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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Petition 0375/2006 by Efthimia Dilpizoglou (Dutch), on being refused permission to 
carry out a traineeship in France 

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner has a degree in human sciences but is currently unemployed. As part of the job-
seeking programme she is enrolled on, she been looking for a traineeship in the Netherlands 
for the past two years without success. She was recently offered a traineeship in France, but 
the Dutch authorities responsible for the job-seeking programme refuse to accept this, as they 
regard stays abroad as holidays. Referring to the EU’s principles of freedom of movement for 
students and workers, the petitioner calls on the European Parliament to investigate to what 
extent the Dutch authorities’ rejection of her request to complete a traineeship in France is 
compatible with the relevant EU legislation. 

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 22 September 2006. Information requested from the Commission 
under Rule 192(4).

3. Commission reply, received on 25 January 2007.

Background/Summary of the facts/History
The petitioner is a Dutch national who graduated in human science and is currently 
unemployed. She is following a work-reintegration programme organised by the city of 
Amsterdam's Employment and Income Service (Dienst Werk en Inkomen: "DWI"). As part of 
this programme, the petitioner is supposed to do a three-month traineeship which seems to be 
regulated by a contractual agreement between the trainee, the reintegration agency and DWI. 
Having looked for such a traineeship in the Netherlands without success, she has recently 
found a traineeship in France in a private school. The Dutch authorities, however, refused to 
accept a traineeship in France for the purposes of the work-reintegration programme and 
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regarded the period of three months abroad as exceeding the maximum length of holidays to 
which the petitioner would be entitled. 

The Complaint
The petitioner considers that the refusal of Dutch authorities, which results in preventing her 
from travelling to France, is not compatible with the principles of free movement of persons 
and workers, and does not take account of her rights as an EU citizen. 

The Commission’s comments to the petition’s arguments
According to Article 39 of the EC Treaty and Regulation (EEC) 1612/68, which provide for 
the free movement of workers, EU nationals have the right to take up employment in another
EU Member State. The essential characteristic of the employment relationship, as defined by 
the case law of the European Court of Justice, is the fact that a person performs genuine and 
effective activities for the benefit and under the direction of another person in return for which 
he or she receives remuneration.
From the information provided, it is not clear what the terms of the work-reintegration 
programme exactly are and whether the traineeship in the framework of this programme could 
be considered as an employment activity according to Article 39 of the EC Treaty. 
Therefore, in order to ascertain whether the rules regulating the work-reintegration 
programme are compatible with Community law, the Commission needs more detailed 
information about the case and, in particular, about the reason why the Dutch authorities seem 
to consider the traineeship in France as a holiday. The petitioner should know, however, that 
establishing a maximum length of holiday in the framework of a work-reintegration 
programme cannot be considered in itself as a violation of EC law. 

Conclusions
In the light of the above, the Commission cannot at this stage take a final position on the case. 
The Commission will contact the petitioner in order to obtain more detailed information.


