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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Petition 0088/2006 by Claus Dieter Most (German) concerning problems regarding 
remuneration of costs incurred in connection with vocational training.

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner, a German national resident in France (Alsace) who has been unemployed since 
2003, has been informed by the German employment authorities that he has little chance of 
obtaining further employment in his previous profession (warehouseman) and is considered to 
be too old for retraining as a nurse. However, in April 2005, he found employment as a train 
driver, requiring him to complete a specialist training course in Leipzig. His application for 
reimbursement of the related costs was rejected by the French authorities on the grounds that 
the training course was not taking place in France and by the German authorities also, despite 
the fact that the petitioner was able to produce a written undertaking by his future 
employment that he would be given permanent employment as soon as he had successfully 
completed the training course. The petitioner’s letter of protest was also rejected, together 
with his subsequent request for an interest-free loan to meet the costs of the course, which he 
has now commenced at his own expense, the cost being between € 15 000 and € 20 000, 
which he can ill afford. However, he regards this as the only way of escaping the 
unemployment trap. He indicates that the unemployment benefit he receives in France is 
reimbursed by the German authorities and wishes to know why the same arrangements could 
not be applied in Europe with regard to training and retraining costs, particularly since his 
future employers apparently have plans to extend their operations to France, which would 
make it possible for him to work there. He argues that, as well as guaranteeing freedom of 
movement for workers in a united Europe, the EU should also take measures to facilitate 
cross-border arrangements for those involved in (re) training. He is accordingly seeking the 
assistance of the European Parliament.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 31 May 2006. Information requested from the Commission under 
Rule 192(4).
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3. Commission reply, received on 10 October 2006.

I. Summary 

THE PETITIONER, A GERMAN NATIONAL RESIDING IN FRANCE SINCE 1997, BECAME 
UNEMPLOYED ON 1 MARCH 2003.  HE RECEIVED UNTIL 20 APRIL 2004 UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS. IN APRIL 2005, HE FOUND EMPLOYMENT AS A TRAIN CONDUCTOR IN GERMANY,
WHICH REQUIRED HIM TO COMPLETE A SPECIAL TRAINING COURSE IN LEIPZIG, GERMANY. HIS 
APPLICATION FOR REIMBURSEMENT OF THE RELATED COSTS WAS REJECTED BY THE GERMAN 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSTITUTION AND APPARENTLY ALSO BY THE FRENCH UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSTITUTION.

II. Complaint 

The petitioner complains that he does not receive any financial support by the German or the 
French unemployment institutions.

III. The Commission’s comments 
The Community provisions on unemployment benefits as laid down in particular in 
Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71 on the application of social security schemes to employed
persons, to self-employed persons and to members of their families moving within the 
Community1, foresee as a general rule that only one Member State is competent for paying 
the benefits. Once this Member State has been determined, it is free to determine the details of 
its own social security system, including which benefits shall be provided, the conditions of 
eligibility or how these benefits are calculated, since EU law in the field of social security 
provides for the co-ordination and not the harmonisation of social security schemes, as long as 
basic principles of equality of treatment and non-discrimination are respected.
It is not clear from the petitioner's description whether the competent Member State is 
Germany or France. However, it seems that the petitioner did not fulfil either the German or 
the French national requirements regarding entitlement to vocational training.

IV. Conclusions

The Commission needs to further examine the petition, in particular with regard to the 
determination of the competent State. The Commission has contacted the petitioner for 
additional information and the Parliament will be kept informed. 

  
1 As updated by Regulation (EC) No 629/2006 (OJ No. L 114/1, of 27.4.2006)
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