
The European Commission is worried about a lack of
trust among its Member States, particularly in judicial
matters. The possible distrust rests on the hugely
varied standards and practices on detention across the
EU. In order to establish how a lack of trust affects the
application of EU legislation such as the European
Arrest Warrant – where EU citizens are surrendered to
another Member State to face trial for crimes
committed there – and what can be done to improve
the situation, the Commission produced a Green Paper
for consultation. Titled ‘Strengthening mutual trust in
the European judicial area – A Green Paper on the
application of EU criminal justice legislation in the
field of detention’, the paper received 79 responses
from national governments, NGOs, and international
bodies. Questions focused on detention and included
conditions, time limits, alternatives to detention,
children, and pre‐trial detention. The focus here will
be on what can be done by the EU, the Council of
Europe, and Member States to improve detention
standards throughout Europe and, as a result,
encourage greater trust.
There are already existing bodies which monitor
detention conditions across Europe and work to
improve them. The Council of Europe’s European
Committee for the Prevention of Torture (CPT) visits
places of detention across Europe, offering
confidential recommendations to Member States on
how to improve detention conditions. Similarly, the
Optional Protocol to the UN Convention Against Torture
(OPCAT) requires states party to it to create National
Prevention Mechanisms (NPMs). These NPMs have a
similar role to the CPT, though they vary widely in
structure across Europe. Both bodies play an important
role in monitoring detention conditions across Europe.
There are, however, limits to their effectiveness.
Firstly, not all EU Member States have either signed or
ratified the OPCAT, and the freedom which they have
in establishing NPMs means that their quality also
varies from country to country. Secondly, due to a lack
of funds, the CPT is only able to carry out visits to
each Member State around once every four years.
What role can the EU play in improving the monitoring
and conditions of detention? Many possible answers
were offered in the responses to the Green Paper.
Among the most frequently mentioned were the
setting of minimum standards for detention facilities
and minimum time limits on pre‐trial detention
periods. As suspects in some Member States can be

held for up to four years in pre‐trial detention and
conditions in many detention centres are so appalling
as to warrant intervention from the European Court of
Human Rights, these appear to be sound suggestions.
However, setting minimum standards and maximum
time limits are fraught with difficulties. For example,
many Member States who fall below such standards
would require EU funding to improve detention
conditions. Further, maximum time limits may become
the norm rather than a maximum, thereby increasing
time spent in pre‐trial detention for many suspects.
These judicial differences are also partly the result of
how legislation is interpreted among prison and
judicial staff. These suggestions may, therefore, be
missing the point.
The Commission must instead focus on improving the
effectiveness of existing measures: notably, the NPMs
and CPT. More funding from the EU budget for these
monitoring bodies could increase their influence and
capacity. Mandatory publishing of reports on such
detention visits would also encourage transparency
and increased standards. The role of the prison staff is
crucial to improving conditions and ensuring
recommendations are implemented. The OPCAT
already has a global forum which meets to discuss
improvements and best practice, but information
sharing should be done at all levels, from NPMs to
prison staff and judges, enabling those involved to
share experiences, good practice, and areas for
improvement.
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It seems obvious. Water can create energy and help to
supply our electricity. However, the links between
water and the energy industry are often not clear cut
or well defined. It seems appropriate, with World
Water Day (Thursday 22nd March) just passed, to
highlight some of these connections.
Water is relied upon by the energy industry for cooling
steam used for thermal electricity generation
(normally within coal‐fired, gas‐fired or nuclear power
plants). According to the European Commission, this
accounts for 44 per cent of all withdrawn water within
the EU.
Every type of fuel has different water cooling
requirements. For example, nuclear power requires
the most water for cooling, while natural gas only
needs half the water per Megawatt hour (MWh).
Although carbon reduction technology can be
incredibly beneficial, it can also have negative
effects. Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCS) can
slash carbon emissions by 55 per cent. However, it
increases the water withdrawal by between 30 and
100 per cent.
Climate change adds another dimension to water use
in the energy sector, specifically nuclear power
stations and hydroelectric power plants. When the
rivers that supply the water run low due to drought,
power plants are forced to reduce their withdrawal in
order not to have a negative impact on the aquatic
environment. France experienced the worst example
of this when, in August 2003, they were required to
reduce their nuclear energy output.
Drought has recently affected Romania’s power output
as well. The Danube had such an incredibly low flow
over December 2011 that a hydroelectric plant had to
reduce its power output by 36 per cent.
Unfortunately, cooling is not the only reason large
amounts of water are extracted for use in the energy
industry. The extraction of the energy resources
themselves must also be taken into account. As a case
in point, the extraction of shale gas (commonly known
as ‘fracking’) that is currently being explored in
countries such as Poland, France, Germany, the UK,
and Bulgaria can require 7,500m3 of water before it
can even begin to realise its fuel‐burning potential.
There are also fears that fracking causes damage to
the environment. Fracking chemicals are mixed with
the water and used to release gas far below aquifers;
this has led to cases of contamination of water
supplies.

A recent paper by the World Policy Institute states
that biofuels, out of all transport fuels, are the most
water intensive. Water used for biofuel crops, such as
beet, are therefore unable to go into food crop
production, which means that it is necessary to
withdraw even more water for this purpose, leaving
even less in aquifers. In turn, this puts into question
EU targets to have biofuels as part of the EU energy
portfolio by 2020. Our water resources are something
we cannot afford to give up.
There is good news: some green technologies are far
less water intensive ‐ these technologies are also
renewable. Wind energy and photovoltaic solar cells
(PV) require little water to produce energy. Wind
turbines, the most water efficient of the two, require
no water once the turbine itself has been built.
Comparatively, PV cells require cleaning a couple of
times a year to maintain optimum power output.
It is clear that the energy industry has a considerable
impact on the amount of water available to the
public. It is also clear that climate change is having an
impact on cooling technologies and hydroelectric
power. With the world set to warm by at least 4oC, it
becomes increasingly important to conserve our water.
If part of this strategy involves using the least water‐
intensive technologies (photovoltaic cells and wind
turbines), this will also lead to a reduction in our
carbon footprint. Surely a win‐win solution?

Isabel Skrine

EU funding for further regulation of detention
conditions and judicial practices would be a waste. It
should, instead, play a supporting role to the bodies
and staff already working in these areas providing
financial support, training, and information sharing. It
is the CPT, NPMs and staff at all levels who are best
placed to make improvements and foster trust ‐ the EU

must support, not complicate, the situation. In this
way we can increase trust, and improve the lives of
those imprisoned in Europe.

Cat Hellewell

Water and Energy: what is the connection?
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The name for the next European Research Framework
Programme which will apply from 2014 for the
following seven years ‐ is Horizon 2020 ‐ a name
arrived at through means of a public consultation.
That might suggest that there is a serious commitment
to ensuring that European citizens have a stake in the
Programme; after all, some € 80 bn of tax money is
being spent on research: this should provide benefits
for the public good.
QCEA has worked on the issue of the Research
Framework Programme since 2005; our main interest
originated with the Security Research Programme
which is part of this overall framework. Our interest in
Horizon 2020 is still – at least in part ‐ guided by that
original interest.
The European Commission published its detailed
proposals for this programme [1] in November 2012
and QCEA has now published a briefing paper [2] in
which we set out our concerns and some detailed
recommendations for changes to the European
Commission Proposals.
Hearing in European Parliament:
On 20 March 2012, the Industry, Research and Energy
Committee of the European Parliament [3] held a
Hearing on the Horizon 2020 proposals. This was an all
day event at which – arguably – the members of the
Committee were going to listen (hence the word
‘hearing’) to stakeholders.
The Panels and Speakers – representing all
stakeholders?
The hearing consisted of four panels with 18 speakers
between them and a session with three speakers
(sandwiched between the four panels) was to set the
political context. The speakers were Members of the
European Parliament, the Commissioner for Research
from the European Commission, a former minister of a

Member State government, ten representatives of
various academic institutions and associations, and
four representatives from industry. The keynote
address was given by an American academic who was
basically telling the audience that European research
was not business‐oriented enough.
There were two people representing non‐governmental
organizations, one of which has a clear focus on citizen
participation in science.
Chairing led to unequal attention focused on
different themes:
The first of the panels was allowed to overrun the
allotted time. The chair then informed the speakers on
the one panel which had civil society representatives
and focused on societal challenges, that instead of the
planned 15 minutes, each of them now had only 10
minutes to present.
As a result, I don’t believe that members of the
Committee heard anything new. They merely had their
own views, their own focus on industrial priorities, on
economic growth at any cost and on the needs of
industry to have research paid for in order to profit
from the products which arise from it, reinforced. The
fact that research might also address issues in a
different way and might look at what kind of society
we actually want, never even had a chance of being
raised, let alone discussed.
(A longer version of this article – including a case study
on the issue of security research – is published on the
QCEA blog at:
http://qceablog.wordpress.com/)

Martina Weitsch
[1] see
http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/index_en.cfm?pg=h2020
‐documents
[2] see http://www.qcea.org/2012/03/bp‐horizon2020‐research‐
agenda/
[3] see http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/home.html

Quaker House Brussels' Carbon Footprint
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“Sustainability is an urgent matter for our Quaker
witness. It is rooted in Quaker testimony and must be
integral to all we do corporately and individually.”
So begins Minute 32, Britain Yearly Meeting's corporate
commitment to action, agreed last year, to become a
low‐carbon, sustainable community. To assist Britain
Yearly Meeting to do so, local and area meetings were
encouraged to consider the effect of their lives on the
world’s limited resources, and in particular on their
carbon usage. To do so, “climate impact” calculators
were created to estimate the footprints of meetings
and individuals. The calculators look at emissions, in
carbon dioxide‐equivalent [1] terms, from five main

categories: travel, energy, materials and waste,
building construction, and other goods and services.
Although the resulting figures are readily
acknowledged as being of varying accuracy, the
exercise was principally intended as a useful starting
point for Quaker communities as to how they might
consider and reduce their environmental impact.
We had already begun assessing our social and
environmental footprints at Quaker House Brussels,
but opted to participate in the process despite a
number of legitimate reservations, such as being a
charitable organisation, in listed premises, which lets
out its meeting rooms to clients in the evenings and

Is there room for civil society in the concept of
stakeholder engagement in European Research?



hosts local Meeting at the week‐end. As a
consequence, it is worth noting that, in an effort to
avoid the possibility of double accounting, the
calculated footprint presented in the graph only
involves purchases that we own or control, and thus
does not include Belgium and Luxembourg Monthly
Meeting, nor that of our clients. We also established
our water consumption.
In round terms, Quaker House Brussels emits about 90
metric tonnes of carbon dioxide‐equivalent annually,
and consumes approximately 320 cubic metres of
water each year. Of the estimated emissions, nearly
half (40%) is comprised of the goods and services we
purchase, whilst one‐third (30%) is attributable to
energy, a further quarter (25%) to travel, and the
remainder (less than 5%) to materials and waste. Note
that this omits the emissions from the recent
refurbishment of the meeting rooms, which would
have inflated the estimated emissions by another 20%.
The real value of the calculations is not in
“quantifying” the emissions associated with Quaker
House Brussels – for it is genuinely not possible that a
50c postage stamp has the same life‐cycle emissions as
50c worth of locally‐grown carrots, though they are
treated the same by the impact calculator – but in
focusing attention on where changes would have the
most impact. In our case, by addressing our purchasing
decisions, energy consumption, and travel (and

although popular, certainly not more or better
recycling). To this end, a number of savings solutions
have been identified, including behaviour change,
which will reduce our social and environmental
impacts, and which we hope to communicate more
about soon.
[1] Carbon dioxide equivalence is a quantity that describes, for a
given mixture and amount of greenhouse gas (e.g. carbon dioxide,
methane, perfluorocarbons, nitrous oxide), the amount of CO2 that
would have the same global warming potential, when measured over
a specified time scale (generally, 100 years).

Paul Parrish
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