
 
 

JURI Report    
At the meeting of 12 November 2015 

This meeting of the Committee on Legal Affairs will commence in camera, with the 

verification of credentials, disputes and immunities. Votes will then take place, in public, 

at 10.00, with the adoption of the text agreed in trilogues on the public documents 

regulation under the guidance of Mady Delvaux, rapporteur, the vote on Angel 

Dzhambazki’s opinion on the digital single market having been postponed. 

 

The respective rapporteurs will then report back to the committee on the negotiations 

on the trade secrets and corporate governance proposals. 

 

The afternoon will begin with a joint mini-hearing on women on boards with the 

Committee on Women’s Rights. The committee will also discuss opinions on workers’ 

representation at board level and on public access to documents. The meeting will 

conclude with its consideration of secondary legislation, national parliament concerns 

and the mission to the European Observatory on Infringements of Intellectual Property 

Rights. 

_______________________________________________________________ 

JOINT HEARING - JURI / FEMM 

Women on Boards  

 

The Committee on Legal Affairs and the 

Committee on Women's Rights and 

Gender Equality will hold a joint 

mini-hearing between 3.00 and 4.00 p.m. 

on 12 November 2015. The hearing will 

concentrate on the current situation 

regarding the inclusion of women in 

company boards across the EU and the 

potential benefits it entails for society and 

for the company itself. It will also be the 

occasion to learn about the current state of 

play of the file “proposal for a Directive of 

the European Parliament and of the 

Council on improving the gender balance 

among non-executive directors of 

companies listed on stock exchanges and 

related measures” which received strong 

support by Plenary during the last term but 

is currently blocked in the Council.  
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Reform of the Brussels II Regulation 

 

  

 

 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Hearing on better regulation  

     

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

EXCHANGE OF VIEWS 

The interinstitutional agreement on better regulation 

Guy Verhofstadt, Parliament's lead negotiator on the Interinstitutional Agreement on Better 

Regulation, will report to the Committee on the Legal Affairs, in the presence of Members of the 

Committee on Constitutional Affairs, on the progress of the negotiations.  



 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
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VOTES 

Promoting the free movement of citizens and businesses by simplifying the acceptance of 

certain public documents in the EU 

At this meeting, the rapporteur will report back to the 

committee on the outcome of the five trilogues so far, 

and on the compromise reached. The committee will 

then proceed to vote on whether to approve that 

compromise.  

This proposal is important because a large number of 

EU citizens live in a Member State other than their 

own, and this number is steadily increasing. More and 

more citizens have links to another state, be it for 

family or professional reasons or just for holidays. 

However, administrative formalities across borders are 

generally considerably more complicated than within individual Member States. Citizens may have to 

have their documents legalised by diplomatic authorities (legalisation or apostille), provide expensive 

certified translations of even the simplest documents or submit certified copies of official records.  

The proposed regulation simplifying the acceptance of certain 

public documents in the European Union aims to fulfil the very 

important role of making formalities easier for citizens who move 

across borders. 

The European Parliament adopted its position in first reading on 

this matter prior to the elections. It proposed, inter alia, an 

increase in the number of public documents covered by the 

proposal, the strengthening of the provisions abolishing certain 

formalities and the introduction of additional EU multil ingual 

forms for cross-border use. 

The rapporteur considers that this proposal has the potential to 

make the cross-border lives of European citizens considerably 

easier. A negotiating mandate was conferred in January 2015, with 

the negotiating team being composed of the Chair, the 

rapporteur, Mady Delvaux-Stehres, and the shadow rapporteurs.  

A compromise agreement was reached after five interinstitutional 

trilogues. That agreement widens the scope of the regulation to 

include more documents than were covered by the Council’s 

position, and provides for certain guarantees in terms of the cost 

of multilingual forms, information to be provided by national 

administrations, and regular review of the regulation. 

 

If the committee approves the compromise text, an early second reading agreement will have been 

reached. The agreed text will then be voted on by the Council and, in second reading, by Parliament.  

 

  

Procedure: 2013/0119(COD) 

Basic doc: COM(2013)0228 

Legal basis: Articles 21(2) and 114(1) 

TFEU 

Rapporteur: Mady Delvaux-Stehres 

Administrator: Alexander Keys 

 

Preliminary Timetable 

Plenary (1st reading): 04.02.2014 

Exchange of views: 24.09.2014, 

03.12.2014, 24.03.2015, 14.09.2015, 

13.10.2015 

Adoption of mandate: 20.01.2015 

Trilogues: 15.07.2015, 17.09.2015, 

28.09.2015, 06.10.2015, 13.10.2015 

Confirmation vote: 12.11.2015 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2013/0119(COD)&l=en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52013PC0228&from=EN
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EXCHANGE OF VIEWS 

Workers representation on board level in Europe 

The Committee on 

Employment and Social Affairs 

is drafting an own-initiative 

non-legislative report 

(rapporteur Thomas Händel) 

on workers’ representation at 

board level in Europe. The 

report aims to present the systems of workers’ representation at board 

level that currently exist in the European Union and to examine how 

those systems work along with a framework and criteria to help 

optimise their operation. The Committee on Legal Affairs will provide 

an opinion. The rapporteur for the opinion will focus on issues that fall 

within the committee’s remit.  

At this meeting, the Committee will hold an exchange of views. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Draft Council Implementing Decision approving the conclusion by Eurojust of the 

Memorandum of Understanding between the Office for Harmonization in the 

Internal Market and Eurojust 

On 8 October 2015 the Council decided to consult the European Parliament on the draft Council Implementing 

Decision approving the conclusion by Eurojust of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Office for 

Harmonization in the Internal Market and Eurojust (2015/0811 (CNS)). 

Pursuant to Article 39(1) of the Treaty on European Union in its former 

version, which the Court of Justice has ruled to be still applicable in 

accordance with Article 9 of Protocol (No 36) on transitional provisions 

(see Judgments in Joined Cases C-317/13 and C-679/13, Parliament v 

Council, and in Case C-540/13, Parliament v Council), when the Council 

adopts implementing measures on the basis of the acquis based on 

Title VI of the former Treaty on European Union, the Council may lay 

down a time limit for the European Parliament to deliver its opinion. In 

the absence of an opinion within that time limit, the Council may act. 

In accordance with the above provisions, the Council has set the time 

limit at three months.  

Pursuant to Article 26(2) of Council Decision 2002/187/JHA of 28 

February 2002 setting up Eurojust with a view to reinforcing the fight 

against serious crime, Eurojust may conclude agreements or working 

arrangements with the institutions, bodies and agencies set up by, or on the basis of, the Treaties. The draft 

implementing decision in question formalises the conclusion by Eurojust of the Memorandum of Understanding 

between the Office for Harmonisation in the Internal Market, for which the Committee on Legal Affairs is responsible 

under Annex VI to Parliament’s Rules of Procedure, and Eurojust. 

At this meeting, a first exchange of views will take place.  

Procedure: 2015/2222(INI) 

Rapporteur: Enrico Gasbarra 

Administrator: Francisco Ruiz-Risueño 

Preliminary Timetable 

Exchange of views: 12.11.2015 

Presentation of the draft opinion: 

3.12.2015 

Deadline for amendments: 10.12.2015 

Vote: 28.01.2016 

Procedure: 2015/0811(CNS) 

Basis doc: 11595/15 

Legal basis: Article 39(1) TEU, Article 

26(2) of Council Decision 

2002/187/JHA of 28 February 2002 

Rapporteur: Kostas Chrysogonos 

Administrator: Andrea Scrimali 

 

Preliminary Timetable 

Exchange of views: 12.11.2015 

Deadline for amendments: 19.11.2015 

Adoption JURI: 3.12.2015 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2015/2222(INI)&l=en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2015/0811(CNS)&l=en
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-11595-2015-INIT/en/pdf
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Opinion on public access to documents (Rule 116(7)) for the years 2014-2015 

The Committee will hold a first exchange of views on the 

application by the European Parliament of the rules on 

transparency of documents. Public access to documents is a 

cornerstone of democracy and is recognised by the EU as a 

fundamental 

right in Article 

42 of the Charter 

on Fundamental 

Rights. The 

principles, 

conditions and limits governing access to documents held by the 

EU institutions and other bodies are laid down in Regulation (EC) 

No 1049/2001, which implements Article 15(3) of the TFEU. 

Article 17 of the regulation requires each institution to publish an 

annual report on how it has applied the regulation. According to 

Rule 116(7) of the Rules of Procedure, the committee responsible 

shall prepare Parliament’s annual report ‘on the basis of 

information provided by the Bureau and drawn from other 

sources’. JURI has decided to contribute an opinion to the report 

by LIBE and has appointed Heidi Hautala as rapporteur. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Uniform format for visas 

Regulation (EC) No 1683/95 laying down a uniform format for visas took over 

the design adopted by the Schengen states and sets out in its recitals that 

these documents have to contain all the necessary information and meet very 

high technical standards, notably as regards safeguards against 

counterfeiting and falsification. Since the introduction of the uniform 

format for visas, two 

substantial modifications to the initial 

Regulation have been adopted, and these have 

contributed to the issuance of secure documents that fulfil very 

high technical standards. However, it appears that high-quality 

counterfeits have recently been detected in several Member 

States. Against this background, the Commission has proposed 

a new common model for visa stickers with better security 

features to make the visa more secure and to prevent forgery. 

The committee responsible for this file is the Committee on 

Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs. The Committee on 

Legal Affairs will provide an opinion.  

At this meeting, the Committee will hold an exchange of views. 

   

Procedure: INI / Rule 116(7) 

Legal basis: Article 17, Regulation (EC) 

No 1049/2001 

Lead Committee: LIBE 

Rapporteur: Heidi Hautala 

Administrator: Kjell Sevón 

Preliminary Timetable 

Exchange of views: 12.11.2015 

Draft opinion: 03.12.2015 

Deadline for amend: 11.12.2015 

Adoption JURI: 11.01.2015 

Adoption Lead Committee: 28.01.2015 

Adoption PLENARY: March 2016 

Procedure: 2015/0134(COD) 

Basic doc: COM(2015)0303  

Rapporteur: Angel Dzhambazki 

Administrator: Francisco Ruiz-Risueño 

 

Preliminary Timetable 

Exchange of views: 12.11.2015 

The further timetable will be determined 

in the light of the progress of debate in 

the committee responsible for the file. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2015/0134(COD)&l=en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015PC0303&from=EN
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REPORT BACK TO COMMITTEE 

Protection of undisclosed know-how and business information (trade 

secrets) against their unlawful acquisition, use and disclosure 

Constance Le Grip, rapporteur, will report back to Committee on the results of the second 

trilogue, which took place on 27 October in Strasbourg. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Amendment to Directive 2007/36/EC as regards the 

encouragement of long-term shareholder engagement and to 

Directive 2013/34/EU as regards certain elements of the corporate 

governance statement 

Sergio Gaetano Cofferati, rapporteur, will report back to committee on the results of the 

first trilogue, which took place on 27 October in Strasbourg. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________

SUBSIDIARITY (RULE 42) 

The following reasoned opinion received from 

national parliaments will be announced in the 

meeting: 

Reasoned opinions of the National Council of the 

Slovak Republic, the Chamber of Deputies of the 

Czech Republic and the Senate of the Czech 

Republic on the proposal for a Regulation of the 

European Parliament and of the Council 

establishing a crisis relocation mechanism and 

amending Regulation (EU) No 604/2013 of the 

European Parliament and of the Council of 26 

June 2013 establishing the criteria and 

mechanisms for determining the Member State 

responsible for examining an application for international protection lodged in one of the Member States by 

a third country national or a stateless person. 

The Slovak National Council, the Czech Chamber of Deputies and the 

Czech Senate consider that by introducing a permanent mandatory 

relocation mechanism instead of adopting privisional measures in 

emergency situtations, the Commission's proposal breaches the Treaties 

and violates the principle of subsidiarity.   

Procedure: Rule 42 

Rapporteur: Sajjad Karim 

Administrators: Kjell 

Sevón/Francisco Ruiz-Risueño  
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JURI Working Group on IPR and Copyright Reform 

Overview of the EPRS Study ‘Review of the EU copyright framework - European 

Implementation Assessment’ 

To complement the INI report
1
 on the implementation of the 

InfoSoc Directive
2

, the JURI Committee asked the European 

Parliament Research Service (EPRS) to provide an Ex-Post Assessment 

of this Directive. The EPRS produced a European Implementation 

Assessment on the review of the EU copyright framework, which was 

published in October 2015 and presented to the Working Group on 

IPR and Copyright Reform. It is specifically an ex-post impact 

assessment on the implementation, application and enforcement of 

the InfoSoc Directive and of its related instruments, undertaken on 

the basis of four main criteria: effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and 

relevance. 

 

As regards effectiveness, the study shows that, more than ten years after the implementation of the InfoSoc 

Directive, its main positive impact has been the successful alignment of EU law with international WIPO standards, 

via the introduction of the three-step test in the legal system of the EU Member States, thus leading to a very broad 

definition of intellectual property rights. However 28 different copyright systems subsist in the EU. Furthermore, the 

InfoSoc Directive has delivered a weak system of enforcement, which relies heavily on Technological Protection 

Measures (TPMs), despite the introduction of a Directive on the enforcement of intellectual property rights (IPRED). 

Accordingly, Member States have resorted to other methods of enforcement, such as administrative remedies and 

codes of conduct. What is more, although the InfoSoc Directive limited the number of copyright exceptions and 

limitations, most of them remained optional, with the decisions of the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) 

only partly contributing to the avoidance of a fragmented regime in recent years. Lastly, the InfoSoc Directive was 

not successful in securing adequate remuneration for the majority of authors and performers, with ‘reintermediation’ 

and market forces only aggravating the problem.  

 

Regarding the efficiency of the EU copyright framework, the study has identified three main problems. First, 

distributors in the EU currently negotiate licences under 28 different legal regimes (with the non-negligible exception 

of the music industry), which leads to inefficiency and high transaction costs, exacerbated by the SME make-up of EU 

copyright-intensive industries. Two recently adopted Directives
3
 are intended to address these problems and as 

such are expected to improve the efficiency of the EU copyright framework - although it is still too early to assess 

their potential effectiveness, in particular as regards the Collective Rights Management Directive for online musical 

works. Secondly, there are considerable costs associated with legal fragmentations in EU copyright law owing to 

national divergences in the remuneration of artists as well as the lack of a consistent set of copyright exceptions and 

limitations. Thirdly, the EU acquis has only provided creators and end-users with very limited benefits and 

measurable positive effects. 

 

Although both the InfoSoc Directive and the more recently adopted Directives have increased coherence in the EU’s 

legislation on copyright, several significant problems remain. The study highlights certain major implementation 

gaps, and specifically the absence of clarity as regards the compatibility of the InfoSoc and the IPRED Directives with 

other legislation
4
. Furthermore, diverging definitions

5
, enforcement practices

6
 and differing interpretations

7
 in the 

                                                 
1
 Report on the implementation of Directive 2001/29/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 May 2001 on the 

harmonisation of certain aspects of copyright and related rights in the information society (2014/2256(INI)). 
2
 Directive 2001/29/EC on the harmonisation of certain aspects of copyright and related rights in the information society (InfoSoc 

Directive). 
3
 Directive 2012/28/EU on certain permitted uses of orphan works and Directive 2014/26/EU on collective management of copyright 

and related rights and multi-territorial licensing of rights in musical works for online use in the internal market. 
4
 Most notably on fundamental rights, data protection, and e-commerce. 

5
 Divergent definitions on key aspects of copyright law, including the definition of derivative works, transformative uses and the 

authorship of copyrighted work. 
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Member States have also contributed to fragmentation, whilst the different approaches to the remuneration and 

compensation of authors through private copying levies have also created distortions in cross-border trade.  

 

Finally, despite its overall importance and relevance as a body of law in the fields of content and media, the EU 

copyright framework is outdated in the light of subsequent technological developments: not only are the original 

exceptions and limitations increasingly out of line with technological developments, they are also arguably limiting 

the development of welfare-enhancing uses of information. Most notably, the lack of legal certainty regarding the 

development of Text and Data Mining represents a potentially serious gap in the EU acquis. Moreover, enforcement 

mechanisms outlined in the InfoSoc and IPRED Directives have been largely overtaken by technology, and reliance 

on civil litigation to remedy copyright infringements has generally been abandoned in most Member States.  

 

In conclusion, the study presents a range of possible options to address the gaps in the EU Copyright Framework 

and considers, for that purpose, both non-legislative and legislative measures. Those options range from the 

codification of existing EU legislation on copyright or a soft law
8
 approach to the creation of a single EU copyright 

title or a complete unification of copyright law (hard law). Overall, the European Implementation Assessment argues 

that the ‘no action’ option is the least effective solution since the EU copyright framework needs to be further 

integrated in order to increase legal certainty, to lead to the better enforcement of intellectual property rights and to 

ensure adequate protection of authors and performers in the digital era. Furthermore, the Assessment argues that 

reforming the framework should follow a rational approach and a structured process, firstly addressing the 

fundamental imbalances in the EU copyright system before tackling the problems which result from these 

imbalances, and which often have a higher political profile. 

 

To read the full study:  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2015/558762/EPRS_STU(2015)558762_EN.pdf 

 
Mélanie Penet, Stagiaire 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

IN CAMERA 

DISPUTES INVOLVING PARLIAMENT 

Case C-444/15, Associazione Italia Nostra Onlus - Possible submission of observations by the European 

Parliament 

The European Parliament was notified of a reference for a preliminary ruling by the Regional Administrative Court of 

Veneto (Italy) concerning the interpretation and validity of Article 3(3) of Directive 2001/42/EC of the European 

Parliament and of the Council of 27 June 2001 on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on 

the environment (the ‘SEA Directive’). 

Article 3 of the SEA Directive requires Member States to ensure that a strategic environmental assessment is carried 

out of certain plans and programmes which are likely to have significant effects on the environment. However, 

pursuant to Article 3(3) of the SEA Directive, Member States enjoy some discretion as to the necessity of such 

environmental assessment in certain specific cases, in particular when plans and programmes concern ‘small areas at 

local level’.  

                                                                                                                                                                 
6
 Some countries rely on administrative procedures to counter infringing behaviour; others rely on codes of conduct and other 

voluntary measures; and there are others that rely on neither of the two. 
7
 The implementation and interpretation of exceptions and limitations diverge across EU Member States, with some countries now even 

introducing new exceptions not originally envisaged by the InfoSoc Directive (e.g. in the UK on text and data mining). 
8
 Soft law’ refers to quasi-legal instruments which do not have any legally binding force or whose binding force is weaker than that of 

traditional law. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2015/558762/EPRS_STU(2015)558762_EN.pdf
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The reference arises from an action brought by Associazione Italia Nostra for the annulment of a series of national 

acts approving the implementation of a plan to restore an area containing abandoned buildings on an island in the 

Venice lagoon. Among other factors, the action revolves around the issue of whether or not the concept of ‘small 

areas at local level’, which is not defined at EU level, should be interpreted according to quantitative criteria only. 

Against this background, one of the questions referred to the Court of Justice concerns the validity of Article 3(3) of 

the SEA Directive. 

The SEA Directive was adopted under the ordinary legislative procedure. The Committee is, therefore, to decide 

whether to recommend to the President, in accordance with Rule 141(4), that Parliament should submit observations 

before the Court of Justice. 

Case T-366/15 P, T. A. v Council - Possible intervention by the European Parliament 

In case T-366/15 P (not yet published in the Official Journal), the applicant lodged an appeal before the General 

Court against the judgment in case F-78/12, claiming that the Civil Service Tribunal wrongly rejected the applicant’s 

arguments on the illegality of Article 45 of the Staff Regulations. The provision of the Staff Regulations in question 

governs the promotion of officials.  

The appeal concerns the legality of Article 45 of the Staff Regulations in the 

version prior to the entry into force of Regulation (EU, Euratom) No 

1023/2013 of the European Parliament and the Council of 22 October 2013, 

which last amended the Staff Regulations. However, since Article 45 has not 

been modified as regards the issues raised in this case, the decision on the 

appeal could indirectly affect the legality of the current version of the Staff 

Regulations. Since the latter were adopted under the ordinary legislative 

procedure, and in order to comply with the relevant time limit, the 

Coordinators agreed by written procedure to recommend that Parliament’s 

President take precautionary action in accordance with the fourth subparagraph of Rule 141(4). A confirmation vote 

as to whether Parliament should intervene before the General Court will take place at the meeting. 

 

Opinion 2/15 - Conclusion of the Free Trade Agreement between the European Union and the Republic of 

Singapore - Possible submission of observations by the European Parliament  

The European Commission requested an Opinion from the Court of Justice on whether the European Union has 

exclusive competence to conclude the Free Trade Agreement between the European Union and the Republic of 

Singapore (EUSFTA). The question concerns in particular the external competence of the Union under Article 3(2) 

TFEU with respect to certain provisions of the EUSFTA in the Chapters concerning services (notably transport), 

investment, intellectual property rights, sustainable development and transparency. As a co-legislator in the area, the 

European Parliament has an interest in the precise delineation of the scope of the common commercial policy. In 

addition, the interpretation of the principles enshrined in Article 3(2) TFEU is of constitutional interest to all 

institutions involved in the procedure leading to the conclusion of external agreements. Ultimately, the recognition 

of a shared competence, instead of an exclusive competence, to conclude the EUSFTA would affect the institutional 

balance as provided for in Article 218 TFEU.  

Since Parliament’s interests would be affected by the outcome of the procedure and since Parliament has a clear 

institutional position to state, the Committee on Legal Affairs is to decide whether to recommend to the President 

under Rule 141(4) that Parliament should submit observations in the request for an Opinion on the conclusion of the 

EUSFTA.   

Procedure: Rule 141 

Rapporteur: Jean-Marie Cavada 

Administrator: Andrea Scrimali 

Preliminary timetable:  

Exchange of views: 12.11.2015 

Adoption JURI: 12.11.2015 
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Type of procedure:  

Waiver of immunity 

Procedure: 2015/2237(IMM)  

Legal basis: RoP Rule 6 

Notice to Members: 26/2015 

Rapporteur: Tadeusz Zwiefka 

Administrator: Andrea Scrimali 

Preliminary Timetable: 

Exchange of views: 12.11.2015 

Georgios Kyrtsos 

Type of procedure:  

Waiver of immunity 

Procedure: 
2015/2238(IMM)  

Legal basis: RoP Rule 6 

Notice to Members: 
23/2015 

Rapporteur: Evelyn Regner 

Administrator: Alexander 
Keys 

Preliminary Timetable: 

Presentation of draft report: 
12.11.2015 

Vote: 03.12.2015 

Stelios Kouloglou 

Type of procedure:  

Waiver of immunity 

Procedure: 2015/2239(IMM)  

Legal basis: RoP Rule 6 

Notice to Members: 21/2015 

Rapporteur: Pavel Svoboda 

Administrator: Alexander Keys 

Preliminary Timetable: 

Presentation of draft report: 
12.11.2015 

Vote: 03.12.2015 

Florian Philippot 

Type of procedure:  

Waiver of immunity 

Procedure: 2015/2267(IMM)  

Legal basis: RoP Rule 6 

Notice to Members: 28/2015 

Rapporteur: Laura Ferrara 

Administrator: Robert Bray 

Preliminary Timetable: 

Exchange of views: 12.11.2015 
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