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Statements for Discussion
1) Concepts of public interest litigation originating in legal orders other than the EU one are not 
helpful for discussing public interest litigation in the EU. (Chapter 3, section 3.5)

2) Today's calls to change the EU conception of standing is based on an development in 
constitutional relations that is not mirrored in the development of the EU conception of standing. 
(Chapter 3)

3) Criticism on the Court of Justice's interpretation to standing have been focussed on the outcome 
of individual cases, without taking into account the manner in which the system has been 
developed. (Chapter 3, section 3.2)

4) So far, the Treaty Makers explicitly meant to limit the Court of Justice in its interpretation of 
standing requirements. (Chapter 3, section 3.3; Chapter 4 section 4.3; Chapter 5, section 5.3)

5) Developments in the EU system for judicial protection are hindered by the hitherto unclear 
distinction between acts of a legislative nature and acts of an administrative nature. (Chapter 4, 
section 4.3.2)

6) International (mixed) agreements are unsuitable as instruments for changes in EU primary law.
(Chapter 5, section 5.4)

7) The European legal order is increasingly moving towards a federal system of judicial protection.
(Chapter 6, section 6.3.2)

8) Wishing for a specific interpretation, also when based on morally valid points, does not 
necessarily make it valid law.
(Chapter 6, section 6.2)

9) There is a well-functioning and complete system of remedies within the European Union, even 
for public interest litigants.
(Chapter 6, section 6.5)

10) The role for public interest litigants in the development of the EU system for judicial protection 
is to assure for a greater robustness of access to justice at national level.
(Conclusion)

12) Any administration should fill its key positions with those who are reluctant to take up the 
mantle, and should fire those who are too eager to clad themselves is ermine.

13) The enormous disparity between the number of students enrolling for an engineering degree, 
and the enrolment figures for a law degree, proves that people do not want to solve today’s 
problems, they want to complain about them.
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