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CHAIRMAN’s NOTES

Few weeks ago I received a petition against the rat-
ification of the Anti-Counterfeiting Trade Agree-
ment (ACTA), supported by more than 2.5 million

citizens and that calls on Parliament "to stand for a free
and open internet and reject the ratification of ACTA
which would destroy it". Receiving a petition supported
by millions of European citizens, determines for us an
even bigger responsibility while playing the fundamental
role of listening to European citizens and giving them a
place to express their points of view vis-à-vis the Euro-
pean Institutions.

This is an example of the fact that our work is very
different from that of the other parliamentary
Committees, since our agenda is actually decided

on the basis of the inputs coming from the citizens. In
fact, the coordinators of the Petitions committee have de-
clared the petition admissible, under the urgent procedure
and it will then be discussed in one of the coming meet-
ings, before the International trade committee
(INTA)takes a legislative position on the ratification of
ACTA.

The lead Committee, INTA is expected to take a final position shortly, and Par-
liament as a whole is to vote on the issue at its June plenary session. We, there-
fore, had to speed up the procedure of the petition, in order to make sure that

the concerns of the citizens will be
also taken into account and that all
sides of the argument would be con-
sidered before reaching a final deci-
sion. In the last weeks I have also
received expressions of support to the
ACTA agreement by many organisa-
tions -- all dependent on intellectual property -- believing that the adop-
tion of ACTA would defend and develop the creative and innovative
sectors of our economies.

continues on page 2

“Receiving a petition
supported by millions of Eu-
ropean citizens, determines

for us an even bigger re-
sponsibility and [provides
them with] a place to ex-
press their points of view

vis-à-vis the European Insti-
tutions”

The Committee on Petitions’ Chairwoman: Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP

The 2.5 million petition about ACTA carted in the Parliament

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/homeCom.do?language=EN&body=PETI
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Schedule of Meetings 2012

Thursday, 12 January, 09.00-12.30
Thursday, 12 January, 15.00-18.30

Monday, 27 February, 15.00-18.30
Tuesday, 28 February, 09.00-12.30

Monday, 19 March, 15.00-18.30
Tuesday, 20 March, 09.00-12.30

Tuesday, 24 April, 09.00-12.30
Tuesday, 24 April, 15.00-18.30

Tuesday, 8 May, 09.00-12.30
Tuesday, 8 May, 15.00-18.30

Tuesday, 19 June, 09.00-12.30
Tuesday, 19 June, 15.00-18.00

Thursday, 12 July, 09.00-12.30
Thursday, 12 July, 15.00-18.30

Wednesday, 19 September, 15.00-18.30
Thursday, 20 September, 09.00-12.30

Monday, 8 October, 15.00-18.30
Tuesday 9 October, 09.00-12.30

Tuesday, 6 November, 09.00-12.30
Tuesday, 6 November, 15.00-18.30

Monday, 3 December, 15.00-18.30

The ratification procedure of the Agreement in the European Parliament
has just started. It will need to be examined carefully, taking into consid-
eration all concerns, through a reasoned assessment of the facts and trying

to combine the freedom of the Internet on the one hand and the fight against
counterfeiting on the other.

Erminia Mazzoni
l to r: Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP, Mr. Wilks, Ms. Bélier
MEP and Ms. Auken MEP receiving the petition at the EP.

continuing from page 1
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The petitions process is open and transparent; for the last thirty years it has existed as one of the more tangible aspects of Eu-
ropean citizenship and it has evolved considerably in the last decade. This newsletter tries to bear witness to that fact. Last
year over 250 petitioners participated in meetings of the Committee and well over 1500 petitions were answered, discussed,

investigated and processed. Something in the region of six thou-
sand letters were received or responded to covering concerns in all
the EU member states. The European Parliament has, in fact, the
most active and participatory petitions process of all European par-
liaments - not all of them have one... Yet, faced with the newspaper
headlines from Greece, from Spain, from France, from Italy, the
UK, from Ireland, we get the impression sometimes that we are not
really doing our job at all. We are not getting across to people the
simple fact that this process is for them; that it is a means for any
EU "citizen or resident" to get involved and make their case as long
as the issue is covered by one of the very many EU fields of activ-
ity. Our Annual Report, being prepared by Giles Chichester MEP,
gives some reflection of just how many areas this means; neverthe-
less the petitions we receive are no more than a very small tip of a
very large iceberg.

Even within the European Parliament the petitions process
is not always given the recognition or consideration which
it needs and which it works hard to obtain. Given its poten-

tially unique relationship with the average person who is living in Europe and experiencing the impact of the economic and financial
crisis for which they are not responsible, the lack of investment in jobs, the crushing humiliation of long term unemployment, the
alienation of social exclusion, the sacrifice of its living environment,  the growth of extremism and populism, the rise of xenophobia
and nationalism, the despair of being left out in the cold and the rain, why does it not attract more attention? Clearly it is because we
are not yet seen as being part of the solution. Certainly we have had some petitions reflecting the impact of the crisis, but compared
to the magnitude of the problem, worryingly few. Part of the answer lies in the fact that the priorities of the Parliament, where each
elected member reflects the concern of his constituency, have always been to extend its own institutional powers in the legislative
field for which the Lisbon Treaty provided its consecration, and to reinforce the resources it allocates to legislating where it is now
on equal footing with the member states' governments who are co-legislators. This has been no mean achievement. Has this been at
the cost of downgrading its direct responsibilities towards its citizens? To some people it would seem to be the case.

Now, however, the President of the European Parliament, Martin Schultz, has submitted an "Action Plan" for consideration
where the petitions process is featured as one of the targets for his 2012 - 2014 mandate. He recognises that attention Par-
liament gives to petitions is often weak and that there is a need to re-vitalize this "fundamental part" of parliamentary activity.

The right of petition should figure more prominently on Parliament's web-site homepage, instead of being hidden somewhere in
page two! Obviously the Petitions Committee has many proposals of its own that it is keen to place more prominently on the table
and further enhance its own role, going from 'Directive Detectives'  to providing a regular and visible reality check on European
policies generally, as citizens see them and as people experience them in their daily lives. 

Readers of PJ can make their own contributions and engage with us on this fundamental issue; check out our Facebook page
or contact us directly.

David Lowe

THE PULSE

About the Committee’s Activities

The Committee on Petitions is an investigative committee, not
a legislative committee; it tries to ensure non-judicial reme-
dies are possible for citizens when their claims are substanti-

ated. It can organise fact-finding visits and report to plenary thus
playing a vital role in reconnecting with European citizens and in re-
inforcing the democratic legitimacy and accountability of the 
EU decision-making process. The right to petition, contained in the
Treaty on European Union, is a fundamental right inextricably linked
to its citizenship. It is an important and often effective way for peo-
ple to be directly involved in the Parliament's activity and to have
their concerns, proposals or complaints specifically addressed by the
Committee members (M.E.P.s). 

The Committee often responds to petitions from 
EU citizens by working to resolve possible infringements of citizens'

rights under the Treaty and by cooperating with national, regional
and local authorities on issues related to the application of European
laws on such subjects as the environment, social affairs, human
rights, freedom of movement and so on. The Petition Committee be-
sides being in charge of the Petitions has also responsabilities for or-
ganizing the election of the European Ombusdman and for
reviewing and debating his Annual Report and Special Reports. The
European Ombusdman, currently Mr. P. Nikiforos Diaman-
douros, is based in Strasbourg and is responsible for dealing with
complaints about maladministration in EU institutions and bod-
ies.

This newsletter, and its sister web-site, is where you will find up-
dated contacts and current information about the work and activities
of the Committee.

l to r: Head of Unit -- Mr. David Lowe

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/homeCom.do?language=EN&body=PETI
http://www.ombudsman.europa.eu
http://www.ombudsman.europa.eu
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Next Committee’s Meeting
The Committee on Petitions’ next meeting will take place on:

Tuesday, 8 May, 09h00 - 12h30
Tuesday, 8 May, 15h00 - 18h30

The meeting will be held in room PHS P4B001 (4th Floor) of the “Paul Henri-Spaak” (PHS) building.

Highlights from the February Meeting

The monthly
meeting of
the Commit-

tee on Petitions of
the European Par-
liament, as you all
know by now, is al-
ways a very dense,
hectic and yet fasci-
nating affair and the
February meeting,
which we are about
to start report-
ing about, was

no exception. When it started, on February 27 2012, after the
preamble “de rigueur” for the Chairwoman -- Ms. Erminia
Mazzoni MEP -- to go over her introductory notes, went on
to approve the minutes of the previous two weetings (Decem-
ber 2011 and January 2012, downloadable here) and jumped
with both feet in the first debated point, # 5 of the Agenda of
the Meeting. The Opinion on the “European Year of Citi-
zens - 2013” coordinated by Rapporteur Mr. Nikolaos
Salavrakos MEP was certainly of interest to the European Com-
mission who brought the point up on the January meeting of our
Committee and quite clearly looked forward to listening to the
views of our Honorable Members. Ms. Sophie Bernaerts -- the

representa-
tive of the
European
Commis-
sion whom
had previ-
ously in-
t r o d u c e d
its pro-
posal --
was in at-
t e n d a n c e
prec i se ly
for this

reason; and what a vigorous discussion it was! In truth, the main
concern of the Petitions’ Committee Members was to provide in-
sightful proposals, sensible feedback and to convey the utmost
care of our Committee towards the virtuous use of financial re-
sources, insofar as it can be hoped. The discussion was able to
make room for “Gone with the Wind” quotations, with which the
Rapporteur himself ended his views to more matter-of-factly
statements which left the room wanting for more. Mr. Salavrakos
MEP -- himself a Member of the rather conservative group EFD

-- started his reflections by stating that “between now and 2030,
the EU will see its population falling and ageing. More immigra-
tion will be therefore necessary and it is important that we try and
provide proper integration”. He then went on to touch on the on-
going economic crisis that is posing an enormous strain on the
EU-Citizenry relationship and highlighted the important role of
our Committee when dealing with the EU Fundamental Right
of Petition. PJ, thinks that Mr. Salavrakos MEP’s statement and
call-to-arms was particularly inspired but there is more than meets
the eye. The Rapporteur was in fact able to overcome partisan pol-
itics and policies to bring on board the views of every single polit-
ical entity. Ms. Auken MEP and Mr. Chountis MEP, respectively

from the Greens and
GUE/NGL, both had to give it
in and to acknowledge the very
good work in building up to-
wards a common position. They
obviously made remarks about
things that could be further im-
proved but this in itself was a
remarkable result and shows
once again that good politics, in

the full respect of everybody’s views and inclinations, can and
should be reached any given time, for they provide much-wel-
come energy and spark to the democratic process. A statement by
Mr. Häfner MEP also carried the added value of touching upon
the upcoming European Citizens Initiative (ECI), of which much
has been said and written about and that hopefully will see a role
for the Petitions’ Committee [a/k/a the citizens’ one]. On this note,
the first discussion came to an end but before moving on to the
next, topical, issue, PETI Journal would like to thank the Mem-
bers for such a texturally rich and rewarding discussion, insofar
as the role of good politics is brought upfront and center-stage,
and would like to try and sum up the proceedings by stating that
while good
politics do
not neces-
s a r i l y
make for
good eco-
n o m i c s ,
bad eco-
n o m i c s
should not
a l w a y s
trump the
best of po-
litical in-
tentions, such as the “Year of the Citizen - 2013”.

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Salavrakos, Ms. Auken, Mr. Chountis, Mr. Helmer, Mr. Häfner,
Mr. Jahr, Ms. Ždanoka, Ms. Kolarska-Bobińska
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Chioti
download the relevant files

l to r: Mr. Lowe, Ms. Sandu and Ms. Mazzoni MEP

Mr. Nikolaos Salavrakos MEP

Mr. Nikolaos Chountis MEP

l to r: Ms. Auken MEP, Mr. Häfner MEP

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
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Highlights February ... continued

PETI Journal

When the point #6 of the Agenda of the Meeting came
around, the Committee dealt with twenty-five (25) pe-
titions at once, all concerned with the now infamous

case of the Waste Management Crisis in
Campania. While many petitioners de-
clined to come, though assuring web-
streaming attendance, the element that
spiced up the meeting lays with the pres-
ence of Regional and Local Authorities
and the gravitas brought upon the discus-
sion by the attendance of DG Environ-
ment’s own Director General: Mr. Karl
Falkenberg. Without further ado the
President of the Committee started a
round of statements which saw the floor
taken by (in strict chronological order):
Mr. Santacroce and Ms. Taranto (on be-
half of the Campania Regional Govern-
ment); Mr. Aceto (on behalf of the Province of Benevento); Mr.
Gambacorta and Mr. de Luca (on behalf of the Province of Avel-
lino); Mr. Fortunato and Mr. D’Acunzi (on behalf of the Province
of Salerno) and last, but not least, Ms. Napolitano (on behalf of
the Province of Naples). PETI Journal considers it fair to imply
that the participation en masse of the local authorities must have
been a legitimate strategy to try and communicate all of the things
put in place, towards the resolution of the Waste Management Crisis,
in the hope to convince the European Commission to unfreeze the
significant amount of funds (about 500 Million Euros) that it with-

holds and that could provide the
economic stimulus to move ahead
with the complex and somewhat
costly construction of waste-treat-
ment facilities. The representa-
tives of the Italian Regional and
local authorities rendered state-
ments that highlighted the many
efforts that were put in place. Mr.
Santacroce, from the Campania
Region, stressed the fact that EU
legislation had been followed
strictly, that the repression of il-
legal waste disposal had been sig-
nificantly increased and that
following the Regional Manage-

ment Plan for Municipal Waste (the Italian acronym being
PRGRU) would soon be an equally carefully crafted plan for In-
dustrial Waste. The Benevento province also made a very effective
statement and clearly showed that the Region is not at all a level
playing field, as it balances areas of great virtuosity and others
more deeply touched by the whole “waste emergency”. Avellino
and Salerno’s local authorities also meant to be on record as rep-
resenting territories that were able to sort their problems out and
are on track to brighter new challenges. Ms. Napolitano, repre-

senting the Province of Naples, albeit acknowledging all the ef-
forts put forth by her administration could not spare a note about
the circumstance that registers the near saturation of their two

landfills thus pointing at potential
disruptions in the future, would the
given scenario go unassessed. Unfor-
tunately, the discussion did not quite
pan out as it was hoped it would.
When Mr. Karl Falkenberg, Direc-
tor-General at DG Envi and one of
the closest collaborators to Commis-
sioner Janez Potočnik, took the floor
one could feel that the wording had
been carefully crafted at while it for-
mally opened to constant and contin-
uous collaboration with Italian
national and Regional authorities, did

non conceal the true thoughts of the
European Commission (EC). Even whilst officially still evalu-
ating the Regional plan, the DG Envi representative hinted at what
they identify as structural deficiencies and, in general terms,
spurred the local authorities to do more and in a shorter span of
time. Members were gener-
ally appalled by the fact
that no definitive resolu-
tions were presented by the
EC and went on to ask
clearly why resources
would not be released to
ease some of the financial
troubles that bog down the
whole process. Mr.
Falkenberg did not hide
and went on record stating
that “[the European Com-
mission] can only free fi-
nancial means if a credible
plan is presented and im-
plemented” (thereby imply-
ing that the one that the EC
has, is not) only to con-
clude that with such a little
progress the European
Commission cannot and
will not think twice about
releasing the “structural funds”. Mr. Falkenberg stated, besides,
that taking Italy again to the European Court of Justice, on the
basis of failure to comply with the Court's ruling of March 2010,
is an unfortunate eventuality that is being considered and that was
raised during a discussion that Commissioner Potočnik had with
his Italian counterpart in a January. PETI Journal thinks that the
meeting provided an important piece of public feedback about the
Regional Management Plan and, regardless of the direct result,

Mr. Karl Falkenberg

Ms. Giovanna Napolitano

l to r: Chairman of the Committee Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP

l to r: Mr. Gianluca Aceto, Ms. Celeste Taranto, Mr. Raimondo Santacroce, Mr. Domenico Gambacorta, Mr. Felicio de Luca, Mr. Giovanni Fortunato and Mr. Giuseppe D’Acunzi

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
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Highlights February ... continued

Point # 7 of the Agenda of the Meeting offered the oppor-
tunity to go over the spiny issue raised by Air-Traffic
Conrollers in Spain and their representing Union. The pe-

titioners claim that
the Spanish Govern-
ment by drawing a
Royal Decree
(1/2010), overturned
their acquired rights,
imposed a pay cut
and significantly
lowered the level of
air safety records in

Spain all while contra-
vening to the Charter of Fundamental Rights (art. 5.2) and the
EU Regulation 2096/2005, also known as the “Single European
Sky” Regulation. As the discussion developed, many more al-
leged infringements came about, though the main counterpoint
remains that the European Commission (EC), based on Euro-
Control-provided evidence (a body that per its own mission
helps to meet the safety, capacity and performance challenges of
European aviation in the 21st century), questioned the validity of
the data put forward by the petitioners over and again. The EC
ultimately invited and advised the petitioners to pursue their
claims before the national authorities in Spain. As our readers can
imagine neither the petitioners, who brought their cases up to
Brussels, nor most Members of the Petitions’ Committee were

particularly happy with the answers that the representative of the
European Commission offered. PETI Journal humbly thinks that
this is another perfect example of our Members thinking outside
the box. Facing the seemingly untroubled European Commission,
the Honorable Members coalesced
around a tactic. Given that the pe-
titioners claims seem very articu-
lated and convincing, and
acknowledging that the same
might be said about the opposite
view, the Committee on Petitions
decided that it would be crucial to
have access to independent, reli-
able information. IATA (the Inter-
national Air Transport Association)
was identified as the potential reli-
able provider of independent data and it was also decided that the
next time the issue would be tackled, both IATA and EuroCon-
trol (who has been invited before but never attended) would be
requested to participate thus enabling, it is hoped, a complete and
definitive assessment. The Members also decided to request an
Opinion about this case to the Parliamentary Committee re-
sponsible for transport and tourism issues (TRAN) and spurred
the European Commission, regardless of its dismissive tone about
the case, to monitor closely and to report to the Committee shall
any significant development come to light.

should be seen as a valuable contribution that the Commiteee on
Petitions was able to gather from the European Commission. The
burning question about double-standards, descending from similar
cases where funds were, or are about to be, released was raised too.
It obtained a candid reply which goes in the direction of getting to
know the rationale behind the decisions taken by the collective mind
of the European Commission and that is another good thing. It was

clear, as the lengthy segment about this topical issue unwinded, that
every underlying petition would need to remain open and the Com-
mittee, through its secretariat and its ever-vigilant Members, would
keep an eye on the matter while channeling all the possible efforts
towards an effective, yet satisfying, resolution in the interest of the
citizens, primarily, and of all the parties involved.

When the Members of the Committee reconvened on
February 28 at 9am, the Chair had been temporarily
handed over to newly-elected Vice-President Ms.

Elena Băsescu MEP. After making the rounds about the previous
evening’s Coordinators Meeting, Ms. Băsescu MEP led the As-
sembly to deal with point # 10 of the Agenda of the Meeting.
While the two petitions filed under this point have different
sources (one coming on behalf of WWF, a very well-known
NGO, and the other brought forward by a German national) they
both dealt with catch quotas and overfishing, two concepts that
may as well be alien to the man-in-the-street but that are the cor-
nerstone of the Common Fishery Policies (CFP) reform, cur-
rently underway at the European Commission. The gist of the
claimants’ thesis is that if the EU fails to lead the way and set a
viruous example of sustainable development, younger generation
might not be able to enjoy the full range of catches enjoyed by
their fathers and, more disturbingly, could produce an imbalance
in the ecosystem with severe repercussions on the food-chain.

Ms. Delafortrie and
Mr. Navarro Serrano,
whom introduced the
case to the Committee,
played a video which
PETI Journal deems
very instrumental in
taking the issue to the
people in a clear, con-
cise way. The presenta-
tion, clocking in at 1
minute and 30 sec-
onds, is available at the following address
(youtu.be/1uvF8B0rmEU) and, as it was said, conveys the heart
of the so-called “MoreFISH” petition. Again, but this will have
to be discussed more thoroughly in an upcoming, dedicated col-
umn, the Members of the Petitions Committee thinking creatively
and acknowledging the case at hand, decided to invite the Chair-

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Chountis, Mr. Martínez Martínez, Mr. Itur-
gaíz Angulo, Ms. Auken
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Pinto download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Auken, Mr. Elmer, Ms. Merkies, Mr. Iturgaíz Angulo, Mr. Jahr, Mr. Chountis
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Leffler-Roth download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Ms. Elena Băsescu MEP - a PETI’s Vice-President

a view of the many petitoners present to the Air-Con-
trollers case

l to r: Mr. Ruipérez and Mr. García Gil

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
http://www.flickr.com/photos/peti_eu/
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Highlights February ... continued

Yet another bundle of petitions came about on points # 11;
12; 13 and 14 of the Agenda of the Meeting. Petitions
discussed included numbers 295/2009; 909/2009;

754/2011; 99/2011; 668/2011 and 1824/2009. It must be why the
Committee on Petitions is always active, never boring and per-
mamently on its toes. While all petitions dealt with fisheries, they
represented very different problems from very different countries.
A German national complaining about Italian tourists in Corsica
that go harpoon-fishing, contravening to the Council Regula-
tion (EC) 1967/2006 and thus allegedly posing a serious threat
to endangered species, closed the series. In between, though, the
Committee analyzed two petitions about the process, or lack
thereof, of elaboration of the eel management plan for Ireland
and France, respectively from an Irish national (295/2009) and
from a French national (909/2009) on behalf of two Fishermen
Associations. It then moved on to Spain where it took into con-
sideration an alleged breach of EU Legislation (Commission
Regulation EC 709/2010) by the Valencia Region, failing to pro-
tect sufficiently its eel stocks. Remaining in the Iberian peninsula,
the last two cases of the lot dealt with a petition by the Mayor of

Santa Pola in Spain whom considers that Regulation 1967/2006
does not take into account the specific characteristics of a tradi-
tional Spanish form of fishing called bonitolera and, last but not
least, the case of a fishmeal plant situated near the Vigo estuary
in Pontevedra, Galiçia. The Members dealt with all discussions
with equal passion and attention, though not always with the
same results. The European Commission’s representatives came
well-prepared and when that happens PJ can immediately notice
the ease with which the Committee assesses the cases and sets
out strategies meant to get results. This time around it was no ex-
ception. In particular, while all petitions were kept open and a re-
quest for further information was placed with the European
Commission, it was decided that petition 668/2011, about har-
poon-fishing in Corsica, would warrant a letter to the relevant
Prefect, while copying the French Permanent Representation
to the EU, and that petition 99/2011, concerned with the tradi-
tional Spanish form of targeted fishing, would grant a special let-
ter to the Mayor of Santa Pola to provide him with the
state-of-play of his petition. 

The exam of petitions was interrupted by point 15 of the
Agenda of the Meeting which saw the Assembly in full-
throttle mode for the vote on the adoption of the Valean

Report or “EU Citizenship Report 2010: Dismantling the ob-
stacles to EU citizens’ rights”. PETI Journal talked about this

very compelling piece of work on two different occasions and,
as a modern-day aruspice, wisely forecast a resounding success
and a wide partecipation by all political groups. That was exactly
the scenario that the Committee jumped into when voting time
came about. With Ms. Mazzoni MEP, Chairwoman of the Com-

man of the PECH Com-
mittee -- the relevant Par-
liamentary Committee
about Fisheries and their re-
forms. The decision was
taken both in compliance
with the Parliament’s own
recommendations for
tighter and commendable

cooperation within the Institu-
tions and to take the issue farther while trying to bring about
changes (so much for PETI non-legislative status). Kudos, then,
to Mr. Gabriel Mato Adrover MEP -- Chairman of PECH --
whom not only came to the Meeting
and gave a very aboveboard speech
but pledged allegiance to working
together with our Committee to take
on the most relevant issues in what
will undoubtedly be its key-contri-
bution to the European Commis-
sion’s planned reform. While the
debate did see many acronyms and
lingo being traded between parties,
PJ considers that in the name of ef-
fective communication will spare its
readers the likes of Fisheries Maximum Sustainable Yeld (FMSY,

alternatively referred
to as FMAX) or Bio-
mass Maximum Sus-
tainable Yeld
(BMSY); fundamen-
tal concepts which
have their place in a
specialized forum but
that would bog down
the layman’s compre-
hension of the debate.
“The devil is in the de-
tails” warned Mr.

Davis MEP echoed
later on by both Mr.
Mato Adrover MEP
and Mr. Ferrigno, a
WWF’ s senior Campaign Manager also in attendance. The Eu-
ropean Commission representative tried at first to defend some
of its positions with some tongue-in-cheek remarks (“we cannot
count fish and we cannot negotiate with nature”) but in the end it
opened itself up towards what is hoped to be a meaningful and
successful path towards FCP reform, as these and other petitions
go through the hoops in the next months. The Members decided
then to keep both petitions open, request more relevant infor-

mation and adjourn this debate to an upcoming meeting.

Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Ms. Auken, Mr. Mato Adrover, Mr. Davies, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrators: Mr. Heezen (802/2011); Ms. Chioti (860/2011) download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Mr. Gallagher, Ms. Auken
Responsible Administrators: Ms. Leffler-Roth (909/2009); Mr. Heezen (668/2011); Ms Chi-
oti (295/2009 and 754/2011); Mr. Pinto (99/2011 and 1824/2009)
download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Mr. Gabriel Mato Adrover -- PECH Committee Chair-
man

l to r: Ms. Anouk Delafortie, Mr. Jesús Raúl
Navarro Serrano

Mr. Roberto Ferrigno

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
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Highlights February ... continued
mittee on
Petitions,
back in the
chair for
the topical
point, the
H o n o r -
a b l e
Members
went on to
vote on the
m a n y
a m e n d -
ments of

this comprehensive piece of work which, it shall be noted, was
made even more coherent and effective thanks to the oustanding
work made on leaner compromise amendments. The Report, as

said before, was well-adopted and PJ, true to what by now
amounts to a tradi-
t i o n , wishes to
congratu- late heartily
and sin- cerely the
Rappor- teur Ms.
A d i n a I o a n a
Va l e a n
M E P (ALDE -
RO) for all the work
and effort and for rein-
f o r c i n g the old
p rove rb stating that
“a good beg inn ing
makes a good end-
ing”, just as we thought it would.

With Ms.
E l e n a
B ă s -

escu MEP back
in the chair, the
February meeting
of the Committee
on Petitions
turned the final
corner with peti-
tion 354/2006 by
Mr. Rodney
Maile and with
p e t i t i o n s

210/2007 and 211/2007, respectively signed by Mr. Robert
Pocock and Mr. Walter Graham. The first one, introduced by
the petitioner itself and his lawyer, maintains that there is a proj-
ect to transport Liquified Natural Gas (also known as LNG) into
the estuary of the river Cleddau - in West Wales. The plan, ac-
cording to the heated plea of the petitioner represents a serious
threat for the lives of people and property in the area. Enriched
by print-outs, the point was made that the port and the Cleddau
estuary are totally unsuited for receiving LNG-loaded cargos
and the decision to have this ecological bomb -- and serious threat
to humans -- was decided without any kind of consultation with
the public opinion. Members listened captively to the emotional
account of Mr. Maile and were happy to hear that it was on the
heels of this petition that the Commission probed the UK Au-
thorities and in fact uncovered a number of irregularities that
needed to be addressed and/or redressed. As things stand, the con-

clusion of the Committee after a brief debate between Members,
was that the petition would need to be kept open while the Eu-
ropean Commission concluded its discussion with UK Authori-
ties and provided a final answer enabling the Petitions’
Committee to act accordingly.

The petitioner expresses concern about the potential impact
on public health of the industrial chemical contaminant
hydrofluosilic acid (H2SiF6 for the little chemists out

there) which is added to the drinking water in Ireland. The peti-
tioner challenges
the explanation of
the Irish Govern-
ment that the sub-
stance serves the
purpose to prevent
dental cavities in
human beings
poiting out that the
chemical has not
been authorized
under the EU Di-
rective 2004/27.
Furthermore, Mr.

Pocock added in his very emotional account, putting the chemical
element into raw wateris a breach of the EU Drinking Water
Directive (98/83) and an infringement of the individual’s right
to use medication.

The February meeting ended with the secretariat’s proposals to close a number of petitions in the light of the European
Commission’s written reply and/or other documents received. All of the proposals were approved except for points # 31;
44; 45 and 55 (the Agenda of the Meeting can be downloaded here) which will be kept open for further enquiry. 

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Vălean
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Sandu download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Mr. Helmer, Mr. Murphy, Ms. Harkin, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrators: Mr. Lowe (354/2006); Ms. Leffler-Roth (210/2007; 211/2007)
download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Ms. Adina-Ioana Vălean MEP (left)

l to r: Mr. Rodney Maile and Mr. Richard Buxton

Mr. Robert Pocock

a snapshot of the voting session with its characteristic dynamism

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/892/892350/892350en.pdf
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Meet the M.E.P.s

Members of the
European Par-
liament come,

much as everybody else in
life, in different kinds.
From the most expansive
to the less talkative with all
there is in between. One
thing all politicians try to
have in their toolbox is the
ability to be quotable, to
provide citizens, the public
opinion and their own col-
leagues, at times, with a
one- or two-liner capable
of wrapping a whole issue
up while providing an edge
to it. It is at moments like
these, then, that one turns
to the like of Michael
Cashman MEP, the inter-
viewee of the month. Mr.
Cashman MEP, a profes-

sional performer with several Shakespearean plays, TV dramas and real-life en-
gagements under his belt is the politician’s politician, a quality that may have
been partially acquired and crafted by the ability to play one on the silver screen
mixed with a sincere penchant for other people’s lives with their turmoils and
challenges. When PETI Journal catches up with Mr. Cashman, and although a
long week of Committee Meetings is about to end, he does not save up energy or
enthusiasm but opens up the gates to his inner core in order to show his work,
beliefs and character thus providing our readers with his provoking views on what
being a politician should be and providing us throughout with very quotable tid-
bits for the ages.

PJ: What do you think of the right to petition the European Parliament as a gen-
eral principle included in the Treaties? Do you think its potential is fully utilized
or would you rather see things done differently?
Cashman MEP: Let me start at the end of the question. I do want to see things
done differently because a lot of people are not aware of their right to petition.
We need to make citizens cognizant that they can engage with the Petitions Com-
mittee, after all [PETI] is their only direct interface between the citizens, the EU
Institutions and  -- arguably on European issues – with their Member-States. To
do so, we need to promote more the right to petition. It
is a Fundamental Right and I think we need to do that
by providing greater information while getting it out to
people. At the same time whether we do it through the
email, through an advertisement on Google or if it is
the first thing you see when you go to the Parliament’s
webpage, we also have to ensure that people know that
[the right to petition] is not the last place that you have
come to when you cannot get a resolution elsewhere.
It has to be - absolutely - on issues that the European
Parliament and the EU Institutions have competence
about. For instance, if we discuss the right of a same-
sex couple who married in Spain and wants to go to
Poland and have their rights respected, it would need
to be painstakingly clear that it is outside of the com-
petence of the EU because marriage and civil partner-
ships fall only within a Member-State sphere of
competence. However, we can address some of these
issue by saying the issues pertain to Fundamental Human Rights as enshrined in
the Charter of Fundamental Rights and then we point out that they can be dis-
criminatory if people status is not recognized. I am keen to promote and make
people aware of the right of petition. How it works and how it holds the Mem-
ber-state to account for EU law, how it holds the European Commission to ac-
count, how we ourselves, ultimately, are held accountable [pausing a second] but
at the same time we cannot raise expectations which will not be met. Some people
think, for instance in the UK, that since they cannot get any resolution by their
MP (Member of the English Parliament), then they can go to their MEP, because
they think somehow we are connected with the European Court of Human
Rights in Strasbourg. So I think there has to be a clear definition about the right
to petition, how we do it and upon which basis we proceed. In the big issue of
Spanish landgrab, to prvide a further example, we may not have direct powers
but we believe that what happened breaches the European Convention on Human
Rights and every Member-State must be a signatory of the Convention and then
thereby, we have a basis upon which to operate. So, we may not have direct legal
competence but we have a competence which will be contained with those con-

ventions which apply to every single Member-State.
PJ: We can say, therefore, that the actions of the Committee, and its Members,
are more of a political nature than of an administrative one. Is that correct?
Cashman MEP: Absolutely, politics is like geology, without pressure nothing
changes and therefore you take that analogy further and sometimes in order to
bring about a political change you need political pressure. We have sometimes to
make it uncomfortable for certain Member-States, for certain political parties,
when they are not conforming to their obligations under EU laws or to their ob-
ligations to their citizens in terms of fundamental human rights, whether they are
contained in the Charter of Fundamental Rights or whether they are contained
within other conventions. So political pressure and political action are absolutely
necessary but if we can solve it by an easy intervention an administrative inter-
vention, directly with the government or directly with the Minister, we do that
because, again, if you overuse pressure, it ceases to be effective.

PJ: Thank you for the brilliant quote you just served us (laughing) that is exactly
what we were hoping for. Let’s move on to the singular tool used by the Committee
on Petitions to gather first-hand evidence of “on-the-ground” situations: the
Fact-Finding Visits (FFV). In the light of the new rules and through your personal
experience would you like to see FFV carried out differently than they are today
and, if so, why? 
Cashman MEP: Thank you very much for this question. It is very important be-
cause of the misinformation that is spread about the European Union and its In-
stitutions. The only powers that we have, are powers that were given to us by the
national Governments of the European Union. The 27 different Governments
have given us – the European Parliament  as well as the Commission – powers,
though those same governments would rarely admit to that. The Fact-Finding
Visits (FFV) are extremely important but we have to be careful when we use
them. I personally think that if there are big issues where you need to go there
and meet petitioners, see particular sites, make field visits, meet the parliamen-
tarians, meet the Ministers, meet the NGOs and so forth, then that is crucial. There
is no substitute to that and one gets a very different perspective but equally, your
presence there is usually reflected in the media and that in itself brings pressure
for the resolution of that particular issue. Like anything though, when you go on
a FFV, it’s like visiting somebody’s house. You cannot abuse the hospitality that
you’re given, you cannot abuse the privilege that you have to operate on behalf
of all of the Members of this House, so you have to operate in a very diplomatic
way  and be very careful about the public pronouncements that you make. But,
as I said, I think they are extremely good and if there were any other powers that
I though the Parliament’s Petitions’ Committee could have in particular I think it
would be to have the option of a greater number of Fact-Finding Visits (FFV).
To restrict it annually, I do not think it is helpful. Each time we want to go on a

Fact-Finding Visit it has to be cleared by the Con-
ference of Presidents to ensure that we are under-
taking it for valid reasons. I have personally been
involved in … let me think … I’d say, at  least three
FFV and they have always been extremely produc-
tive, very useful and provided a physical connection
to the petitioners about European Parliamentarians
representing their voice. Voices which are too often
heard and ignored. As you can see I think they’re re-
ally effective mechanisms.

PJ: Based on your extensive experience would you
have any advice to give to the Member-States when
it comes to properly implement EU legislation?
Cashman MEP: My advice would be simply this.
First of all, it is my utmost belief, that we need to
open up the Council of Ministers which currently
only operates in public when it suits itself. I am

taken through the Parliament a Regulation on public access to documents which
is a bit like a “Freedom of Information Act”. I took it through in 2001 and now
we are revising it. Part of the issue is to open up the Council of Ministers so that
people in Member-States are aware of what their Government’ s Ministers sign
up to, how they vote and then they can be held accountable in their Member-State
for everything they do in Europe, instead of blaming Europe for things that they
say Europe has to do. This openness, or lack thereof, is the democratic deficit.
It’s the Council of Ministers. Not the European Commission, for the EC can only
operate on the basis of the powers given to it by the 27 Member-States and indeed
the Member-States and the Parliaments directly elected can reject proposals from
the Commission. So opening up the Council of Ministers is central because then
the NGOs and the citizens in those countries will say : “Hang on I have a right to
be free from discrimination in the workplace because of my religion, my beliefs,
my age etc. etc. Why haven’t you given me this right in law? It’s EU law that you
signed up to”. Only then you can hold them accountable nationally and so if they
are not held accountable nationally my advice to the Member-States is that the
laws that they have agreed to implement and properly transpose, need to be

Mr. Michael Cashman MEP

Mr. Michael Cashman MEP

http://michael-cashman.eu/
http://michael-cashman.eu/
http://michael-cashman.eu/
http://michael-cashman.eu/
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abided, because if they don’t, the Parliament will come for them. We call on the
EC to investigate, to look at the law to see whether is compliant with the Regu-
lations and the Directives, agreed at EU level and if it’s not then a whole process,
potentially taking the Member-State before the European Court of Justice, begins.
So, in that respect, the Petitions’ Committee is an extremely powerful Parliamen-
tary Committee and much overlooked and, I hate to say this, much misunder-
stood.

PJ: Recently a fellow MEP [not a Member of our Committee, it shall be noted]
went on record wishing that Parliament would have more investigative powers?
Do you subscribe to this view?
Cashman MEP: The Parliament absolutely should not have more investigative
powers. The Parliament it is not a bureau of investigation, it is a legislating cham-
ber. The investigation is left with the European Commission , that is where the
investigations if there is any should begin. But the investigation can only begin
if it relates to EU laws. It is not up to us to interfere with the democratic rights of
Member-States and their citizens. We need to, as I said before, open up the Coun-
cil of Ministers so that citizens hold their States and Autonomous Regions ac-
countable. All the opposition’s parties hold them accountable but you can only
do so if people are aware of the debates they have taken part in, how they voted
and the positions they agreed to. That is why I believe that the center of all this
is not about more powers but about how to make the powers that we already have,
work. And when I say we, I mean the Council, the European Commission, the
European Parliament, the European Ombudsman, the Data Protection Supervisor
etc. etc. All of them are crucial to openness and transparency and therefore ac-
countability and good democracy. Parliament, if it calls for more power will in-
crease the prospects that democracy is moving away from the citizens and their
Member-States to a kind of body that has no connection with them. Part of the
problem with the Parliament and the Institutions in general is that we are into the
Member-States but we are not understood and felt until they read in a newspaper
that we are a problem to them, while they rarely read in a newspaper how we
have improved people’s lives in the Continent of Europe beyond all dreams …
and we have!

PJ: Although you haven’t done anything to be an English native-speaker -- and
there is nothing wrong with that -- it is quite clear that more work tends to be
happening informally and in English. Do you think this can pose a problem to
the effectiveness of other Member-States’ MEPs and if so how would you frame
this within the context of the EU multi-linguism policies?
Cashman MEP: I think there are quite a few answers to this really interesting
question. When I first came here in 1999, the working language of the Parliament

was French and so very quickly I had
to learn French. However, with en-
largement, more and more English
speakers came in. But let me go back
to the principle of multi-linguism.
Language in terms of one’s identity is
extremely important because language
comes from one’s culture, so much so
that in many countries one even has
different dialects. So it is extremely
important that we really enforce the
diversity of the languages in the Par-
liament. Documents are available in
all of the official languages and so is
interpretation because the celebration
of differences is what makes us
stronger. If we start saying that there
should be only one or two official lan-
guages then you strip away the culture

and the diversity and the different identities of all of our Member-States. So I
would very much say that regardless of the working languages, the money that
we spend in the official languages and in the multi-linguism policy is always
well-spent because it also means that the citizens in Romania, or Bulgaria or
Poland or Czech Republic or Slovenia or Slovakia can turn on the television, or
turn on the web-stream, and hear their language spoken and that is brilliant be-
cause immediately they’re connected. And arguably the most important thing we
need to do with the economic crisis and all is to show respect for diversity and
solidarity. However, you can only get the kind of solidarity that will get you
through crisis and troubled times by recognizing the diversity that exists through-
out Europe including the respect for all languages.

PJ: Do you support the creation of informal working-groups within the Commit-
tees to deal with particuarly prickly issues that need some preparatory work to
appear before the whole Committee?
Cashman MEP: I think that to deal with specific issues problem-solving and di-
rect observation, the ad-hoc working groups are extremely effective so long as
they are open, based on democratic principles of how they function, the informa-

tion on what they are doing is acces-
sible and there is continuous report-
ing back to the Chair as well as to the
Committee. I am currently serving on
two of the ad-hoc working groups.
One is a working group on the Span-
ish property and urbanization issue
(dealing with the Spanish Ley de
Costas) and the other one I’m on is
the ad-hoc delegation to observe tri-
als in Turkey. As a mechanism to en-
gage people who are interested in the

subjects and may as well be specialists in the subject I think it is a good mecha-
nism but with the proviso that is done openly and accountably to the lead-Com-
mittee.

PJ: Shirley Temple, Ronald Reagan, Arnold Schwarznegger, Eduardo De Filippo
are only a few names of political figures that come to mind and that share your
own peculiar background as a performer. How do you think that this particular
skill impact, if at all, your political activity?
Cashman MEP: I think … it’s interesting. The people that you list: performers,
writers what connects them and what is essential in politics is the association of
your imagination, the ability to imagine is crucial in politics and it helpfully de-
fines you in a different way. I always argue here that once you imagine that [any
given issue] is happening to you and it’s unappropriate and it’s wrong, you have
to do something about it. Because if it were happening to you, or your family, or
someone you loved and it would be wrong then why should it be right for it to
happen to somebody else. That leap of imagination , that very imagination that
can take you into lives in Africa or into the heart of a young man about to be hung
in Iraq or Iran, as happened, because he was gay. Once you do that, there is noth-
ing to stop you giving a voice to the voiceless, to giving an image to those who
would otherwise not be seen and would be ignored and disregarded because they
are seen as a problem, an irritant or merely different. And then, once your imag-
ination is engaged and you touch your passion, I believe you are able to commu-
nicate in a different way because you know the power of words, you know about
the abuse of language and you know about the commitment of emotion and the
people you mentioned have all, in their own way, done that. On a lighter note I
remember when I was running to get my party’s nomination to get into politics
and I was asked the question: “Given that we have had Ronald Reagn as President
of the United States don’t you think we have no need of anymore actors”? What
you have to do as an actor, a writer, director, cosmonaut when you come here is
you have to define yourself and prove that you really are a politician who is aware
of the way the Institutions work, is aware of the party politics, group dynamics
and that is primarily aware of the fact that in politics you need the courage to be
unpopular if you are going to do the right thing.

PJ: One last question is about being a Member of the European Parliament
(MEP) coming from England. Is it any harder nowadays with the rising tide of
Euro-skepticism and the alleged splendid isolation of the English government?
Cashman MEP: It’s hard but the lovely thing is I have not come into politics to
make friends, I have got a lovely address book full of friends, I have a great part-
ner with whom I have been together nearly 29 years and have a fantastic family
of brothers, nephews, nieces and so on. I have come into politics to get a difficult
job done and I do not want to be loved. If I am respected, when I am finished, I’ll
be very lucky. That said, I challenge the euro-skepticism, I challenge the negative
inward-looking that goes on in the United Kingdom, I challenge the euro-skeptic
press that fails to report accurately the truth and that runs an anti-European prop-
aganda that does not reflect what happens. It is a hard job but other have proved,
and I think I have proved myself, that by standing up for what you believe and
for people, whether they are in the UK or in Saudi Arabia, Uganda, Slovenia, Slo-
vakia or wherever they may be, standing up for them and for your principles
means that you can face down the Euro-skeptics in Britain. And interestingly they
do the country a great disservice because the more you look inward, the more
vulnerable you become and they fail to understand the simple concept of solidar-
ity, an alien concept to those not on the left. All solidarity means is that an attack
on one is an attack on us all and with what is going on in Greece, Portugal, Spain,
Italy and elsewhere, with the attacks of markets and vulture-capitalists unless we
signal that the whole 27 are together, we will never win. If they do not believe
me they have just to go back and look at the experioences of 1939 through to
1945. If you march into one country and you think you can get away with it, you
march into another.

On this very solemn and thoughtful remark our time with Michael Cahsman
comes to an end and PJ is thanked for its work and mission. We have seen the
Members of the Committee providing insightful remarks and proving their cre-
ativity over and over again, however PJ strongly feels that this interview and
some of the concepts thereby expressed, will resonate with our readers for a really
long time and that Mr. Cashman’s histrionics have proven inspiring.

Mr. Michael Cashman MEP as an “EastEnder”

Mr. Michael Cashman MEP

http://michael-cashman.eu/
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Highlights from the March Meeting

Th e
m
on

t h l y
meet ing
of the
Commit-
tee on Pe-
t i t i o n s
took place
on March
19 and 20
and it was
just as in-

tense and interesting as PETI accustomed us to. This meeting,
also marked the active return to the fold of Mr. Walesa MEP after
a serious, life-threatening, accident occurred about 6 months ago.
It is with great joy, and much respect, that PETI Journal also take
this occasion to salute him!

The works started with the customary approval of previous
meetings’ minutes and then it allowed for the Chair’s an-
nouncements when the Assemblyy learned that a point on

the Agenda of the Meeting would be called off to a later meeting.
Point #5 of the Agenda jumpstarted the proceedings with the dis-
cussion on the “Opinion on the Water legislation” that is being
readied. Its Rapporteur, Mr. Nikolaos Chountis MEP, proved
again that the Greek Members of PETI are putting up an ex-
tremely amount of good, analytical work and are capable to coa-
lesce Members of the Committee with very different political and
ideological background, around common positions. When that
happens, PETI Journal never ceases to state this, it feels good, it
feels as though the work of the Committee on Petitions were able

to transcend partisan politics to merge into an activity that is, or
at least strives to be, purely of the citizen and for the citizen. Mr.
Chountis MEP touched upon the main problems that come with
any sensible discussion about water: the pan-European nature
of the issue -- which cannot be undervalued when looking for
shared solutions -- the scarcity of the resource, as per many stud-
ies and projection in the not-so-distant future and the sad state,
pollution-wise, in which many sources are in. The Rapporteur
also spurred the Commission to do more and better, in the short
run, through a detailed overview. When the European Commis-
sion’s representative -- Mr. Marco Gasparinetti -- took the floor
it was fairly appreciative and supportive of the work put forth thus
far by the Committee, though felt the need to clarify a number of
issues which, he thought, did not depict clearly enough the
mastodontic efforts that the European Commission (EC) is pro-
fusing in the environmental field. In particular, the representative
resented the EC having been defined “passive and accommodat-
ing” towards infractions in the field of waters. On the contrary,
he stated, it was precisely the opposite, showing that “infringe-
ment procedures” on the ground of Waters are steadily, and sadly
PJ adds, rising. Equally supportive to Mr. Chountis MEP’s Opin-
ion were colleagues from all political persuasions and while it
might not be very surprising to hear of the Greens’ approval, as
expressed by Ms. Auken MEP, much surprise, and pride, can be
worn by the Committee on Petitions for the positions of Mr. Niko-
laos Salavrakos MEP (from the EFD group) who supported the
Opinion and even raised the stakes by talking of water as a public
good in no uncertain terms. The Rapporteur summed everything
by thanking his colleagues and the European Commission for
their support and called on the EC to pull all the stops to protect
European waters.

Petition 93/2011, or Point #6 of the Agenda of the Meeting,
was then discussed and the debate centered on the request
put forth by a French national, Mr. Claude Coste, to make

it compulsory for Member-States to build a system of retention
basins that would filter rainwater effluents. Mr. Coste, in fact,
makes a case for a higher degree of pollution reaching the sea,
precisely because of the poor management of floodwaters. Exam-
ples like this, and many others monthly featured by the com-
pelling Agendas of the Petitions´Committee, prove the intimate
relationship between the European citizenry and our Committee.
How else could EU Institutions be discussing such a specific, al-
beit pan-European, case and putting into the limelight. The Eu-
ropean Commission´s representative, when given the floor, made

sure to state that the EC thinks that all necessary EU legislation
is in place, namely the "Floods Directive", the "Urban Waste
Water Treatment Directive" and the "Landfill of Waste Directive",
and the problem could be identified with a lack of proper imple-
mentation by the Member-States. The Members had comple-
menting views which covered the full spcetrum: from Ms. Auken
MEP´s spurring invitation to do more and tackle the problem, to
Mr. Chountis MEP´s comment about yet another piece of legis-
lation that, if not well implemented, might not necessarily resolve
the problem. The petition was, therefore decided, would remain
open on the ground of its importance in protecting the environ-
ment and while awaiting a more insightful approach by the Eu-
ropean Commission.

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Mr. Chountis, Ms. Auken, Mr. Salavrakos
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Pinto download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Mr. Chountis, Ms. Auken, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Leffler-Roth download the relevant files

l to r: Ms. Mazzoni MEP (Chairman), Ms. Băsescu MEP (Vice-Chair)

l to r: Mr. Nikolaos Chountis MEP, Mr. Marco Gasparinetti, Ms. Margrete Auken MEP, Mr. Jeroslaw Walesa MEP

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120319_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120319_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/895/895359/895359en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/895/895359/895359en.pdf


12

Highlights March ... continued

PETI Journal

Point #5 of the Agenda of the Meeting, that is petition
195/2011 by Mr. Baudilio Ros Prat, was concerned with an
extensive watering project -- the "Segarra-Garrigues canal

irrigation project". The debate, particularly sparked by a heartfelt
account of Ms. Esther Herranz Garçia MEP, seemed a bit hesi-
tant at times, most likely due to a misunderstanding between the
"Segarra-Garrigues canal irrigation project" and the "Supply from
the Segarra-Garrigues Canal (Lleida) project". The names, at first
sight and analysis, seemed to deal with the same project but, in

fact, ended up being singled as two different initiatives, of which
only the latter submitted to the European Commission and cur-
rently being assessed. A word of advice was then spared by Mr.
Jahr MEP and Ms. Auken MEP, on trying and understanding the
real nature behind some of the most nuanced cases raised by peti-
tioners and the Assembly decided to keep the petition open and
call off the discussion to a later date in order to allow for proper
assessment of the case and foster further discussion.

With point
#7 of the
A g e n d a

of the Meeting, the
Committee went
back to “Opinion”
time as it dealt with
an extremely mean-
ingful Opinion
which set the bar
high already in the
title: "The 20 main
concerns of Euro-

pean citizens and businesses with the functioning of the Single
Market". Its Rapporteur Mr. Simon Busuttil MEP illustrated a
number of very sharp remarks, clearly showing the amount of
work put in the construction of a "consensus" on this Opinion and
its content. PETI Journal is not alone in this assessment as the
representative of the European Commission, pleasantly sur-
prised, welcomed the Rapporteur´s introduction conceding that it
“reinvigorates the European Commission which shall redouble the
efforts" to meet citizens´ expectations. The very enthusiastic tone
of the European Commission was not lost on the other Members
who immediately pointed out the first positive effects of the Com-
mittee´s actions.

The debate on the Romanian Fact-
Finding Visit´s Report, point #9
of the Agenda of the Meeting,

witnesses Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP,
Chairman of the Committee on Peti-
tions, back to the fold after concurring
institutional committments needing her
attendance elsewhere. The Report,
which incidentally is being prepared by
the Head of Delegation herself - Ms.
Mazzoni MEP, put on display her con-
siderable political experience and suc-
ceeded in proposing a common position
to the full range of political sensitivities.

A final discussion it was not but it
provided the subtle opportunity to
call publicly for positions in order to
stimulate a synthesis and reach the
goal and in this regard the attempt
proved successful, PJ believes.

The meeting was adjourned at
the end of this discussion, to
give a chance to the Coordi-

nators of the Committee to discuss
their rich Agenda, and would recon-
vene the following morning.

Mr. Simon Busuttil MEP

l to r: Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP (Chairman), Ms. Selvaggio (P.A.)

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Ms. Herranz Garcia, Ms. Auken, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Pinto
download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Mr. Busuttil, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Mussa
download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Auken, Mr. Boştinaru, Ms. Göncz
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Sandu
download the relevant files

On the morning of March 20, Ms. Mazzoni MEP, chair-
ing the Meeting, offered a quick recap of the Coordina-
tors decisions taken the evening before and dove into the

voting session of the March meeting. It called upon Members to
cast their votes on the "Opinion on the European Year of Citizens
(2013)" and it was an extremely rewarding exercise. Mr.
Salavrakos MEP, the Opinion´s Rapporteur, took briefly the
floor to thank and acknowledge once again the great work done
by everybody and moved right ahead, only to witness his Opinion
being well-adopted by the Assembly. We, at PETI Journal, be-
lieve in traditions -- especially when they are rather harmless and
inclined to fair-play -- and as it is customary congratulate Mr.

Salavrakos MEP on his extremely successful work which, in
hindsight, could not have finished otherwise, that is crowned by
an equally successful adoption.

Point #13 saw the Committee having a first, timid yet, ex-
change of views on the "2011 Annual Report of the activi-
ties of the Committee on Petitions". The appointed

Rapporteur, Mr. Chichester MEP, did not spare some of his
proverbial tongue-in-cheek remarks, of which PJ is appreciative
most of the time, and announced to the Assembly that his inten-
tions are to stress the quality of the work ordinarily carried out
by the Committee and its secretariat, while attempting to highlight

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120319_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120319_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120319_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/895/895359/895359en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/895/895359/895359en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/895/895359/895359en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/895/895359/895359en.pdf
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the range and
breadth of both its
analysis and ac-
tions. The Mem-
bers, commenting
on it, agreed on Mr.

Chichester MEP´s intentions and wished for this Report to be
accurate, informative and meaningful both for the Institutions
and for the European citizen wanting to know more about the
activities of the Committee. PETI Journal has a feeling that
something very good will come out of this preparatory work and
looks forward to it.

Petition 1327/2010 by Mr. Mau-
rice Wintz, a French national on
behalf of "Alsace Nature" and

"GCO non merci", brought forward its
case, which had already been briefly
discussed in the petitioner´s presence
last July. This time Mr. Wintz seemed
to be more at ease and provided the
Committee with a clear, detailed pic-
ture of what is going on in Strasbourg
with the construction of its "Great
Western Bypass" (GCO in French).
The purpose of its construction, much
debated to tell the truth, being a pro-
jected toll-road relieving the A35, the other main circulation ar-
tery of the Alsacian Capital, of its intense transit traffic. The
petitioners, of whom Mr. Wientz acted as a spokesperson, stated
clearly, without much ado, that they think that the GCO project
is outdated, that it would adversely affect the environment, insofar
as the European hamsters, the common spadefoot toads and the
green toads are concerned and, last but not least, would flagrantly
breach the provisions of Directives 92/43/EEC (so-called "Habi-
tats Directive"), 85/337/EEC and 2001/47/EC. The Assembly at-
tended a very well-done Powerpoint presentation and before
starting their own commentary, the chairing Vice-President Elena
Băsescu MEP, gave the floor to the representative of the Euro-
pean Commission who, as sometimes the executive commission
is known to do, did not commit and spoke about it in uncertain

terms, leaving much to interpretation.
It was said that the French govern-
ment believes in this project and that
there are some issues that might act
as potential problems and on which
the European Commission is look-
ing into, with the support of the
French authorities. It shall also be
noted that a natural contraposition
played itself out between Members
of different political persuasions but
it all happened within the boundaries
of an
a c -

ceptable confrontation and always
with the perceived interest, in this
particular case not coinciding, of
the European citizen in mind.
Lacking final and decisive evi-
dence, the Members decided to
keep the petition open, in order to
allow for the on-going investiga-
tion of the European Commis-
sion and, very possibly, for an in
loco "Fact-Finding Visit" (FFV)
that could be carried out during
one of the monthly trips to Stras-
bourg of the European Parliament.

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Bélier, Mr. Boulland
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Mussa
download the relevant files

Mr. Gilles Chichester MEP

Highlights March ... continued

l to r: Mr. Wientz, Ms. Bélier MEP

l to r: Mr. Giraud, Mr. Hubec and Ms. Chalte (petitioners)

In a nutshell
Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Chichester, Ms. Auken, Mr. Preda, Mr.
Iturgaíz Angulo
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Leffler-Roth
download the relevant files

Point #15 of the Agenda of the
Meeting (also known as the case
of the Irish shrinking cows)

proved to be the true piece de resistance
of this meeting. Every month, or so we
hope, there is one clear evidence of the
expertise of the Committee on Petitions
in finding solutions. Sometimes, as our
interviewed MEP of the month bril-
liantly said, it is an action of pressure,
some others is compromise in the inter-
est of the citizen but many a time over
this Committee, and its Members,
wears its mission on its sleeves and pur-
sues what it comes to highlight as the
general interest of the European citizen.

In this particular case, petition
161/2006, the interest at stake is Mr.
Daniel Brennan´s, on one hand, and
the more general concepts of justice
and truth which keep rearing their
heads and demand for their share of
attention. We have already discussed
about this petition, several times. We
wrote about it on the PETI Journal,
on Facebook, on Twitter and through
all of the other means available to the
Committee. Actions have been put
forward by the Members of the Com-
mittee at large and, more specifically,
by the Irish ones and it would just be
about time for some honest-to-GodMr. Dan Brennan

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/895/895359/895359en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/895/895359/895359en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120319_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
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p o s i t i o n
to be
struck be-
tween the
parts. One
p e c u l i a r
lesson to
all those
who ever
served on
the Peti-
t i o n s ´
Commit-
tee is the

realization that most of the time every position, taken at its face-
value and without counterpoints, appears to be perfectly legiti-
mate, until it is disproved by evidence, that is. Over the years, the
petition dates back to 2006 as one can see, this case has proven a
tough nut to break for more reasons that we could enumerate in
the limited space that we have at hand. The Committee visited the
farm in 2009 and saw the situation at first hand and the case in
fact, come to think of it, might as well be the subject of a doctoral
thesis, such is its depth. Mr. Brennan was supported with evi-
dence from Mr. Crilly, Mr. Slevin, Mr. Leahy and Mr. White and
all the parties involved should have the quite impressive head-to-
head public clarification which our Committee hoped for. Why
does PJ define it impressive? Well, the short answer could be to
take your browser to the following address
(http://bit.ly/KeGy7U) and watch the Video-on-Demand of the
meeting for yourselves but the other, more nuanced, answer is that
finally by observing the dynamics of the contenders, much as a
psychologist, the Members of the Committee were able to
"sense" the nervousness, the burning questions, the heated discus-
sions, the stern replies and the bitterly tongue-in-cheek remarks
traded back and forth between the Irish Authorities, Mr. Bren-
nan’s friends and advisers and the European Commission´s rep-
resentative. The case, in a nutshell, involved the cattle on the
petitioner´s farm to grow below average. After many painful, and
painfully long, years of trial-and-error attempts, painstakingly re-
called by Mr. Brennan himself and by Mr. Walshe, it was possible
to potentially link the severe health problems in the cattle to the
activities of a now-closed brick factory down the hill, so to speak,
from the farm. However, Mr. Brennan in his diogenesian quest
for truth, asks for the Irish Government to withdraw its official
positionand make an apology. You readers must have understood
by now why PETI Journal deems this a very complex and sensi-

tive case to report. The meeting was an endless coup de théatre as
one party deflected, or tried to, the significant circumstantial alle-
gations that were raised. The European Commission´s represen-
tative did not have much to add, adhering strictly to very limiting,
Pilate-like remarks that, in fact, did not move the discussion for-
ward. It must also be borne in mind, to provide a proper picture
of the proceedings, that none of the accounts were necessarily
rude, harsh in tone or blatantly wrong or false. They just tended
to be on the safe side of things and measuring their words in a way
that does not, and would not in fact, allow much manouevering
towards a common posi-
tion; all parties fully know-
ing, of course, that a
compromise, for its very
nature, must imply a con-
cession of sorts or it would
serve no purpose at all. And
there, dear friends, you
have the Committee on Pe-
titions and its Members --
amongst which PJ would
like to mention Ms. Pren-
dergast MEP, Ms.
McGuinness MEP, Mr.
Kelly MEP and Mr. Wal-
she (whilom President of
the Irish Farmers’ Union) -
- finally adding their collec-
tive weight and exercising a
fine, constructive contribu-
tion. The Committee effec-
tively proposed to the
parties to stand as a broker
towards a study of the case
which, however, would necessarily have to be independently
made to gather credibility and support and that would result, the
Committee implies, in a strong influence on the final outcome
of the case and on the actions that will be taken. This, of course,
needs to be agreed upon by all parties and in order to fight mistrust
and resistance and our own PETI Committee offered to be the
impartial arbiter. When the meeting was over feverish consulta-
tions went on but a final decision was postponed. PETI Journal,
quite obviously after having offered such a detailed account of
the case, promises to update you, on this case, as soon as decisions
will be finalized.

l to r: Mr. Crilly, Mr. Leahy, Mr. Brennan, Mr. White

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Ms. Prendergast, Ms. McGuinness, Mr. Kelly, Ms. Miranda, Ms. Werth-
mann
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe
download the relevant files

l to r: Mr. Michael Sheridan, Mr. Simon More

l to r: Ms. Phil Prendergast MEP, Ms. Jill Evans MEP, Ms. Ana Miranda MEP, Ms. Angelika Werthmann MEP

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120227_1500.htm
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Highlights March ... continued

The three petitions (1518/2008; 997/2007 and 1503/2007)
discussed under point #17 of the Agenda of the Meeting
were tackled in the presence of two of the petitioners, Ms.

Irina Mateeva and Mr. Daniel Pullen, and focused on Bulgaria
and its alleged violation of the "Wild Birds and Habitat Direc-
tives" and inadequate transposition of the Natura2000 network.
As it was the case with the previous debate, the European Com-
mission came fully prepared and told the Members what it had al-
ready transmitted in writing. The EC itself initiated a number of

infringement procedures, also thanks to the petitions received, that
are still ongoing, and the issues at hands needs to be carefully and
unflinchingly monitored and even called upon the Members of the
Committee to keep the petition open while awaiting for more pos-
itive updates down the road. Fully acknowledging that our sister-
Institution is fully ready, willing and able to deploy all measures
foreseen by the Treaties, in order to guarantee compliance, Mem-
bers gladly adhered to the EC´s request and the petition was kept
open to receive further caring attention.

Petition 1044/2011 by Ms. Joanna
Swabe, on behalf of Humane
Society International, took the

March meeting to an end on a complex
issue which deals with the enforcement
of Regulation 1007/2009 on trade, or
ban thereof, in seal products. Ms.
Swabe´s Powerpoint presentation, and
rather emotional video on seal-hunting
techniques, spurred inspired interven-
tions by the likes of Mr. Taylor MEP
and Mr. Skinner MEP. The bottom
line, the Committee was told, being that
Canada, where most of the world´s seal
hunting takes place, is exercising much
pressure on the World Trade Organiza-
tion (WTO) and on the EU itself to try and receive some morato-
rium of sorts on the trade of seal products, Canada being the
largest, most emintent, exporter of seals and their byproducts. The
Committee learned from the European Commission that as this

discussion is raised on the floor of the
PETI Committee, the Commission it-
self sits at the table with Canada’s
representatives to strike a deal on the
so-called CETA (Comprehensive
Economic and Trade Agreement)
Agreement and this would be on one
hand an appropriate time to raise
problems while simultonously result-
ing in enhanced negotiating power.
The Committee stood behind the case
though and decided that petition
would need to be kept open while at
the same time addressing a letter to
the European Commission where
the Committee will clearly state and

refresh the EC’s memory about the official position of the Euro-
pean Parliament when it comes to seals and seal-based products
trade agreements.

Right after the case of the "shrinking cows", the Committee
went swiftly from Ireland to Malta, to deal with six (6)
petitions focussing on the alleged lack of protection for

"migratory" birds. A behavior, it is argued, in flagrant breach of
Directive 79/409/EEC, and unethical whereas it exploits the mi-
grant waves of birds moving from Europe to the Northern coast
of the African continent in search of warmer climates. The peti-
tions were produced by several nationals of many Member-States
and although they could not be all in attendance, the Committee
had the pleasure to host Mr. Jean-Claude Beaumont, the President
of the "Ligue Royale Belge pour la Protection des Oiseaux", while
many others stated they would follow the proceedings through the
worldwide webstreaming feed offered by the European Parlia-
ment, in its never-ending quest for more transparency, effective
information and more participation ... or the very values that en-
gender the mission of the Committee on Petitions. The debate was
not extremely long, as it always the case when petitions are cir-

cumstantiated and the European Commission does its homework
properly and with gusto. Basically the state-of-play is that follow-
ing the petitions, some of them more than five years old, and, in
fact, based on the very evidence thereby contained, the European
Commission was able to confirm that a number of problems ex-
isted in the transposition of relevant Directives, not only in Malta
but also in Liguria, Italy and in Cyprus. After having taken the
case to the European Court of Justice (ECJ) which would even-
tually provide a binding ruling on September 2009, the Commis-
sion went into full-throttle mode and discovered a series of
irregularities. Today, it seems as though the issue was successfully
reined in by the on-going efforts of our colleagues at DGENVI
and thanks to the unfaltering attention of the Members of the
Committee on Petitions. Precisely for this reason, it was decided
to keep the petition open, and a careful eye on the situation, in
order to be certain of its stabilization and law-abiding nature.

l to r: Mr. David Lowe, Ms. Elena Băsescu MEP, Ms. Joanna Swabe

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Ms. Miranda
Responsible Administrators: Ms. Leffler-Roth; Ms. Chioti (530/2006; 1374/2010)
download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Ms. Miranda
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Chioti
download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Băsescu, Mr. Taylor, Mr. Skinner
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Chioti
download the relevant files

The March meeting ended with the secretariat’s proposals to close a number of petitions in the light of the European Com-
mission’s written reply and/or other documents received. All of the proposals were approved except for points # 33 and 37
(the Agenda of the Meeting can be downloaded here) which will be kept open for further enquiry at the request of the Mem-

bers of the Committee.
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