible. Shesaid that EUD had a very weak
position at the moment and that the NADs had the least responsibilities of all
membersof European disability NGO's. The NADs neededto be liable for EUD
which would mean more independencefor EUD and which would be more
appreciatedby the European institutions. Sheexplained about the European Blind
Union (EBU), a very strong and independentEuropean NGO with its members
being liable for the EBU.
Furthermore Liisa Kauppinen askedthe Council why EUD should have to chosea
legal statusunder Belgian law and sheadvisedto examine all other possibilities
before making a decision.

Helga Stevenspromised to ask information on the legal statusof EBU and to
investigate the different possibilities further.

Luis Caiion (E) said that it would be impossible to make a decision during this
Conferenceas all delegateshad too many questionsand were too afraid. It would
be unwise to take such a principle decision right now. Re suggestedto make a
decision during_next Annual Conference.

David Bullock (UK) suggestedthat EUD should follow the legal statusof the
Forum and asked information about the objectives of the Forum and if they were
very different of those of EUD.

JohanWesemann respondedthat the Forum was an International Non-Profit
Association and that EUD should follow the Forums' framework.

Markku Jokinen (member of Council) said he was happy with the discussions
going on, but he reminded the NADs to think about their future role and what
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they wanted from EUD. Did they want a forum of cooperation or a strong
umbrella organisation?

Knud S¿ndergaardadded that EUD was set up with the aim to make the European
Union institutions aware of Deaf people and their needs.EUD neededto follow
political questions,Parliament and Commission proposalsand directives to
proteet the interestsof Deaf people. He suggestedthat the aim could be changed
and that the paper of Helga Stevenscould be a starting point to work further
upon.

5. THE SIGN LANGUAGES PROJECT
Helga Stevensexplained that following the Portugal Conference "The Way
Forward" a long letter had been sent out to the NADs explaining the set up of
National Committees in the framework of the Sign LanguagesProject. She said
shewas happy with this opportunity to explain now more about the project to the
delegates.
Fact sheetshad beensent out in the 11 EU languagesexplaining the project. An
optimal translation had been tried but the used translation office in Brussels did
not have knowledge about Deafnessand so translation problems had occurred.
The assistanceof the NADs was needed.Also the NADs neededto sendtheir
mailing list and costs of distributing the fact sheetsto EUD in order to get
reimbursed for thesecosts.
Next to the faet sheetstwo videos would be produced in international signs.
Unfortunately the EUD had not yet received the contract of the European
Commission. Commitments betweenEUD and Bristol had already beenmadeand
a contract between EUD and Bristol had been drafted. Bristol would start the
work on 1 November 1996.

The aim of the National Committees (NCs) would be to createa political impact
on the work of the NADs. EUD would support the NCs on a European level only.
Continuity of the NCs neededto be ensured,the NCs should not "die" after one
year but work neededto be continued. Broad support neededto be createdfor the
recognition of Sign Language.Helga Stevensstressedthe importance of
government representativesparticipating in the NCs to exchangepolitical views
and establishuseful contactswithin the governments.
Helga Stevensalso stressedthe importance of EFSLI being inc1udedin the NCs.
EUD had received a request from EFSLI to be part of the NCs and EUD
supported this request.
Furthermore the NCs could choosetheir own national priorities to work upon.

Bristol prepareda questionnaire to make a comparing survey on the different
situations of Sign Languagesin the EU. The results would be presentedto the
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European Parliament.

A Final Conferencewould be organisedon 2 and 3 October 1997 in Brussels.

Helga Stevensexplained that on 11 Octobera SteeringCommittee meeting had
taken place. During this meeting the membersof the Steering Committee had
discussedthe involvement of the grassrootsand the project not becoming an "elite
project". Several ideashad beenproposed;
* the factsheetcould be written in easier language,
* people could go to local Deaf clubs to explain about the project and
* NADs could be askedto make their own videos in the national Sign

Language.

Lars •ke Wikstrom (S) remarked that many translation mistakes had occurred in
the Swedish translation of the factsheet.He stressedthe importance of correct
translation and using the right terminology.

Helga Stevenssaid the EUD and the SteeringCommittee were awareof these
mistakesand said that a list of keywords would be made with correct translation
in all 11 languages.Furthermore she addedthat it would be appreciatedif the
NADs could take care of the translationsof the next faet sheet.

Knud S¿ndergaardsaid the Danish translation hadbeen perfect. There were two
possibilities:
* NADs could take care of the translation or
* Draft translations would be madeby the translation office to be checked

and corrected by the NADs.

Luis Caiion (S) expressedhis confusion. He wondered if the NCs should already
start their work independently or if they had to wait for Bristol university to
contact them.

Helga Stevensreplied saying that the NCs could already start the work and could
decide upon their national priorities, but they neededto wait until Bristol had
finalised the questionnaire which neededto be incorporated in the work of the
NCs.
Furthennore she added that Bristol refused to start working before the contract
betweenEUD and Bristol had beensigned.

Markku Jokinen said that the help of the NADs was neededto make the project a
success.He said this would be the opportunity of the century for Deaf people in
the EuropeanUnion to improve the statusof Sign Languagesin their countries
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and exchange information with other countries. He stressedthat now was the time
to undertake action! This would be the chancefor Deaf people; a one in a life
time opportunity. Together the Deaf people would be strong!

Christopher Jones(EIRE) said lreland had a problem. If they would ask top level
govemment representation in the NC, the Irish govemment would send a junior
secretary.He asked for suggestionshow to solve this problem.

Andre Lathouwers (B) askedhow the NCs would know what was going on in
other NCs? He asked if the NCs could cooperatewith eachother?

Helga Stevenssaid the NCs neededto make bimonthly reports and sendthem to
her. Helga Stevenswould summarisethe reports and distribute them to the other
NCs for information. Furthermore, it would be up to the NCs to decide if they
wished cooperation with other NCs.

Knud S¿ndergaardthanked Helga Stevensfor her information and we1comed
Diane Sutton, lobby person of the Disability Intergroup of the European
Parliament who would present a lecture.

6 LECTURE AND DISCUSSION 'VITH DIANE SUTTON
7 DISCUSSION ON THE POST HELlOS II SITUATION

Diane Sutton thanked the EUD for inviting her to the Annual Conference.Her
speechwas basedon three key areasof her work;
>.< the Post HELlOS II situation,
>.< the Mary Banotti MEP Report on the Rights of Disabled People and
>.< the non discrimination clause in the Treaty.
Seefar speechDiane Suitonattachedpaper.
During and after Diane's speechthe delegateswere able to raise questions.

Questions and discussionswith regard_to the Post BELlOS II situation.
Liisa Kauppinen (SF) askedhow the DItureof BELlOS II would look like.
Knud S¿ndergaardasked if the Sign LanguagesProject could continue after one
year.
Marjan Stuifzand (NL) askedsuggestionshow to make a good impact on the
European Parliament.
Andre Lathouwers (B) askedtips how Deaf people neededto lobby.

Diane Sutton respondedAndre Lathouwers and Marjan Stuifzand by saying that
lobbying dependedon eachsituation. If Deaf people wanted to lobby on a special
subject with an appointment rapporteur, it would be a good idea to make contacts
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with this rapporteur. Furthermore, it was a wise idea to build up good personal
contacts with a view MEPs.
The report of Mary Banotti on the rights of disabled people could be used as a
reference framework, If the Parliament or Commission would not follow up on
the resolutions the report could be used to demonstrate what they had agreed
upon. Diane Sutton demonstrated this with the example of Autism Europe which
had made a written declaration; a charter on the rights of people with autism. The
charter had been adopted by European Parliament and now could be used on
national level to press national govemments to undertake actions to improve the
situation of people with autism in their countries.

Diane Sutton responded to Liisa Kauppinen by saying that she did not expect a
successor programme for HELIOS ever. The Commission had adopted the idea of
"mainstreaming" and Diane Sutton thought it would be most likely that disabled
people needed to mainstream as well in other European Programmes. Germany
had blocked the legal base for both a programme on Poverty and on Elderly.
However, the programme on equal opportunities for men and women had been
adopted thanks to a very effective lobby by the womens lobby. Therefore Diane
Sutton stressed the need for lobbying the German govemment; show them the
needs and wishes of disabled people and convince them of the need for a
programme for disabled people.
MEP s were convinced that a special programme for disabled people would help
to achieve mainstreaming. Diane Sutton stressed again the need for lobbying the
social affairs ministers of the national govemments as they would finally decide
to adapt or reject a post HELlOS programme.

The Commission had tabled a Communication Paper on Equality of Opportunity
for People with Disabilities. In this paper the Commission had expressed the need
to support disability NGO's and the independent European Disability Forum.
Diane Sutton encouraged everybody to send in their comments on this paper to
Mrs. Barbara Schmidbauer MEP.

Diane Sutton responded Knud S¿ndergaard by saying that a b_udgetlineof 6 Mecu
of "prepatory measures for cooperation to foster equal opportunities for disabled
people" had been proposed.
This budgetline included allocations for
* pilot projects involving at least two Member States to promote full

citizenship and equalisation of opportunities using the UN Standard Rules
on the Equalisation of Opportunities as a framework.
resources to explore possibilities of the information society for disabled
people,
resources for information and public awareness measures,

*

*
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resourcesto promote accessto information, sign language and national
information days.

As sign languagehad beenspecifically mentionedDiane Sutton said therewas no
reasonwhy the Sign LanguagesProject could not continue and sheaddedthat she
hoped that the Sign LanguagesProject would establish a precedent.

*

A discussion followed on the term "mainstreaming".
Lars •ke Wikstrom (S) informed the delegatesabout his membership in a social
integration Commission within the HELlOS II Programme and said that the term
"rnainstreaming" was usedall the time.

Rudi Sailer (D) said this term was extremely dangerousfor Deaf people and that
is should be carefully used.He explained about the cochlear implant problem in
Germany and that the medicai world tried to make Deaf people in Gennany
hearing.

Johan Wesemanninfonned about his visit to Gennany on 17 and 18 October and
that he would talk with Mr. Ulrich Hase,Chair of the Deutscher Gehorlosen
Bund and adviser to the Schlezwig-Holstein government about the cochlear
implant problem in Gennany and the position of the Gennan govemment
towards European Social Programmes.

Questions and discussionswith regard to the non discrimination c1ausein the
Treaty.
Diane Sutton explained about disabledpeople being invisible in the Treaty of the
European Union and the need for disabledpeople to lobby on a national level for
the need of a non discrimination c1ausein the treaty.
Diane Sutton infonned that Ireland (current Presidency of the European Union)
had placed social policies and the non discrimination c1auseon the agendaof the
Inter Govemmental Conferencepreparing the revision of the Treaty, which was
extremely positive.
But changesin the Treaty neededunanimity. Diane Sutton explained that the UK
govemment was against the non discrimination c1ause,but elections in the UK
would take place before 9 May 1997and it was hoped that a new government
would not block the c1ause.
Diane Sutton furthennore explained that the Netherlands would take over the
presidency of Ireland and that citizenship and the non discrimination c1ause
neededto stay a high priority. The Dutch government needed to be made aware
of this.

Liisa Kauppinen (SF) asked if the non discrimination c1ausewould be based,next
to disabilities, on languagesand Diane Suttonrespondedby saying that this was
MinutesEUD 12thAnnualConference1996 -9-

--------- ----- _.~ ------



not the case.

Ida Collu (1) and Knud S¿ndergaardboth stressedthe need for lobbying national
govemment representatives.

Diane Sutton addedthat an extemal institute called Tavistock worked on the
evaluation of the HELIOS II Programme.The final report should be ready in
1997.
The Commission itself would make the decision to continue HELlOS or not.
Especially it would be important for disabledpeople to convince Social Affairs
Commissioner Mr. Flynn of the needof a post HELlOS Programme.But,
disabledpeople neededto come up with new innovative ideas in order to convince
him.

JohanWesemannexplained that the word HELIOS had a very negative impact
and that this word should not be used anymore. He stressedthe needfor reading
the Communication Paperof the Commission and supportedthe delegatesto send
in their comments to the Commission and to Mrs. SchmidbauerMEP to make
sure the Deaf view would be representedin the final version of this paper.

Lars •ke Wikstrorn explained about the four sectorswithin the HELlOS II
Programme:
* Education,
* Functional Rehabilitation,
* Economic integration and
* social integration.
and his involvement within the last sector and in specific working group number
7; Ways to reduce the socio-psychological barriers experiencedby people with a
censorial disability.
Lars •ke Wikstrom explained that Deaf issuesalways had beena low priori ty on
their agenda.Lars had tried to put Deafnesshigher on the list of priorities and
had tried to createawarenessamonghearing people for Deaf people by
organising study visits. He had explained the group that integration and removal
of barriers not only meant the removal of physical barriers but also the use of
sign language interpreters. This had been adopted in the 1995 report of this
group.
Furthermore, Lars •ke Wikstrom explained that other sectors like Education
neededto be made awareas well of the needof sign languagefor Deaf children at
school.
He explained that becausethe term "mainstreaming" now was usedby everybody,
it would be uselessfor Deaf people to fight against this term. Deaf people should
explain everybody there views on integration.
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In November 1996 final meetings would take place and afterwards final reports
would be drafted and Lars •ke Wikstrom hoped he could make Mr. Lamoral
(Director of HELlOS II) and Mr. Wehrens (Head of Division DG V E3 disabled
people within the EuropeanCommission) aware of the needsof Deaf people and
their interpretation of mainstreaming.

Copiesof the 1995reports of the HELlOS Sectorsare available from the
HELlOS Teamof Experts in all 11 EU languages (an English report ofthe
working group of Lars •ke Wikstrom is attached to these minutes).

The discussion on the post HELlOS II situation was c1osed.Knud S¿ndergaard
thanked Diane Sutton for attending the Annual Conference,presenting a very
useful speechand answering questions.

8 TO RECEIVE THE ANNUA L REPORT 1995-1996
Knud S¿ndergaardexplained that the 1996 subvention of the European
Commission had been received on time, except for the subvention of the Sign
LanguagesProject. Knud S¿ndergaardthanked all NADs who had hosted a
Conference in 1995 and 1996. He furthermore stressedthe need for the NADs to
work on the implementation of the adoptedresolutions during EUD Conferences.

Luis Caiion (E) askedwhat happenedafter the Seminar on cochlear implants in
December 1995 and if a final report was available.
JohanWesemannexplained that after the Seminar the working group felt that an
extra meeting was neededin order to produce a final report and accordingly a
subvention had been askedto the EuropeanCommission.
Mr. Wehrens (European Commission, Head of Division DG V E3) wished
producers of cochlear implants to be inc1udedin the working group which Johan
Wesemannhad refused. After months of discussionsthe Commission finally
agreedto fund a final meeting for the original membersof the working group.
One of the members of the working group; Professor Blume (university of
Amsterdam) had drafted a report inc1udingthe conc1usionsof the working group.
Due to the different opinions present in the working group it was difficult to _
reach consensuson the report. JohanWesemannhoped that a final report would
be ready for distribution in November 1996.

Annegrethe Pedersen(DK) said that the DDL had covered a lot of EUD debts in
advancebefore HELlOS funding was received.The set up of an independent legal
organisation to Belgian law would be highly appreciatedby DDL. Furthermore
DDL had agreedthe chairpersonship for Knud S¿ndergaardto continue one more
year.
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David BulIock (UK) thanked, an behalf af a11delegates,Denmark for allowing
Knud S¿ndergaardchairing EUD ane more year and taking financial
responsibility for EUD.

The Annual Report 1995-1996was adopted.

9. INFORMATION ON THE FINANCIAL SITUATION
Knud S¿ndergaardexplained the EUD accountsaf 1994, 1995 and 8 months af
1996 had beenaudited by a Danish accountant.Due to late receiving af payments
af the European Commission in 1994and 1995this revision could not take place
in an ear1ierstage.

Christopher Janes(ElRE) askedwhy the amount under assetsin 1996was Oand
why under current liabilities the loan af DDL (54.267 Ecu) was not paid back in
1996<

Knud S¿ndergaardansweredthat probably the lrish and Danish people had
different ways of bookkeeping and he suggestedthat the lrish delegatesand he
would discussthe accountsin a separatediscussion.

Liisa Kauppinen (SF) remarked that EUD had received a large gift from DDL in
1995 (31.955 Ecu) and askedif this gift had beennecessaryto keep EUD
runnmg.

Knud S¿ndergaardexp1ainedthat DDL had received money from the Danish
government for the EUD management& leadershipscourse and that the Board af
DDL had decided to cover all expensesin relation to this course.

David Bullock (UK) emphasisedthe great support of DDL to EUD and thanked
the DDL for this on behalf af all delegates.

Peter Dimmel (A) asked if the loan af DDL would be paid back with interest.
Knud S¿ndergaardansweredthat the loan of DDL would be paid back with a
small interest.

Miguel Jimenez Mesa (E, memberaf Council) thanked Denmark for their
support to EUD the past five years.

Christopher Janes (ElRE) remarkedthat EUD should c1earoff all debts and that
EUD neededacredit controlIer.

Knud S¿ndergaardansweredthat EUD should first become an independentlegal
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organisation.
The final accounts of 1994, 1995 and the eight months of 1996 were accepted.

10 ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT AND A COUNCIL MEMBER
Dimitra Kokkevi Fotiou (Gr, member of Council) said that this would be her last
time as Council member. She had decidedto withdraw from the Council in order
to make place for new people with new and fresh ideas.
Knud S¿ndergaardthanked Dimitra Kokkevi Fotiou and remembered all the long
discussionsthe Council membershad had together,Dimitra Kokkevi had always
beenthe only woman in the Council, defending the rights of Deaf women in the
Council dominated by men. He said they always had had a good cooperation.

Decided was that Murray Holmes (Chair BDA) would chair the election
procedure.

Maurice Hayard (B) announcedto withdraw his candidature as the situation of
EUD becoming an independentorganisationand the statutesto be revised was too
unclear for him at the moment.

Three candidatesfor the position of Council memberpresented themselves;
>.< Ida Collu (l),
>.< Helly Christopoulou (Gr) and
>.< Andre Lathouwers (B).

Helly Christopoulou was electedasnew Council Member.
Knud S¿ndergaardremained Presidentfor one year without objections of the
delegates.

11 PRESENTATION BY AND DISCUSSIONS WITH JEFF MC
WHINNEY ON THE VISION OF EUD

Jeff McWhinney (chief executive director of the BDA, UK) explained that during
the EUD Conference "The Way Forward" in Portugal in May of this year three
working groups had worked on the Vision and priorities of EUD. Afterwards, a
strategyworking group had been establishedwith:
Jeff McWhinney (UK) as Chair and
JohanWesemann(EUD)
Feliciano Limia (E)
Lars •ke Wikstrorn (S)
Liisa Kauppinen (SF) and
Rachid Mimoun (F) asMembers
to implement the vision and priorities as chosenin Portugal into a strategy work
plan. A meeting had beenheld in London on 29 June 1996 with Jeff McWhinney,
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JohanWesemann,Feliciano Limia and Lars •ke Wikstrom.

After this meeting Jeff McWhinney had further analysedthe extemal trends of
EUD and had madean internal review of EUD. Furthermore he had analysed the
strengthsand weaknessesof EUD, its opportunities and threats and had madean
overview of the strategic choices available and had analysedthe main purpose of
EUD; to achieve full and equal citizenship for Deaf Europeans. (see annex)

Jeff McWhinney endedhis presentationby saying that he hoped he had given the
delegates"food for thought".
The mission statementof EUD (equal opportunities) perfectly connectedwith the
non discrimination clausebasedon disabilities and he urged the delegatesto lobby
their national govemments.
He furthermore indicated that the proposedbudgetlines by the Parliament meant
great opportunities for Deaf people.
He furthermore stressedthe need for Deaf professionals establishing their own
European network.

Other ideasgiven by Jeff McWhinney:
* NADs handing over 0,5% or 2% of their annual budget to EUD in order

to create a more independentorganisation.
More dialogue and consultancy with FEPEDA.
Create an organisation folIowing WFD modeL
Reinforce lobby activities.

*

*

Knud S¿ndergaardthanked Jeff McWhinney for his excellent presentationand
said this was a good starting point to work further upon and meant a challenge
for the NADs.

Christopher Jones(EIRE) thanked Jeff McWhinney and stressedthe need for
more details of the working plan and askedmore in depth information on the
external threats.

JohanWesemannsaid that involvement of EUD within HELlOS was not enough.
He agreedwith Jeff McWhinney that constant lobbying was necessaryand that
more cooperation betweenthe EUD and the NADs was needed.

Liisa Kauppinen (SF) apologised for not attending the meeting of the strategy
working plan and congratulatedJeff McWhinney for his excellent work. She
expressedbeing happy with the model of the NADs being professional
organisations. She addedto extemal threats, the parentsorganisationsbut also
cochlear implants. She said that the paperof Jeff McWhinney was an excellent
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paper to start working from. She stressedthe need for a long term strategy plan
for EUD even if subvention was yet uncertain.

Rudi Sailer (D) said he was impressedby the presentationof Jeff McWhinney. He
said that even with financial support from the NADs this would be insufficient to
keep EUD running. He said becausethe first priority would be sign language,
Deaf people neededto becomemanagersfocussing on marketing strategiesto
"sell" sign languageas a commercial product. Society should becomemore visual
of which everybody could profit from. EUD neededto impress politicians by
marketing and selling its own "product" , like hearing people eamed money by
producing and selling hearing aids. He said it would harm the profile of EUD if it
would continue to "beg for money".

-c-. /

káte:
LH~h (E) said Jeff Mc Whinney had invested a 10tof his time in order to
make this strategy overview. He addedthat the strategy working group during its
meeting in London had had insufficient time to cover all topics. The working
group neededmore time and more meetings in order to present a more detailed
strategy plan.

Lars •ke Wikstrom (S) said that during the strategy group meeting in London
many discussionshad takenplace on the visions of EUD and how to achievethese
visions as the EUD secretariatwas too small to do all this work. He furthermore
said that the Swedish Deaf Association (SDR) had good contactswith the parents
organisation. A 10tof parents in Swedenwere not convinced anymore of the oral
method and were more and more interestedin bilingualism. He stressedthe
importance of Deaf people influencing this positive process.

Knud S¿ndergaardsaid he had been informed that the secretariat of FEPEDA in
Paris, France would close down due to a lack of frnancial resources.

Luis Caiion (E) askedmore information about the proposed new budgetlines and
what this would meanto EUD.

Johan Wesemannexplained that two budget lines had beenproposedof each6
Mecu with the argument that one could not wait for the evaluation of HELlOS II
by the Tavistock institute. The budgetlinesnow had been voted through the
Budgets Committee of the EuropeanParliament.
ane budgetline was called "preparatory measuresfor cooperation to foster equal
opportunities for disabled people".
It would include:
* pilot projects involving at least two Member Statesto promote full

citizenship and equalisationof opportunities using the UN StandardRules
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*
on the Equalisation of Opportunities as a framework.
resourcesto explore possibilities of the information society for disabled
people,
resourcesfor information and public awarenessmeasures,
resourcesto promote accessto information, sign languageand national
information days.

*
*

The secondbudgetline was called "cooperation with NGOs and associations
formed by disabled people and support for their activities".
Thesebudgetlines now went to the Council for final agreementor rejection.

JohanWesemannaddedthat even if EUD would get a subvention through one of
the budgetlines, it would still be a good idea if the NADs would hand over 0,2%
of their annual cash flow to EUD. At the moment the NADs contributed only
marginal and it would make a good impression on EU level if the NADs would
support the EUD more strongly.

Knud S¿ndergaardstressedthe uncertainty of EUD getting a subvention in 1997.

Christopher Jones (EIRE) warned for FEPEDA being a strong, rich and
powerful organisation.

Ida Collu (l) thanked the strategy working group for its work and Denmark for
supporting EUD. Shesaid that the future EUD strategieshad both a political and
economical aspect.On politi cal level, EUD neededto maintain its high prestige at
European level.
On economicallevel, it would be of extreme importance that the two proposed
budgetlineswould be adoptedby the Council and shestressedthe needfor
lobbying the social affairs ministers on national level. She informed that the
Italian social affairs ministers was in favour of Deaf people and he would

(-, certainly help to get the budget lines adopted.

Markku Jokinen (SF, member of Council) reminded the delegatesof the short
remaining time and the needfor concreteactions to be taken now. Re
rememberedthe delegatesthat a vision already had beenadopted in Portugal
(equal opportunities) and that the presentedobjectives by Jeff McWhinney had
beenagreedupon. Re suggestedthat the NADs should get time to read and
evaluatethe strategypaper of Jeff McWhinney and sendin their comments.
Furthermore the NADs should think about a working plan. Re reminded the
delegatesthat still the future legal position of EUD neededto be discussedas well.

Jeff McWhinney addedthat the establishmentof a legal basis for EUD was a very
Minutes EUD 12th Annual Conference1996 -16-
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positive step forwards and that the idea of EUD becoming an international non
profit organisation neededto be further investigated by the Council.

12 MOTIONS TABLED BY NADs
The Dutch Deaf Association (NEDO) proposedthe following motions:

EUD is askedto
1. develop an Anti Poverty Programmewhich will lead to

* an improvement of the position of Deaf people on the labour market;
* better and more opportunities to be protected againstpoverty;
* creating measuresthat free Deaf people of being or becoming

'social parias'.
2. take proper measureson Europeanand national scale to improve the

quality of education of Deaf youngstersand to develop projects that lead to
the emancipation of Deaf people.

3. take all necessarysteps- alone and/or in cooperationwith other NGOs - to
proteet Deaf people against discrimination and to createsufficient equal
opportunities on European and national level.

Decided was that the Anti Poverty Programmewas too broad to be acceptedby
the Annual Conference.
The motion to improve the position of Deaf people on the labour market was
accepted.To improve the quality of education of Deaf youngstersagreedwas that
possibilities within the SOCRATES and LEONARDO Programmeswould be
explored.

Lars •ke Wikstrom said that EUD only focused on HELlOS and that there were
many other possibilities; like the HORIZON programme.

The British Deaf Association (BDA) had proposedthe following motions:
1. That the EUD conducts researchinto the effects on Deaf children who are

educatedin mainstream schoolswithin member states,with regard to their
identity, culture and language. _

2. That the position of Presidentis disassociatedfrom the Secretariatand that
the Presidentbe nominated and elected from and by the member statesat
the Annual Conferenceof Delegates.

Decided was that the first motion would be incorporated in the Sign Languages
Project. With regard to the secondmotion, Knud S¿ndergaardsuggestedthe set
up of a special working group looking into the necessarychangesof the statutes
when EUD would becomean independentlegal organisation according to Belgian
law.
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The French Belgian Deaf Association (FFSB) proposed the folIowing motions:
1. The EUD should press the ministries in each country of the European

Union to appoint a Deaf person in eachNational Association of the Deaf, to
be paid by the national governments.

2. The EUD should follow and monitor closely all actions of the ministries
concerning Deaf people in each country of the European Union.

3. The EUD should lobby for the official recognition of the International Day
of the Deaf in each country of the European Union.

4. The EUD should develop actions for the recognition of sign languagein
each country of the EuropeanUnion.

Concerning the first and secondmotion it was agreedthat becauseEUD could not
interfere in national affairs thesemotions were unacceptable. Alfred Hevet (B)
proposed that eachNAD would sendinformation on national affairs to the FFSB
to be used for their contacts with the Belgian government.
Concerning the third motion Alfred Fievet (B) explained that the International
Day of the Deaf in the French speakingpart of Belgium had beena big success,
but unfortunately he did not have any information of ce1ebrationsof this day in
other countries.
As 11 NADs celebratedthis day in their country, it was agreedthat they all
would send reports on the celebrations to EUD for further distribution.

Luis Cafi6n (E) supportedthis Belgian motion and asked if the United Nations
(UN) had officially recognisedthis day.

Liisa Kauppinen (SF) answeredthat the World Federation of the Deaf (WFD) had
choseneachthird Sunday of Septemberas International Day of Deaf people, but
this had not beenrecognisedofficially by the UN.

It was agreedthat the fourth motion of Belgian would be included in the Sign
LanguagesProject.

The Swedish Deaf Association (SDR) proposedthe following motion:
The SDR believes that it would be more powerful for EUD, if the Deaf
associations from the EES countries were also members from EUD.

Knud S¿ndergaardexplained that according to the statutesonly National Deaf
Associations in EU Member Statescould becomemember of EUD and that if the
NADs wished Norway and Iceland to becomemember of EUD the statutesneeded
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to be changedand examined by a specialworking group.

Christopher Jones (ElRE) expressedhis concem by dealing with the motions to
fast and askedclarification of what happenedwith the adoptedmotions
afterwards.

Knud S¿ndergaardexplained that everything would be minuted and that the
adoptedmotions would be followed up.

Lars •ke Wikstr6m addedthat the EES countries were involved in the HELlOS
II programme and agreedwith a special working group to follow this motion up.

The Norwegian representativeTone-Brit Handberg was askedto look into this
motion aswell and was askedto make a paper of what Norway wanted from
EUD.

Knud S¿ndergaardadded that the position of Norway was unclear in the future
and Norway would not be a member of the independentEuropeanDisability
Forum.

Jeff McWhinney askedwhat happenedwith the Danish motion.

Knud S¿ndergaardreplied that the motion of DDL was an idea of a Seminar
"how to help the developing countries?" and that the Council had decidedthat this
was not a motion but neededto be included in the working programme of 1997.

Concerning the motions of the Council; EUD becoming an independent
organisation with a legal statusaccording to Belgian law, Knud S¿ndergaard
informed the delegatesthat Helga Stevenshadpreparedan extensivedocument
explaining the four different options and suggestedthat this documentwould be
sendto the NADs for further investigation and to compare the fourth different
options.

Peter Dimmel (A) asked for this paper in the German languageand Knud
S¿ndergaardreplied that due to a lack of money, paperswere only available in
English.

12 TO AGREE THE EUD PROGRAMME FOR 1997
It was agreedthat the NADs would sendin their commentson both the strategy
paperof Jeff McWhinney and the paperof Helga Stevensconceming the legal
statusof EUD before the end of the year.
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Liisa Kauppinen eSF)said that the Sign LanguagesProject should be the main
work of EUD in 1997 including lobby activities.
On 2 and 3 October 1997 a Conferenceto present the results of the Sign
LanguagesProject would be organised. Liisa Kauppinen stressedthe importance
of the NADs taking more financial responsibilities for EUD. With some extra
money more staff memberscould be employed. For example, text telephones
were not mentioned in any EU directive and with extra staff membersmore
political work could be carried out.

Knud S¿ndergaardsuggestedan extra meeting of one delegateper NAD to
discuss thesethings further in depth. The NADs would have to pay for the
delegatesthemselvesand international signs would be usedto safe money.

Alfred Fievet (B) agreedto thoroughly examine the papersand stressedthat the
second form of legal organisation (foundation) would be impossible for EUD as
EUD could never meet the strict requirements of the set up of a foundation and
he asked the NADs to take this into consideration. He furthennore encouragedthe
NADs to read the paperscarefully.

Knud S¿ndergaardpromised that the Council would further investigate the set up
of a legal organisation under Belgian law.

Lars •ke Wikstr6m agreedwith Knud S¿ndergaardthat the Council should
further investigate this matter. He concluded that one thing was certain;
everybody wanted to keep EUD no matter what it would cost. He furthennore
suggestedanother special meeting like the Conference"The Way Forward" in
Portugal.

Christopher Jones(EIRE) foresaw difficulties in his organisation to analysethe
papers.

Luis Caiion (E) stressedthe importance of making decisions and said he would
trust the Council to follow up on the discussions.He suggestedthe set up of a
special working group to further examine the future legal statusof EUD and to
make a more detailed plan of the presentedpaperof Jeff McWhinney.

13 CLOSURE
Knud S¿ndergaardapologised for the last moment stressand thanked everybody
for their useful comments and contributions. He also thanked the interpreters for
their excellent work. He said all delegatesand the Council and staff membersof
EUD had benefit from the discussions.Re dedicateda special we1cometo Helly
Christopoulou (Gr) as new member of the Council and wished everybody a good

trip home before closing the 12th BUD Annual Conferenceof Delegates.
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