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Modernising judicial cooperation in civil and commercial matters
Revision of Regulations 1393/2007/EC (service of documents)

and 1206/2001/EC (taking of evidence)

This briefing is one in a series of 'implementation appraisals', produced by the European Parliamentary
Research Service (EPRS), on the operation of existing EU legislation in practice. Each briefing focuses on a
specific EU law that is likely to be amended or reviewed, as foreseen in the European Commission's annual
work programme. Implementation appraisals aim at providing a succinct overview of publicly available
material on the implementation, application and effectiveness to date of specific EU law, drawing on input
from EU institutions and bodies, as well as external organisations. They are provided by the Ex-Post Evaluation
Unit of EPRS, to assist parliamentary committees in their consideration of new European Commission
proposals, once tabled.

1. Background

The enhancement of the internal market and citizens' enjoyment of the fundamental freedoms entails
increasing cross-border litigation. In the area of civil and commercial matters1 alone, cases number 1.7 million
annually, according to Commission estimates.2 EU measures in the area of judicial cooperation in civil and
commercial matters are intended to help citizens and businesses to exercise their right to judicial protection
in cross-border disputes. This is vital with regard to the manifest differences between the legal systems of
the Member States. EU measures aim at ensuring legal certainty and effective access to justice, as well as
simplifying and speeding up judicial cooperation between national civil courts. They are part of the EU's
endeavour to set up an effective common European judicial area, a process that began in 1999 (Tampere
European Council). The regulation on the service of documents and the regulation on the taking of evidence
are key instruments in the facilitation of cross-border cooperation between national civil courts.

1 Judicial cooperation in civil or commercial matters refers to litigation between private parties (citizens or businesses).
2 Combined evaluation roadmap/inception impact assessment on modernising judicial cooperation in civil and commercial matters,
5 December 2017, p. 4.

Summary
The regulation on the service of documents and the regulation on taking of evidence are key instruments in
the facilitation of cross-border cooperation between national civil courts. They have contributed to the
effectiveness of cross-border litigation before civil and commercial courts by making civil proceedings in cross-
border cases simpler, faster and cheaper. However, digitalisation and the use of electronic means of
communication could boost their efficiency. This is why the European Commission is aiming to align the two
instruments with the e-government objectives of the digital single market strategy. The Commission's review
process has also brought to light some other shortcomings in the application of the two regulations, such as
uncertainties regarding their scope and issues relating to the protection of the rights of the defence. Current
disparities in the procedural laws of the Member States lead to legal uncertainties in the application of the
regulations. The Commission is seeking ways to modernise judicial cooperation in civil and commercial
matters, and in particular Regulations 1393/2007/EC and 1206/2001/EC. To that end, it is currently
undertaking a combined evaluation and impact assessment for both regulations at once.

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/00200-r1.en9.htm
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/00200-r1.en9.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/1393/oj
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2001/1206/oj
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiative/139400/attachment/090166e5b6fb224c_en
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Regulation 1393/2007/EC on the service of documents
Service of documents denotes the delivery of legal documents to the parties, such as legal notices,
summonses, pleadings, orders, judgments or other documents used in civil litigation. It is a technical matter,
yet with implications for millions of citizens. The regulation on the service of documents (hereinafter referred
to as the Service Regulation) governs the transmission of judicial and extrajudicial documents in civil or
commercial proceedings in another Member State for service there, whereby the transmitted documents are
exempted from further legalisation or any equivalent formality. It aims to facilitate, secure and accelerate
cross-border litigation, which is vital for the protection of the rights of the case parties.

The regulation provides for the direct sending and receiving of documents via 'transmitting and receiving
agencies', which are designated by the Member States. These agencies can be local courts (as is the case in
most Member States), bailiffs or huissiers de justice (e.g. France and Belgium), the national Ministry of Justice
(e.g. Cyprus, Latvia and Sweden), or another designated body.3 In addition to these operational agencies, the
regulation also requires the Member States to establish a 'central body'. Its role is to supply information to
the transmitting agencies and to seek solutions for any kind of problems that may occur during the
transmission of documents for service.

The procedure is standardised through a set of seven mandatory forms that are annexed to the regulation.
These include the request for service of document, acknowledgment of receipt, a certificate of service as well
as 'information to the addressee about the right to refuse to accept a document'. These forms are amendable
by means of delegated acts. The actual service of documents is carried out in accordance with the law of the
addressed Member State. In this respect, major disparities exist between the Member States, as a
comprehensive Commission study details.4

Regarding language provisions, the regulation stipulates that requests must be made in the official language
of the requested Member State or in another language this Member States has indicated it can accept. The
document itself has to be served in the/an official language of the requested state or in a language the
addressee understands; failing this the addressee has the right to refuse the document. If there is a need for
documents to be translated, the costs involved are to be borne by the applicant. It appears that in the
application of the Service Regulation, the EU's linguistic diversity poses a challenge.5

In addition to the sending of documents via agencies, the regulation also allows for alternative means of
transmission and service of documents, notably via consular or diplomatic channels and directly by post (by
registered letter with acknowledgement of receipt), as well as service by diplomatic or consular agents.
Notwithstanding the fact that recourse to consular and diplomatic channels is likely to be more time-
consuming and costly, the European Court of Justice (ECJ) ruled that there is no hierarchy between the
different means of service.6 Service via sending and receiving agencies can be costly, too, since some Member
States charge service fees (up to €150 per service).7 Modern IT systems could likely help reduce costs and
speed up the transmission of documents. However, under the current regulation, electronic service of
documents (such as e-mail or internet-based secure applications) is not provided for, or at least is not
explicitly mentioned as a means of service.8 Information on the European e-Justice Portal suggests that the

3 D. McClean, International co-operation in civil and criminal matters, 3rd ed., Oxford Univ. Press, 2012, pp. 55-56. Information about
individual Member States is provided through the Commission's e-Justice Portal.
4 Study on the service of documents: comparative legal analysis of the relevant laws and practices of the Member States, final report,
October 2016.
5 See for example: Study on the service of documents, 2016, pp. 242-246; A. Stadler, 'Practical obstacles in cross-border litigation and
communication between (EU) courts', Erasmus Law Review, Vol. 5 (3), 2012, pp. 151-167.
6 Case C-473/04 –Plumex, 9 February 2006.
7 Evaluation roadmap/inception impact assessment; for details per Member State see the e-Justice Portal.
8 Interestingly, related EU legislation permits the use of electronic service, in particular the regulations for a European Enforcement
Order, a European Payment Order Procedure and a European Small Claims Procedure.

http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/1393/oj
https://e-justice.europa.eu/content_service_of_documents-371-en.do
https://e-justice.europa.eu/content_service_of_documents-371-en.do
https://www.drzavnauprava.gov.rs/files/Analiza Evropske Komisije u vezi sa dostavljanjem dokumenata.pdf
https://www.elevenjournals.com/tijdschrift/ELR/2012/3/ELR_2210-2671_2012_005_003_003
https://www.elevenjournals.com/tijdschrift/ELR/2012/3/ELR_2210-2671_2012_005_003_003
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=55654&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=378265
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiative/139400/attachment/090166e5b6fb224c_en
https://e-justice.europa.eu/content_service_of_documents-371-en.do
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2004/805/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2004/805/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2006/1896/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/861/oj
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national legislation of most Member States permits electronic service of documents in civil proceedings,
however, there are major differences between the Member States' systems.

Furthermore, the regulation is not applicable when the
postal/physical address of the recipient is unknown.
Consideration has been given to remedying this hurdle by
obliging the receiving agency to help identify the recipient's
address.9

The regulation became directly applicable on 13
November 2008 in all EU Member States except Denmark.10

However, Denmark committed to apply the terms of the
regulation by means of a separate agreement.11

On a more general note, the regulation itself refrains from
defining key concepts, such as what constitutes a judicial or
extrajudicial document. In this respect, the ECJ plays a crucial
role in the interpretation of basic concepts of the Service
Regulation (and related legislation), to ensure consistent
application.

Regulation 1206/2001/EC on taking of evidence
The regulation on the taking of evidence (hereinafter referred to as the Evidence Regulation) lays down
procedural rules to facilitate the taking of evidence between the courts of the EU Member States in civil or
commercial proceedings. In particular, it seeks to create an EU-wide system in which requests from one
Member State for taking evidence are swiftly transmitted to and effectively executed in another Member
State. This applies to the inspection of documents or objects as well as to the examination of persons (e.g.
witnesses or experts). The regulation itself does not define the concept of 'evidence', but according to the
Commission's practice guide on the application of the regulation it includes 'hearings of witnesses of fact, of
the parties, of experts, the production of documents, verifications, establishment of facts […]' (p. 6).

Under the Evidence Regulation, a court has the choice between two different methods of obtaining evidence
from another Member State: active and passive judicial assistance. This means the court can either request
that the competent court in the other Member State take evidence, or it can itself take evidence directly on
the territory of the other Member State. The latter option appears to be used only rarely in practice.12 To
establish which court is competent in the other Member State, a pre-defined list of courts and their territorial
jurisdiction has been drawn up by each Member State and made available by the Commission through the
EU's e-Justice Portal. Moreover, the regulation requires the designation of a central authority in each
Member State. This body is responsible for supplying information to the courts and for trouble shooting in
cases of problems related to specific proceedings, and moreover, all requests for direct taking of evidence
are to be channelled via the central body of the requested state.

The process of evidence-collection itself is not prescribed in the regulation, since it is subject to national law.
In practice, the applicable law in most cases is the law of the requested state. Only in cases of direct taking

9 COM(2013) 858, pp. 7-8.
10 'Denmark does not take part in the adoption of this Regulation and is not bound by it or subject to its application' (Recital 29,
Regulation1393/2007/EC).
11 This 2008 agreement amends the earlier agreement Denmark concluded with the European Community in 2005.
12 See report on the application of the Council Regulation (EC) 1206/2001 on cooperation between the courts of the Member States
in the taking of evidence in civil or commercial matters, COM(2007) 769, p. 5; and also Combined evaluation roadmap/Inception
impact assessment, p. 4.

Initially, the cross-border service of
documents was governed by the 1965
Hague Convention on the service of
documents. Building on this Convention, EU
legislation on the matter was first
introduced in 2000 with the adoption of
Regulation 1348/2000/EC. A 2004
Commission review of the functioning of
this regulation suggested a number of
improvements and therefore paved the way
for the current Regulation 1393/2007/EC.
Changes concerned, inter alia, time limits
for taking action, provisions on costs
(allowing Member States to impose a single
fixed fee), and uniform conditions for postal
services.

https://www.hcch.net/en/instruments/conventions/full-text/?cid=17
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52004DC0603
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:331:0021:0021:EN:PDF
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2001/1206/oj
http://ec.europa.eu/civiljustice/evidence/evidence_ec_guide_en.pdf
https://e-justice.europa.eu/content_taking_of_evidence-76-en.do
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2013:0858:FIN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2005:300:0055:0060:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52007DC0769
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiative/139400/attachment/090166e5b6fb224c_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiative/139400/attachment/090166e5b6fb224c_en
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of evidence in another Member State does the law of the requesting state apply. As a matter of fact, Member
States' rules on taking of evidence are rather diverse, owing to their national legal traditions.13 The regulation
sets out a maximum time limit of 90 days within which courts have to execute a request; further delays must
be duly justified. To ensure legal certainty, the regulation defines criteria regarding the form and content of
such requests, and it standardises the process through mandatory use of template forms. These forms, 10 in
total, are annexed to the regulation.

Concerning the transmission and execution of requests, the regulation permits the use of 'any appropriate
means' (Article 6) in accordance with the provisions of national legislation. Various provisions in the
regulation encourage the use of communication technologies for the purpose of taking evidence, in particular
videoconference and teleconference. Videoconferencing can be applied for both methods, taking of evidence
through the requested court (Articles 10-12), and direct taking of evidence by the requesting court (Article
17). The Commission's practical guide14 argues that 'the most efficient way to obtain evidence directly is via
videoconference', because it is speedy and cost-effective. It concedes however that there are cases where
videoconferencing 'might not be appropriate', such as sensitive issues in family cases.

The language provisions outlined in the regulation are similar to those applying to the Service Regulation: the
request must be made in an official language of the requested Member State or, alternatively, in a language
the requested Member State has declared it can accept. Some consider this 'a drawback' in comparison with
the Hague Convention, which states that all requests in English
or French (i.e. the languages of the Hague Conference on
Private International Law) must be accepted.15

The regulation has been applicable since 1 January 2004 and,
between EU Member States, it prevails over the 1970 Hague
Convention. It does not however apply to Denmark, which
opted out. Consequently, in disputes between Denmark and
other EU countries the 1970 Hague Convention continues to
apply (at least to those who are Convention parties). The use of
the regulation is not mandatory, as the ECJ has established in
its case law (see below in Section 5). Member States are free to
refer to national law provisions if these provide for faster or otherwise more effective taking of evidence.
This is a striking difference with the Service Regulation, the use of which is binding in cross-border litigation,
according to settled case-law.16

2. EU-level reports, evaluations and studies
2.1 European Commission's implementation reports and studies

Commission combined evaluation roadmap/inception impact assessment, 5 December 2017
With a view to modernising judicial cooperation in civil and commercial matters, the Commission is currently
undertaking a back-to-back exercise (i.e. a combined evaluation and impact assessment pursuant to Tool #52
of the Better Regulation Toolbox) covering both the Service Regulation and the Evidence Regulation at once.
A combined evaluation roadmap/inception impact assessment was issued on 5 December 2017. The
retrospective evaluation is set to cover the entire period of application of the Service Regulation, since it

13 See A. Nuyts and J. Sepulchre, 'Taking of evidence in the European Union under EC Regulation 1206/2001', Business law
international, Vol. 5, No 3, September 2004, pp. 307-308.
14 Using videoconferencing to obtain evidence in civil and commercial matters under Council Regulation (EC) 1206/2001 of 28 May
2001: a practical guide, 2011, p. 6.
15 Nuyts/Sepulchre, p. 323.
16 Possible explanations for this opposite approach are discussed in V. Rijavec and A. Galič, Assessment of Evidence Regulation. In: V.
Rijavec (ed.): Dimensions of evidence in European civil procedure, Kluwer 2016, pp. 351-393.

The Evidence Regulation was inspired by
the 1970 Hague Convention on the
Taking of Evidence Abroad in Civil and
Commercial Matters, to which all EU
Member States except Austria, Belgium
and Ireland are contracting parties.
However, the EU regulation goes beyond
the scope of the convention, for instance
by providing for direct transmission of
requests from one jurisdiction to
another.

http://ec.europa.eu/civiljustice/publications/docs/guide_videoconferencing_en.pdf
https://www.hcch.net/en/instruments/conventions/full-text/?cid=82
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/initiative/139400/attachment/090166e5b6fb224c_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/better-regulation-toolbox-52_en
http://ec.europa.eu/civiljustice/publications/docs/guide_videoconferencing_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/civiljustice/publications/docs/guide_videoconferencing_en.pdf
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replaced the preceding one in 2008. As regards the Evidence Regulation, it should report on its application
since 2007, the date of the most recent Commission review. The back-to-back exercise includes a stakeholder
consultation. This was open until 2 March 2018 to collect feedback on perceived achievements and
shortcomings of the two regulations in question, as well as comments on future policy options.

The Commission intends to use the revision of the two judicial cooperation instruments as an opportunity to
align them with the e-government objectives of the digital single market strategy,17 and in particular with the
related eGovernment Action Plan for 2016-2020.18 Digitalisation and electronic means of communication
should facilitate a switch from paper-based channels to electronic ones, resulting in lower transaction costs,
accelerated procedures and less red tape.

Digitalisation aside, the following shortcomings are addressed in the document:
- modern technologies remain underused, partly because they are not accepted by some Member

States;
- there are issues relating to the protection of the rights of the defence;
- some uncertainties exist regarding the scope of both regulations;
- the traditional service of documents is costly in some Member States; consequently, service by post

is often more popular, though issues are reported regarding the quality of delivery;
- the option of direct taking of evidence is rarely used in practice, owing to cumbersome procedural

requirements.

The Commission's review of the Service Regulation
Review clauses in both the Service and Evidence Regulations oblige the Commission to report regularly to
Parliament, the Council and the European Economic and Social Committee on the effective operation of the
regulations.

Article 24 of the Service Regulation required the Commission to present its first report by 1 June 2011, and
every five years thereafter. However, the first review was issued with a substantial delay, in December
2013.19 It assesses application for the 2008 to 2012 period, drawing largely on the findings of an external
study.20 This study, prepared by the consultancy MainStrat, is based on country reports and the results of a
targeted stakeholder consultation conducted among different judicial actors in the Member States as well as
experts.

The report addresses the following shortcomings regarding the regulation's scope:
- The regulation is silent with regard to electronic service of documents. The Commission

acknowledges that electronic service could 'reduce the expense and the delays of long distance

17 COM(2015) 192.
18 COM(2016) 179. With regard to judicial cooperation, the action plan is aimed at making 'the European e-Justice Portal a one-stop
shop for information on European justice and access to judicial procedures in the Member States'. As from 2016, this includes 'the
go-live of tools for direct communications between citizens and courts in other Member States (e-CODEX), as well as the introduction
of the European Case Law Identifier (ECLI) search engine'; p.8.
19 Report from the Commission on the application of Regulation (EC) No 1393/2007 on the service in the Member States of judicial
and extrajudicial documents in civil or commercial matters, COM(2013) 858, 4 December 2013.
20 Study on the application of Regulation (EC) No 1393/2007 on the service in the Member States of judicial and extrajudicial
documents in civil or commercial matters. Final report, July 2012.
21 COM(2013) 858, p. 4.

The 2013 Commission report concludes that, overall, the Service Regulation has 'reached its objective to
increase legal certainty in cross-border service of documents as well as speed and efficiency in transmission
between Member States'.21 However, it also finds that the increasing judicial integration pushes the
Regulation to its limits. Notably the differences in the procedural laws of the Member States and the abolition
of exequatur would lead to a 'lack of legal certainty for citizens'. The Commission therefore suggests
considering alternatives, such as working towards common minimum standards on service.

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1521228228084&uri=CELEX:52015DC0192
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1521228228084&uri=CELEX:52016DC0179
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2013:0858:FIN
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ae2dc230-dd01-49aa-9829-57497c9ee1ce/language-en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2013:0858:FIN


6

litigation' (p. 5) and makes in this context reference to a number of specific EU pilot projects (e.g.
e-justice service of documents and e-CODEX).22

- The fact that the regulation does not apply if the service recipient's address is unknown is perceived
as an obstacle.

- The 2007 regulation has only 'moderately speeded up the service of documents' compared with the
2000 regulation, and the still long delays are deemed unsatisfactory. It appears that a share of these
delays result from the insufficient linguistic skills of the agencies.

- With regard to languages, all Member States except one (Luxembourg) accept English for requests
of documents to be served. The underlying study by MainStrat even suggests agreeing on 'using a
common language in the communications between transmitting and receiving agencies, mainly
English' (p. 8). However, the Commission report refrains from making such recommendation.

- Other issues raised concern the right to refuse a document on linguistic grounds, the date of service,
costs of service and service by post.

In 2016, a consortium presented a comprehensive study23 for the Commission, which compares the Member
States' legal systems with regard to the service of documents. This study aimed at identifying areas 'where
divergence may affect cross-border service of documents' and where EU action may therefore be required.
While the study's focus lies on the national systems, it also highlights a number of issues that hamper the
effective and uniform operation of the regulation (p. 242). These encompass:

- 'poor' knowledge of the EU rules on the service of documents by legal practitioners in some Member
States;

- substantial delays in the performance of requests for service of documents in other Member States;
- in the case of postal services, which are often faster and cheaper than other means, proof of receipt

is not always returned;
- insufficient language skills in the receiving agencies;
- costs and delays caused by translations.

Pursuant to Article 23(3) of the Service Regulation, the Commission maintains a manual on the proper
application of the regulation, which sets out specific information required from the Member States. This
manual is made available through the European Judicial Network for Civil and Commercial Matters24 via the
e-Justice Portal. The portal also provides a user-friendly tool for filling in the forms.

The Commission's review of the Evidence Regulation
The Commission presented its first review of the Evidence Regulation in December 2007,25 with almost one
year of delay, as was noted critically by the European Parliament.26 The report drew on the findings of an
external study,27 for which the contractor had conducted a survey amongst stakeholders (administrations of
Member States, judges, attorneys and other judicial practitioners).
The report concludes that although the regulation has achieved its objectives, issues nonetheless remained,
with regard to:

- awareness: the Regulation is not well enough known amongst legal practitioners;

22 e-CODEX is an EU project that provides easy access to justice in cross-border matters for citizens, businesses and legal professionals;
it facilitates cooperation between local courts and authorities. One of the first pilots realised concerned the European Order of
Payment. For details see: G. Pangalos, I. Salmatzidids and I. Pagkalos, 'Using IT to provide easier access to cross-border legal
procedures for citizens and legal professionals: implementation of a European Payment Order e-CODEX pilot', International journal
for court administration, Vol. 6, No 2, December 2014, pp. 1-10.
23 Study on the service of documents: comparative legal analysis of the relevant laws and practices of the Member States, final report,
2016.
24 The European Judicial Network for Civil and Commercial Matters was established by Council Decision 2001/470/EC of 28 May 2001.
It contributes substantially to strengthening and simplifying judicial cooperation across the EU Member States.
25 Report on the application of the Council Regulation (EC) 1206/2001 on cooperation between the courts of the Member States in
the taking of evidence in civil or commercial matters, COM(2007) 769.
26 Resolution of 10 March 2009 on cooperation between the courts of the Member States in the taking of evidence in civil or
commercial matters, European Parliament, point 1.
27 Study on the application of Council Regulation (EC) No 1206/2001 on cooperation between the courts of the Member States in the
taking of evidence in civil or commercial matters, March 2007.

https://www.e-codex.eu/
https://www.drzavnauprava.gov.rs/files/Analiza Evropske Komisije u vezi sa dostavljanjem dokumenata.pdf
https://e-justice.europa.eu/home.do
https://e-justice.europa.eu/contentPresentation.do?clang=en&idTaxonomy=269
https://www.iacajournal.org/articles/10.18352/ijca.137/galley/154/download/
https://www.iacajournal.org/articles/10.18352/ijca.137/galley/154/download/
https://www.drzavnauprava.gov.rs/files/Analiza Evropske Komisije u vezi sa dostavljanjem dokumenata.pdf
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec/2001/470/2011-01-01
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52007DC0769
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P6-TA-2009-89
http://ec.europa.eu/civiljustice/publications/docs/final_report_ec_1206_2001_a_09032007.pdf
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- delays: in many cases requests for taking evidence are not executed within the 90-day time limit;
- modern communication technologies: these are rarely used, despite their potential;
- direct taking of evidence: courts rarely ever make use of the option to take evidence directly in

another Member State;
- the interpretation of the meaning of 'evidence': this was not coherently applied across the Member

States.

A further study28 on the application of the regulation was conducted by the consultancy MainStrat in 2012.
It focused on the function of the designated central bodies in the Member States, the direct taking of
evidence and cost aspects. It revealed that some of the issues highlighted in 2007 were still up for
improvement, such as delays of execution and the use of modern communication technologies.

Finally, a consortium led by the University of Maribor conducted a comparative analysis of the law of
evidence in 27 EU Member States. This project was funded within the EU Justice Programme. Its results were
published in 2016 in the form of a monograph.29

2.2 European Parliament's analyses and studies

The European Parliament factsheet on judicial cooperation in civil and commercial matters provides a concise
overview of the spectrum of specific EU instruments available in this area. Moreover, driven by a legislative
own-initiative report30 tabled by Parliament's Legal Affairs committee in 2017, several research papers
explore the option of defining common minimum standards of European civil procedure.31

Two further analyses examine the issue of judicial expertise in cross-border litigation.32 The first concludes
that whilst the provisions of the Evidence Regulation on experts would appear to be satisfactory, knowledge
about the rules and practices of civil procedure in other Member States is limited and, consequently, courts
make little use of experts from other Member States. To mitigate the problem, the author suggests
promoting guidelines on judicial expertise and establishing a European list of experts. The second analysis
compares Member States' rules and practices governing expert reports in the civil law area. It finds that the
Evidence Regulation 'has proved insufficient' and thus advocates harmonisation 'regarding expert report
procedures and the methods used to recruit experts and publicise this recruitment within the European
judicial area'. (p.9).

28 Study on the application of Articles 3(1)(C) and 3, and Articles 17 and 18 of the Council Regulation (EC) No 1206/2001 on
cooperation between the courts of the Member States in the taking of evidence in civil or commercial matters, conducted for the
European Commission, 20 June 2012.
29 V. Rijavec, T. Kerestes and T. Ivanc (eds), Dimensions of evidence in European civil procedure, Wolters Kluwer, 2016.
30 Report with recommendations to the Commission on common minimum standards of civil procedure in the EU, rapporteur: Emil
Radev (EPP, Bulgaria). The report was adopted on 4 July 2017.
31 R. Manko, Europeanisation of civil procedure: towards common minimum standards?, EPRS, European Parliament, June 2015, and
Common minimum standards of civil procedure, European Added Value Assessment, EPRS, European Parliament, June 2016.
Policy Department for Citizens' Rights and Constitutional Affairs, Harmonised rules and minimum standards in the European law of
civil procedure, European Parliament, June 2016.
32 Policy Department for Citizens' Rights and Constitutional Affairs, Civil judicial expertise in the EU: analysis of EU legislation and
recommendations, European Parliament, May 2015, and
Policy Department for Citizens' Rights and Constitutional Affairs, Civil-Law Expert Reports in the EU: National Rules and Practices,
European Parliament, May 2015.

http://edz.bib.uni-mannheim.de/daten/edz-k/gdj/12/final_report_1206_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/fiches_techniques/2017/N54567/04A_FT(2017)N54567_EN.pdf
http://edz.bib.uni-mannheim.de/daten/edz-k/gdj/12/final_report_1206_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A8-2017-0210+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_IDA(2015)559499
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_ATA(2017)607282
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=IPOL_IDA(2016)556971
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=IPOL_IDA(2016)556971
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=IPOL_IDA(2015)519216
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=IPOL_IDA(2015)519216
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=IPOL_IDA(2015)519211
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3. European Parliament positions / MEPs' questions

3.1 Resolutions of the European Parliament

European Parliament legislative resolution of 24 October 2007 on the service of documents33

The revised Service Regulation was adopted under co-decision procedure in second reading. The Commission
had originally proposed amending Regulation No 1348/2000, but Parliament and Council insisted that the
regulation should be codified rather than just amended. Subsequently, the Commission tabled an amended
proposal that incorporated the changes agreed between Parliament and Council and that repealed the
previous regulation.

European Parliament resolution of 10 March 2009 on the taking of evidence in civil or commercial matters
This non-legislative resolution34 was Parliament's response to the 2007 Commission report on the application
of the Evidence Regulation.35 Parliament deemed the instrument underused and called on the Commission
to 'make greater efforts to realise the true potential of the regulation for improving the operation of civil
justice for citizens, businesses, practitioners and judges'. It called for action to promote the training of judges
in the Member States, in order to raise general awareness of the regulation. It also expressed concerns about
the fact that the 90-day time limit was exceeded in many cases and asked the Commission to remedy the
issue.

To increase the overall efficiency of the instrument, including a speedy process of taking evidence, Parliament
advocated 'the extensive use of information technology and videoconferencing, coupled with a secure
system for sending and receiving e-mails'. Parliament even suggested that this 'become in due course the
ordinary means of transmitting requests for the taking of evidence'. In this context Parliament called on the
Member States to put adequate resources into communications facilities. In its reply, the Commission
confirmed that the promotion of videoconferencing was a priority for the e-justice portal.

Parliament reiterated its position in its non-legislative resolution of 23 November 2010 on civil law,
commercial law, family law and private international law aspects of the action plan implementing the
Stockholm Programme, urging the Commission to take action to improve cooperation between the Member
States' courts for the purposes of taking evidence … in particular by ensuring that courts and practitioners
are better informed about it and that they promote the extensive use of information technology and
videoconferencing'.36

Recent resolutions
Parliament has been strongly advocating the approximation of Member States' civil procedural systems. To
that end, it drew up a legislative own-initiative report37 asking the Commission to table a proposal for a
directive on common minimum standards of civil procedure in the EU. Parliament deems this a 'first step in
the process of further harmonisation and convergence of Member States' civil justice systems and of the
creation of a Union Code of Civil Procedure in the longer-term'. Again, this report emphasises the potential
of modern communication technologies for improving civil proceedings. In this respect it suggests that for
service of documents, 'electronic service should be on an equal footing with postal service'. The report was
adopted on 4 July 2017 by an overwhelming majority.

33 Legislative resolution of 24 October 2007 on the Council common position for adopting a regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the service in the Member States of judicial and extrajudicial documents in civil or commercial matters ('Service
of documents') and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1348/2000, European Parliament.
34 Resolution of 10 March 2009 on Cooperation between the courts of the Member States in the taking of evidence in civil or
commercial matters, European Parliament.
35 COM(2007) 0769.
36 P7_TA(2010)0426.
37 Report with recommendations to the Commission on common minimum standards of civil procedure in the EU. A8-0210/2017,
rapporteur: Emil Radev (EPP, Bulgaria). Resolution P8-TA(2017)0282.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P6-TA-2009-89
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/spdoc.do?i=16765&j=0&l=en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P7-TA-2010-426
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=REPORT&mode=XML&reference=A8-2017-0210&language=EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P6-TA-2007-0446&language=EN&ring=A6-2007-0366
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P6-TA-2009-0089+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52007DC0769
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P7-TA-2010-426
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P8-TA-2017-0282&language=EN
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Also on other occasions, Parliament stressed the need for modern communication technologies in the
context of cross-border judicial cooperation. It did so for instance in its non-legislative resolution on the EU
e-government action plan 2016-2020, adopted on 16 May 2017,38 where it called on the Commission to make
the e-Justice Portal a 'one-stop shop for all the relevant legal information and for access to justice in the
Member States'.

3.2 Written questions

During the last two legislative terms, only few questions by Members to the Commission have touched upon
the Service or Evidence Regulations. Hans-Peter Mayer (Germany, EPP) asked in October 2011 whether in a
case where the judgment of a European Small Claims Procedure could not be served in accordance with the
provisions of the specific Regulation 861/2007/EC, it would need to be served in accordance with the Service
Regulation, which would incur additional costs.39 In her answer, Commissioner Viviane Reding recalled the
obligation to serve the judgment on the defendant and that in cross-border cases of serving such a document
Regulation 1393/2007 applied. With regard to incurring costs, she explained that the judgment may indeed
require translation in accordance with the regulation's language provisions. While the regulation itself does
not require translation of the documents served, it does allow the addressee of the document to refuse
service if the documents are not written or translated into a language he understands, or into one official
language of Member State where service is to be effected.

4. Council and European Council

The Tampere European Council of 1999 initiated the creation of a European area of justice, made up of the
three key elements (1) better access to justice, (2) mutual recognition of judicial decisions and (3) greater
convergence in civil law. A few years on, in its June 2007 conclusions, the European Council called for
promotion of 'electronic communication on legal matters ('e-Justice') in the criminal as well as the civil areas'
(point 30). June 2007 saw also the first Council meeting at ministerial level dedicated to e-justice. The
conclusions of this meeting provided for the creation of an e-justice portal to facilitate access to justice in
cross-border situations. Moreover, they identified as one of the priorities in the field of e-justice the use of
videoconferencing in cross-border proceedings, in particular concerning the taking of evidence and
interpretation. This paved the way for the first European e-justice strategy.40

Today, aspects relating to the Evidence and Service Regulations fall within the remit of two standing Council
working parties: firstly, the Working Party on Civil Law Matters, which conducts the preparatory work in the
area of civil law cooperation for the Justice and Home Affairs Council. And secondly, the Working Party on e-
Law, whose mandate includes input to the e-Justice Portal (in operation since 2010), the simplification of
judicial procedures and the preparation of the upcoming 2019-2023 e-justice strategy and action plan on
behalf of the Council. Within this working party, a number of expert groups provide input into the reform of
the Evidence and Service Regulations, with regard in particular to:

- e-service of documents;
- security of judicial documents; and
- cross-border videoconferencing.

Promoting the use of cross-border videoconferencing, with respect to evidence taking (in civil and criminal
proceedings) is an area where the Council has been particularly active. It has repeatedly stressed the
efficiency of the tool in the sense that videoconferencing significantly speeds up cross-border proceedings
and reduces costs. The dedicated expert working group, set up in January 2014, prepared the 2015 Council

38 P8_TA(2017)0205.
39 E-009457/2011.
40 COM(2008) 329.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P8-TA-2017-0205
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=E-2011-009457&language=EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/tam_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_DOC-07-2_en.pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10509-2007-INIT/en/pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/preparatory-bodies/working-party-civil-law-matters/
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/preparatory-bodies/working-party-e-law/
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/council-eu/preparatory-bodies/working-party-e-law/
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9206-2015-INIT/en/pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P8-TA-2017-0205
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=WQ&reference=E-2011-009457&language=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2008:0329:FIN
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Recommendations on cross-border videoconferencing.41 Moreover, the Council has drawn up a guide on
videoconferencing in cross-border proceedings for legal professionals in the Member States.

5. The European Court of Justice

The ECJ has contributed significantly to the interpretation of the two regulations through its case-law, in
particular through references for preliminary ruling.

Major ECJ rulings on the Service Regulation

- In its recent ruling in case C-354/15 Henderson, the ECJ established principles on the interpretation
of what is to be considered a valid service under the Service Regulation, notably with regard to postal
service and the language of a document.

- In cases C-384/14 Alta Realitat and C-519/13 Alpha Bank, the ECJ examined the question relating to
the addressee's right to refuse a document on grounds of the language.

- In case C-223/14 Tecom the ECJ examined the concept of 'extrajudicial document' within the meaning
of the regulation. It noted that the concept is also applicable to 'private documents of which the
formal transmission to an addressee residing abroad is necessary for the purposes of exercising,
proving or safeguarding a right or a claim in civil or commercial law'. Already in the preceding case
C-14/08 Roda Golf the ECJ interpreted the term 'extrajudicial document', concluding that, in the
absence of legal proceedings, the service of a notarial act falls within the scope of the regulation.42

- The ECJ's ruling in case C-325/11 Alder triggered an amendment of national law. According to a
provision in the Polish civil procedural law43, a party in civil proceedings is required to designate a
representative in Poland to accept service of documents if the claimant is permanently residing
abroad. Failing this, judicial documents are placed in the case file and they are deemed to have been
effectively served ('fictitious service'). In this reference for a preliminary ruling the ECJ held that the
Polish law was infringing Regulation 1393/2007/EC. Following the judgment, the provision in
question in the Polish law was changed in the sense that the mandatory nomination of a
representative no longer applies to EU residents (though it still applies to residents of third
countries). A further amendment introduced the option to be serviced by electronic means of
communication (to become applicable by September 2019).44

Furthermore, the ECJ's case-law on the preceding Regulation 1348/2000 had already clarified certain
concepts and principles. These include the judgment in case C-473/04 Plumex, according to which the
Regulation does not establish any hierarchy of service channels and that it is consequently 'possible to serve
a judicial document by 'one or other or both of those methods', and the judgment in Case C-14/07 Weiss,
where the ECJ interpreted the meaning of the term 'document to be served'. In the Weiss ruling the court
also clarified that an addressee may not refuse the service of documents if only annexes to documents are
not translated into a language he can understand.

Major ECJ rulings on the Evidence Regulation

- With its ruling in case C-170/11 Lippens the ECJ established the regulation's non-mandatory
character. It examined whether a local court has the right to summon a witness residing in another
Member State to appear before court in accordance with national procedural law, or whether the
use of the regulation is mandatory in cross-border cases. The ECJ noted that the regulation only
applies if a court decides to make use of it.

41 9206/15.
42 This court ruling referred to the preceding Regulation 1348/2000.
43 Article 1135 of the Polish Code of Civil Procedure.
44 See Policy Department for Citizens' Rights and Constitutional Affairs, Effective access to justice, European Parliament, November
2017, p. 54.

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9206-2015-INIT/en/pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/documents-publications/publications/guide-videoconferencing-cross-border-proceedings/
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/documents-publications/publications/guide-videoconferencing-cross-border-proceedings/
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=188525&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1151047
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=181464&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1158312
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=167824&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1164783
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=171281&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1160758
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=77933&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1167273
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/liste.jsf?language=en&num=C-325/11
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=55654&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=378265
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=67008&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=378148
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=126431&pageIndex=0&doclang=en&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1144704
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=IPOL_STU(2017)596818
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- Case C-332/11 ProRail is similar to C-170/11. Again, the ECJ stated that a national court can choose
whether to request evidence – in this case expert evidence – under the regulation or under national
law, depending on which option appears more effective and speedy. This ruling confirms the ECJ's
interpretation of the non-binding nature of the regulation, as established for witnesses in the Lippens
case, and extends it to expert evidence.

- In case C-283/09 Weryński the ECJ examined the question of reimbursement of witness expenses, as
prescribed under Irish national law. It ruled that the requested court could not claim an advance
payment or a reimbursement of witness expenses from the requesting court.

6. Stakeholders

The Council of Bars and Law Societies of Europe (CCBE), an umbrella organisation representing the national
bar associations of the EU Member States and of the countries of the European Economic Area, responded
to the Commission's public consultation with a detailed position paper. While the CCBE endorses the move
towards electronic transmission of documents to be served or evidence, it advocates the use of e-CODEX for
that purpose. The organisation's main concern is standardisation. CCBE argues that 'any mechanism enabling
the electronic service of documents or exchange of evidence in the course of cross-border judicial assistance'
needs to take standardisation into account, citing the eIDAS Regulation45 and the General Data Protection
Regulation46 as good examples. It emphasised that the e-CODEX system is, in its current set-up, not based on
any standard for electronic registered delivery service and emphasises that 'lots of standardising efforts are
required'. Furthermore, CCBE advocates EU-wide minimum standards to ensure fair trials, secure data
transmission (encryption) as well as 'protection of professional secrecy and legal professional privilege'. And
finally, it makes a number of recommendations with regard to videoconferencing in the taking of evidence,
to safeguard the principles of a fair trial.

7. Petitions

A few petitions have been submitted to Parliament's Petitions Committee by Polish citizens residing in other
Member States regarding the Service Regulation.47 In cases 0277/2010 and 1399/2010, the petitioners
claimed that the Polish Code of Civil Procedure would infringe the Service Regulation, since it requires the
appointment of a representative (process agent) to effect service in Poland should one of the parties be living
abroad. Moreover, one of the petitioners suggests amending the Service Regulation so as to permit service
to be effected by electronic means. In its joint answer, the Commission made reference to the ECJ ruling in
case C-325/11 Alder (see above, section 5), which confirmed the Polish breach of EU law. Similarly, the
claimant of petition 1569/2013 felt that the provision in the Polish law restricted his access to justice.

In petition 0437/2016 a citizen alleges that German and Austrian courts violate the language provisions of
Regulation 1393/2007/EC by serving judicial and extrajudicial documents in languages other than those the
addressee understands or other than an official language of the receiving Member State. This is particularly
be the case with binational minors. This petition is currently pending, awaiting clarification from the
Commission.

45 Regulation (EU) No 910/2014 of 23 July 2014 on electronic identification and trust services for electronic transactions in the internal
market and repealing Directive 1999/93/EC.
46 Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of 27 April 2016 on the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data and
on the free movement of such data, and repealing Directive 95/46/EC.
47 The very same issue was also raised in a written question addressed to the Commission. See question
E-012060/2011by Konrad Szymański (Poland, ECR), 9 December 2011. In her answer, Commissioner Reding recalled the
principle of direct effect of EU regulations: 'If a specific right is conferred, a regulation can be both vertically and
horizontally directly effective and invoked before a national court.'

http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=134110&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1149498
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=ecli:ECLI:EU:C:2011:85
http://www.ccbe.eu/
http://www.ccbe.eu/fileadmin/speciality_distribution/public/documents/IT_LAW/ITL_Position_papers/EN_ITL_20180226_CCBE-Response-to-the-Public-Consultation-on-service-of-documents-and-taking-of-evidence-in-civil-and-commercial-matters.pdf
https://petiport.secure.europarl.europa.eu/petitions/en/petition/content/0437%252F2016/html/Petition-No-0437%252F2016-by-R.N.-%2528Italian%2529-on-a-potential-violation-by-Austria-and-Germany-of-Regulation-1393%252F2007%252FEC-on-the-service-in-the-Member-States-of-judicial-and-extrajudicial-documents-in-civil-or-commercial-matters
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2014/910/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=WQ&reference=E-2011-012060&language=EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=E-2011-012060&language=EN
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8. Other sources of reference

- The 'European Judicial Atlas' is referred to in a number of Commission and other documents. It was
closed on 30 September 2017 and has since been replaced by the e-Justice Portal.

- Galič A., 'Open issues concerning the non-mandatory character of the Cross-Border Taking of
Evidence Regulation', ERA Forum, Vol. 18, 2017, pp. 213-228.

- Rijavec V. and Galič A., 'Assessment of Evidence Regulation', in Rijavec V. (ed.): Dimensions of
evidence in European civil procedure, Kluwer, 2016, pp. 351-393.

- Stadler A., 'Practical obstacles in cross-border litigation and communication between (EU) courts',
Erasmus Law Review, Vol. 5 (3), 2012, pp. 151-167.

Table:
Regulation 1393/2007/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on the service in the Member
States of judicial and extrajudicial documents in civil or commercial matters (service of documents), and
repealing Council Regulation (EC) 1348/2000

Council Regulation 1206/2001/EC on cooperation between the courts of the Member States in the taking
of evidence in civil or commercial matters

To contact the Ex-Post Evaluation Unit, please e-mail: EPRS-ExPostEvaluation@ep.europa.eu

Manuscript completed in April 2018. Brussels © European Union, 2018.

This document is prepared for, and addressed to, the Members and staff of the European Parliament as background material to
assist them in their parliamentary work. The content of the document is the sole responsibility of its author(s) and any opinions
expressed herein should not be taken to represent an official position of the Parliament. Reproduction and translation for non-
commercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and
sent a copy.

www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank (Internet)  www.epthinktank.eu (blog)  www.eprs.sso.ep.parl.union.eu (Intranet)

EP committee responsible at the time of adoption of the EU legislation:
- Committee on Legal Affairs under the co-decision procedure (Regulation 1393/2007/EC)
- Legal Affairs and Internal Market under the consultation procedure (Regulation 1206/2001/EC)

Date of adoption of original legislation in plenary:
- 24 October 2007 (Regulation 1393/2007)
- 14 March 2001 (Regulation 1206/2001)

Date of application:
- 13 November 2008 (Article 26, Regulation 1393/2007)
- 1 January 2004 (Article 24, Regulation 1206/2001)

Planned date for review of legislation:
- The first Commission report on the application of Regulation 1393/2007 was due by 1 June 2011; further
reports reviewing the regulation's application are to be submitted every five years (Article 24).
- The European Commission was required to present a report to Parliament, the Council and the EESC on the
application of Regulation 1206/2001 by 1 January 2007, and every five years thereafter (Article 23).

Timeline for new amending legislation: According to the inception impact assessment and Annex 2 of the
2018 Commission work programme the European Commission intends to submit the revised proposals
including impact assessments in the second quarter of 2018.

https://e-justice.europa.eu/home.do?plang=en&action=home
https://www.elevenjournals.com/tijdschrift/ELR/2012/3/ELR_2210-2671_2012_005_003_003
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/1393/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2001/1206/oj
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2005/0126(COD)&l=en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2000/0823(CNS)&l=en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/cwp_2018_annex_ii_en.pdf
mailto:EPRS-ExPostEvaluation@ep.europa.eu
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank
http://www.epthinktank.eu/
http://www.eprs.sso.ep.parl.union.eu/

