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Thank you chairman

After having listened to Mr Williams, whom I would like to thank for his 

introduction, I am glad that now, in my capacity as Rapporteur of the 

European Parliament on Eurojust, I have the opportunity to share my 

views with you on this very important agency.

1. We have come a long way, especially given the fact that only a 

decade ago the history of the agency started. During this period a lot has 

been done and achieved - as we all heard in the contribution of the 

previous speaker.  In less than a decade the number of cases Eurojust  

handled increased significantly, from 202 cases in 2002 to 1372 cases in 

2009. It is a fact that more often Member States seem to realise the added 

value of the agency. Not only for the coordination of simultaneous 

investigations but also to agree on common strategies and to exchange 

best practices. This is also well reflected in the continuing increase of the 

number of the so-called coordination meetings. 

But not only at the work floor, i.e. in practice, things have changed since 

Eurojust's foundation. Also in institutional terms a lot has happened.  

Less than two years ago, in December 2008, the "founding" Eurojust 

decision was modified -already- for the second time: the first time in 

2003 in order to update the budgetary procedures and in 2008 



modifications were made to strengthening the agency…  And we all 

know that this will not be the last time things will change. With the 

Lisbon Treaty there is more to come and that's why we are gathered here 

today. Not only to look back and evaluate, but also to look ahead, towards 

the years to come. 

2. With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, the role of both the 

European Parliament and the national parliament has changed 

significantly. As described in article 85 TFEU for this house it means 

that we have become co-legislator: "… the European Parliament and the 

Council, by means of regulations adopted in accordance with the 

ordinary legislative procedure, shall determine Eurojust's structure, 

operation, field of action and tasks….". Following this very same 

provision both you as national parliamentarians and we, members of the 

European Parliament, from now on, should be involved in the evaluation 

of Eurojust's activities: "These regulations shall also determine 

arrangements for involving the European Parliament and national 

parliaments in the evaluation of Eurojust's activities."

What does this mean for the coming future? What will change for 

Eurojust itself? How will we fill in our new role as parliaments? How 

will we cooperate among each other? Questions which I don't have an 

answer to - at least not yet. But I believe today is a good opportunity to 

talk about them, to try to find answers and think ahead. 

A couple of weeks ago another attempt was undertaken by the Belgian 

Presidency together with Eurojust and the Federal Public Service justice 

to look into these and more questions. Unfortunately this seminar was 

organised in a week when we as MEPs were in Strasbourg where we had 



to attend our plenary session… Too bad, because the programme really 

sounded promising. Maybe Mr Williams and or the Belgian presidency 

can give us an update on the outcome? If not today maybe an information 

note can be sent to us in the following days.

Back to today: to experience in practice what our new roles will bring 

about we have to wait what is coming from the Commission side. What 

can we expect?    

In the last year adopted Stockholm Programme the European Council 

stated the following: “In the field of judicial cooperation, the European 

Council emphasises the need for Member States and Eurojust to 

implement thoroughly Council Decision 2009/426/JHA of 16 December 

2008 on the strengthening of Eurojust, which, together with the Lisbon 

Treaty, offers an opportunity for the further development of Eurojust in 

the coming years, including in relation to initiation of investigations and 

resolving conflicts of competence. On the basis of an assessment of the 

implementation of this instrument, new possibilities could be considered 

in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Treaty, including giving 

further powers to the Eurojust national members, reinforcement of the 

powers of the College of Eurojust or the setting-up of a European Public 

Prosecutor”.

As a response to the adoption of this Programme the Commission 

developed an Action Plan implementing the Stockholm Programme. 

According to this Action Plan, which was presented in May of this year, a 

Communication on the arrangements for involving the European 

Parliament and national Parliaments in the evaluation of Eurojust 

activities is foreseen for 2011, while a Proposal for a Regulation 



providing Eurojust with powers to initiate investigations, making

Eurojust's internal structure more efficient and involving the European 

Parliament and national Parliaments in the evaluation of Eurojust's 

activities should be presented in 2012.

So we have to wait a bit more…. As stated earlier, the last modification to 

the "founding" Eurojust Decision dates back to December 2008. On this 

modification we expressed our opinion in a legislative resolution which 

was adopted on 2 September of that year. Already at the time, when the 

fate of the Lisbon Treaty was still far from certain, we emphasised the 

need for an increased role for the European Parliament in order to ensure 

better democratic oversight. We realised that at the time there was no 

such thing as an obligation to do so, but neither did Community law

prevent the parliament from playing an active role in supervising the 

activities of Eurojust. Unfortunately none of our suggestions in this 

direction were taken over by the Council. Until now the influence we as 

EP have is pretty limited:  we must be informed about the work carried 

out by Eurojust (by means of Eurojust’s annual report, Article 32 

Eurojust Decision), about the evaluation report (Article 41a Eurojust 

Decision), about the Commission report on the implementation by the 

Member States (Article 42 Eurojust Decision), about the report on the 

activities of liaison magistrates (Article 27a Eurojust Decision) and, with 

regard to the implementation of Eurojust’s budget, the European 

Parliament must also be informed about and involved in the discharge 

procedure (Article 36 Eurojust Decision).  Only from 2012 onwards we 

can work on the shape of our new powers and get used to our new, 

respective roles as parliamentarians. 



This of course does not prevent us from being pro-active in this respect 

already now. We have to think out loud and we have to discuss among 

each other how to shape this real and democratic accountability of 

Eurojust. Especially given the fact that the current wording of the TFEU 

leaves a lot of room for interpretation  Art 85 TFEU again: "These 

regulations shall also determine arrangements for involving the 

European Parliament and national parliaments in the evaluation of 

Eurojust's activities.".  We will however need to answer some questions. 

What do "Eurojust's activities" mean? What is exactly meant by Eurojust? 

Is it the College as a whole or the national members? etc. etc.  We should 

use the momentum now to look into the matter. Experiences and best 

practices should be exchanged on the way in which national bodies 

and/or agencies are being exposed to democratic control and oversight in 

the Member States. Good cooperation is of utmost importance to send out 

a strong signal.

3. Before I finish let me shortly comment on the foreseen changes to 

Eurojust itself, more in specific on the widening of its tasks and the idea 

to set up a European Public Prosecutor Office. 

On the widening of its tasks: as a result of the entry into force of the 

Lisbon Treaty the possibility for Eurojust to initiate criminal 

investigations and prosecutions is inserted (Art 85 TFEU: "…. These 

tasks may include: (a) the initiation of criminal investigations, as well as 

proposing the initiation of prosecutions conducted by competent national 

authorities, particularly those relating to offences against financial 

interests of the Union….".)



Even though I prefer to start from a positive point of view I have to admit 

that I am rather sceptical on how this will develop. Not because I myself 

am against such an expansion of tasks, quite the opposite, but because I 

have to see how Council will agree upon that. Even though all Member 

States have committed themselves to the content of the Stockholm 

Programme reality shows something different.

The last revision of the Eurojust decision provides us with proof in that 

respect. 

 am not that naïve not to see that what we think would be in the benefit of 

our citizens is not always perceived in the same way by the Member 

States. For a number of reasons. One is that the legal profession, the legal 

system, particularly the judiciary are among the most conservative in 

each country. And this conservatism is reflected in the way in which the 

Council legislates. Another very important reason is simply related to the 

protection of the powers Member States have always had and they are not 

at all anxious to transfer some of their investigative powers to a European 

agency. 

And here we face a paradox: while the members of the European 

Parliament are ready to really address serious crimes, trans-border crimes 

including by granting more powers to Europol, Eurojust and emphasising 

the need for closer cooperation – our major concern being just the respect 

for human rights, data protection, access to fair trial, observance of 

procedural rights, judicial redress – the Member States are preaching one 

thing but legislating in a rather contradictory manner.



And we have to say it: it is difficult for us to explain to our European 

citizens how can we establish an area of freedom, security and justice if 

Member States themselves do not sufficiently trust our own European 

agencies.

4. Please allow me one more word on the setting up of a European 

Public Prosecutor Office. The possibility has its legal basis in first para of 

article 86 TFEU: "1. In order to combat crimes affecting the financial 

interests of the Union, the Council, by means of regulations adopted in 

accordance with a special legislative procedure, may establish a 

European Public Prosecutor’s Office ('EPPO') from Eurojust. The 

Council shall act unanimously after obtaining the consent of the 

European Parliament."  However this seems even more of an illusion. 

And I admit that for the time being we should concentrate more on 

strengthening Eurojust and its activities, thus increasing the Members 

States’ trust in investigations carried at the European level.   

In any case we as parliamentarians will need each other to ensure that the 

views of the European citizens are being taken into account in any of the 

future measures. Which, first of all, means to inform them about the 

consequences of such developments. Obviously, the first vehicles to do so 

that come to my mind are in one hand direct communication, and in the 

other hand communication with you, representatives of European citizens 

in your respective national parliaments. Therefore I sincerely hope this 

meeting will be a good start of many more to come. I'd like to thank you 

for your attention.
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