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CHAIRMAN’s NOTES

During the September meeting, our first after the
summer recess, my colleagues and I have come
back to work with a crucially important issue on

the table. Mr. Jo Leinen and Mr. Andrew Duff, fellow
MEPs, a few months ago presented a petition on behalf
of the European Union of Federalists (EUF) concerned
with the realization of a Federal Union in Europe. This
is, it almost goes without saying, a topical issue and this
same concept, if with different hues, was boldly brought
to the institutional table by the European Commission’s
President -- Mr. José Manuel Barroso -- in his recent
address to the plenary of the European Parliament in
Strasbourg.

Europe’s financial instability and economical woes
have reinforced the conviction, by some, that a
tighter common engagement, through the adop-

tion of a fiscal union and a real common budgetary pol-
icy, linked to greater investments in the employment
sector, may very well be the only way out of this crisis.
The petitioners call on the European Parliament to draw
up a comprehensive agenda for a new constitutional con-

vention charged to modify the Treaties accordingly. Not a small feat but one that we look forward to stimulating and to
promoting. The debate in the Committee was lively and intensive, taking all different po-
sitions in consideration.

It would seem, at this particular point in time, that Europe faces two possible outcomes:
either the demise of the Union as we know it, and the ensuing acknowledgement of
the Europeist’s programme defeat, or, conversely, a bigger and bolder engagement to

stay together and show greater solidarity in the face of difficulties. Pondering about this
scenario, I have to admit , I would have no doubt on the direction to take. In my opinion, in fact, a Europe of peace has
been the biggest achievement, and political masterpiece, of the last 70 years.

With that in mind, and based on the very substantial debate that took place in September, the Committee on
Petitions is proud to launch and invite you all to a public hearing to be held in 2013 -- quite aptly during
the European Year of Citizens -- to give and hear the voice of civil society, NGOs and petitioners/citizens

on this paradigm-shifting issue. Stay tuned!

Erminia Mazzoni

“In my opinion, a
Europe of peace has been
the biggest achievement,
and [absolute] political
masterpiece, of the last

70 years”

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

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/homeCom.do?language=EN&body=PETI
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IN THIS ISSUE

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.

CHAIRMAN’s NOTES (Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP)

ABOUT THE COMMITTEE’s ACTIVITIES

NEXT COMMITTEE’s MEETING

HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE SEPTEMBER MEETING

HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE OCTOBER MEETING

SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS - 2012

MEET THE M.E.P.s (Q&A with Ms. Angelika Werthmann MEP)

ABOUT THIS PUBLICATION

_______ page  1

_______ page  3

_______ page  4

_______ page  4

_______ page 11

_______ page  3

_______ page  9

_______ page 16

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

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:

Monday, 3 December, 15h00 - 18h30

The meeting will be held in room A1G-3 (1st Floor) of the “Altiero Spinelli” (ASP) building.

Highlights from the September Meeting

September may not be the cruelest
month -- after all that role was offi-
cially assigned to the month of April

by T. S. Elliot in 1922 -- but it tags along
quite closely. Getting back to “routine” ac-
tivities, whatever that may mean to our di-
verse readership, requires a lot of
self-discipline and dedication and as those
two qualities are concerned, the Honorable
Members of the Committee on Petitions
are second to none. The Agenda of the
Meeting -- which can be downloaded in all
23 official languages of the EU at the follow-
ing address (http://bitsy.eu/39ij) -- reflects
an unstoppable stream of activities. While
PETI does not flaunter its weight and commitment, it certainly re-
inforces the mission of the Committee: to serve the European Cit-
izen by enabling his/her voice to be heard loud and clear. Of
particular interest is to note that the President of the Committee --

Ms. Er-
m i n i a
M a z z o n i
MEP --
along with
some of the
early-bird
Members,
entertained
and pro-
vided a
small, al-
beit very
insightful,
lecture to a

group of Italian young visitors studying the functioning of the Eu-
ropean Parliament and what it does for the Member-States. One
needs not to be a psychic to understand that this “facilitating” role
may in fact prove just as vital to the European public, as any actual
work that gets done in the various bodies that make up the EU.

Right after that, Ms. Mazzoni MEP
resumed officially the work of the
Committee by providing a stream-

lined commentary of the impending Meet-
ing and, at the end of the address, she
graciously took the time to thank Ms. Karen
Lone CHIOTI -- the “doyenne d’age” of
the secretariat of the Petitions’ Committee -
- for all her years of untiring work. PETI
Journal, which had no “mores” yet in this
regard, takes this occasion to join the ranks
of those who will greatly miss Ms. Chioti’s
camraderie and cheerful humor. On this per-
sonal note the Meeting got on with the

Agenda and tackled points # 5 and 6: two Re-
ports on the European Ombudsman (EO). One, on the EO’s An-
nual Report 2011 -- curated by Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP -- and
the other on the EO’s forecast 2013 Budget by Mr. Nikolaos
Salavrakos MEP. PETI Journal is happy to highlight that both
documents, briefly introduced before the vote, reaped their reward
for a work thoroughly done as they were both well-adopted. The
outcome proved, yet again, that doing the homework pays dividends
when adoption time comes around and PJ congratulates both Rap-
por teurs
from these
very pages,
as it has
become an
h o n o r e d
and wel-
come tradi-
t i o n .
S a t i s f i e d
handshakes
and gleeing
smiles en-
s u e d
which, in hindisight, could only lead the Meeting down a very grat-
ifying meeting.

Point # 7 of the Agenda of the Meeting marked the end of
the voting session and the beginning of the exchanges of
views which, this time around, were limited to the debate

on the European Ombudsman’s Special Report concerning his
inquiry into complaint 2591/2010/GG, against the European
Commission for failing to identify alleged mismanagement of the
(EIA) Environmental Impact Assessment’s procedures, as stipu-
lated by the so-called EIA Directive (85/337/EEC). More specif-
ically the need for a EIA exercise to be carried out beforehand and
not afterwards as the case at hand seemed to be (ed: often two latin
expressions are used to describe the beforehand stage -- ex ante -

- and the afterwards one --ex post) and that the Assessment be
made by an independent entity and not by the investor itself. The
European Commission (EC) representative in attendance -- Mr.
Jean-François Brakeland -- offered a very sensible account that
while comprehensebly defending the position of the European
Commission provided a candid glimpse into the EC’s collective
conscience. Mr. Brakeland in fact conceded that the EIA Direc-
tive has some weaknesses that were identified by the relevant serv-
ices and would need to be addressed. More precisely, Mr.
Brakeland added: “I am here able to announce that on October
23 the European Commission will put forward to the Council and

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

a snapshot of the Committee as it resumed its activities

Ms. Karen Lone Chioti and Mr. David Lowe

Chair Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP saluting young visitors in attendance

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
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Highlights September ... continued

PETI Journal

the European
Parliament a
proposal in-
tended to
m o d i f y
[strenghthen-
ing] the EIA
Direc t ive” .
PETI Jour-
nal did not
pass on the
chance to
provide real-
time break-

ing news to our social-media audiences (Facebook, Twitter and
Google+) which were extremely quick in picking it up and amplify-
ing it. Mr. Becker MEP, Mr. Boştinaru MEP (speaking boldly of

“obsessive deja-vu”), Mr. Jahr MEP, Ms. Werthmann MEP and
the Rapporteur --Ms. Auken MEP -- were all very vocal and pro-
vided feedback which enabled the Committee on Petitions to un-
derline the importance, and the opportunity given the large number
of petitions based on the same issue, of preparing an Opinion on the
EC’s future proposal to revise the EIA Directive. As a token of
goodwill, and to prove
once again that its aim is
not to be inquisitionary
but informed and inform-
ative, the Committee
also decided to invite
representatives of the
Austrian authorities in
November, when this
Report will be sched-
uled for adoption.

The issue at the heart of point 8 of the Agenda of the Meet-
ing was introduced to the Honorable Members of the
Committee by the petitioners themselves who were in at-

tendance. Mr. Hartmut Tannenberger and Ms. Johanna Kirschen,
much as it is the case when at stake is public-health combined
with a principle, was heartfelt and did not miss the mark as it fos-
tered a very healthy and detailed exchange between Members and
the European Commission (EC) representative. Points were made
and points were taken by the executive Commission, with regards
to the fact that it is impossible for it to take stock in each and every
aspect of its Directives’ implementation and, quite frankly, it relies
on the investigations and issues that takes on board after the “de-
tective directive” (Ed: that would be the truly yours Committee on
Petitions according to a fitting definition of our institutional mis-
sion by EC’s own DG Mr. Karl Falkenberg) flexes its muscles. Get-
ting back to the matter, the petitioners expressed their concern at
the (ongoing) level of air pollution in the Erzgebirge area, in the
Saxony region of Germany, close to the border with the Czech
Republic. In particular, the petitioners call upon the European
Parliament to stimulate reactions from the European Commission
and Member-States as the local population considers that the chem-

ical industry present in the area of the so-called Bohemia basin,
mainly on Czech territory, may not be in full compliance of the
IPPC Directive (2008/1/EC) concerned with Integrated Pollution
Prevention and Control. Cases like this one, once transposed on
the ground, are somewhat always more complicated than they look
on paper and require a great deal of attention and a truly holistic
approach as they reverberate on so many different spheres of ac-
tivity. Debating, PETI Journal strongly believes, served its purpose
because the ideas and stimulating interventions by the likes of Mr.
Jahr MEP, Mr. Krahmer MEP and Ms. Mazzoni MEP, paired
with a very effective EC representative (which is not always the
case, it could be duly noted) permitted the Assembly to find that sa-
cred, common-ground which is at the basis of any effective and sat-
isfactory tackling strategy. On the day of this meeting, and based on
the technical information offered by the EC itself which admitted a
number of exceeding limit values, that meant for the Committee to
envisage the following steps: address a letter to the Czech authori-
ties and to invite vehemently the executive Commission to provide
concrete information containing a time schedule that would trans-
late into actual and measurable progress of the issue.

Point # 9 is a combined item, made up of three petitions in-
tersecting at one point or another with the EU Zoo Directive
(1999/22/EC). The discussion was one that -- even in the ab-

sence of the petitioner who watched the debate through the web-
stream provided by the European Parliament -- developed
responsibly between the parties and witnessed a very outspoken,
straightforward and comprehensive account by the representative
of the European Commission (EC). The outcome of it all, to stay

on the practical side of things, has been the closure of one of the
three petitions (1266/11) as there seemed to be no breach of Euro-
pean legislation, and the ongoing assessment of the remaining two
(394/2010; 1266/11). Although the European Commission argued
the case for all three of them, Members did not want to be rushed
into it and stipulated to handle them at a later date for the sake of a
more thorough examination. It shall be noted here, PJ has it, that
the exchange was enriched by the very informed, and informative,

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Krahmer, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Heezen download the relevant files

In a nutshell

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Auken, Ms. Paliadeli, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Jahr, Ms. Werthmann
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Heezen download the relevant files

Mr. Jean-François Brakeland (EC representative)

l to r: Ms. AukenMEP , Ms. Merkies MEP

l to r: Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP -- Chairwoman of the Committee; Mr. Hartmut Tanneberger and Ms. Johanna Kirschen; Mr. Peter Jahr MEP and Mr. Holger Krahmer MEP

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
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Highlights September ... continued

Next, on the topical floor of the Petitions Committee, was
the turn of petition 755/2010 (point # 10 of the Agenda of
the Meeting). This Irish petition, already discussed in the

course of 2011, came back to the fold to express the concern of its
backers over the fact that no significant action seemed to have been
taken by any of the involved actors. PJ deems it appropriate to re-

mind our affectionate
readers what the mat-
ter is about and what
is the state of play, as
per the very engaged
debate witnessed dur-
ing the Meeting. The
petition, signed by
Mr. Tony Lowes on
behalf of the associa-
tion “Friends of the

Irish Environment”, is concerned with the over-extraction of peat
in Ireland, resulting in severely damaged landscapes both on, and
off, Natura2000 sites (which is part of the case put forward by the
petitioners). In addition, it is claimed, that the unprecedented degree
of exploitation of peat bogs witnessed in the last few decades
poses a clear and present threat on biodiversity in the Republic
of Ireland. The debate was frank, in fact downright off to a con-
frontational start. However, fully aware and acknowledging ac-
counts, provided by the Irish authorities, the European
Commission and the many MEPs in attendance, regardless of their
political persuasion, allowed the debate to foster relevant commen-

tary (as in highlighting the social factor linked to peat extraction
and the need to tackle the issue in a gradual fashion) and enabled a
collective and collaborative spirit to rise off. The debate did not
end with a measurable result but left everybody with the tangible
sensation that all of the parties involved were about to address, the
way it ought to be, in unison the delicate issue at the heart of this
plea. The Committee on Petitions, having heard about the national
government adopting new measures for compensation of traditional
small-scale turf-cutters, combined with sanctions for non-compli-
ance, in particular by industrial operators, decided to keep the pe-
tition open under a
caveat. The European
Commission would, in
fact, be expected to pro-
duce a written report
about the case and the
Members will take into
consideration the inclu-
sion of this petition in
the programme of a po-
tential, future Fact-
Finding Visit (FFV) to
Ireland in 2013. PETI
Journal, at this point, would like to stress that a case such as this,
granted that it will need to be monitored in its perceived outcome,
provides a primo example of the path of action of the petition process
and how it can lead to a happy and satisfying result for all the parties
involved, while reinstating in the petitioners a much needed confi-
dence in the EU Institutions as such.

accounts of Ms. Pilar Ayuso MEP
and Mr. Gabriel Mato Adrover
MEP -- Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Fisheries -- with whom
the Committee had weaved al-
ready a very fruitful political rela-
tionship on the WWF-backed
petition on the “Common Fish-

eries Policy”. PETI, once again, basks in its will to include and share
its dossiers and delicate role of liaison with the European citizenry
with other relevant actors, responsibly and in the sole interest of the
greater good.

Point 11 of the Agenda of the Meeting dealt with the case
brought forward by Mr. Stefcho Minchev, a Bulgarian na-
tional. The issue, very emotional, is about the loss of a ship

-- the HERA -- in the Black Sea in February 2004, which cost
the lives of many people. Mr. Minchev in an informed and heart-

felt account called upon the European Parliament to take it on
itself to promote a proper investigation of the sinking as he, and
many others, does not feel this to have been the case thus far. Un-
fortunately the European Commission (EC) representative and
the answer received by the Bulgarian authorities did not provide

l to r: Ms. Margrete Auken MEP, Mr. Keith Taylor MEP; Ms. Marianne Harkin MEP, Ms. Nessa Childers MEP, Mr. Connor O’Raghallaigh (rep. of the Irish national authorities)

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Harkin, Ms. Auken, Ms. Childers
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Leffler-Roth
download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Ayuso, Ms. Auken, Mr. Mato Adrover, Mr.
Martínez Martínez
Responsible Administrators: Ms. Tarrida-Soler (1266/2011); Ms. Chioti
(1392/2011; 394/2010) download the relevant files

In a nutshell

A slide of the presentation given by the petitioners

Mr. Andrew Jackson

l to r: Ms. Ayuso MEP, Mr. Mato Adrover MEP

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/homeCom.do?language=EN&body=PETI
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.flickr.com/photos/peti_eu/
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Highlights September ... continued

When point 15 of the Agenda of the Meeting came
around, it was crystal-clear amongst the Members and
the attendees that the issue would end up being cli-

mactic for many more reasons that we could try to analyze in the
limited space of our PETI Journal. Petition 133/2012 is brought
forward by two fellow MEPs -- Mr. Andrew Duff MEP (ALDE-
UK) and Mr. Jo Leinen MEP (S&D-DE) -- on behalf of the Euro-
pean Union of Federalists (EUF). The text, craftly honed down to
the commas, states that “based on the continuing financial instability
and economic difficulties across Europe [the petitioners] call upon
the European Parliament to use its powers under Article 48(2) of
the Treaty on European Union (TOE) to initiate the fomation of a
fiscal union in which national debt is issued in the form of [so-
called] eurobondsbacked by mutual guarantee of the eurozone
[Member-]states”. The petition keeps going, hitting upon other im-

portant points -- namely the completion of the “EU Single-Market”
and the need for a new “constitutional Convention” -- thus proving
its topicality. The ensuing debate was one that engendered the best
qualities associated with PETI: thorough, inclusive exchanges of
views impregnated with the whole gamut of political ideas and pro-
posals. It is very hard, and it would also be unfair to some, to only
highlight one or two of the accounts offered by the Honorable Mem-
bers as all of them were exciting, moving and emotionally construc-
tive. PETI Journal, will therefore just say that the President of the
Committee -- Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP -- was capable of fully
seizing the moment and rising to the occasion when she offered a
brilliant synthesis of the debate and the strategy that the Committee
on Petitions intends to adopt to further the debate to the general pub-
lic and within the European Institutions. The petition, she said,
would be kept open while the Committee on Petitions -- in consul-

much room to move to
the highly-charged lat-
eral thinking of the
Members of the Com-
mittee. While some

Members felt the reply, especially the one offered by the EC’s
representative, to be dry, cold and merely legalistic, the petition
had to be declared closed on the basis of the information re-
ceived. Letting a citizen’s expectations down is never pleasant,
alas.

After the
m o n t h l y
meeting of

the Coordinators of
the political groups,
the Meeting ended
its works for the
evening. After a
restoring night of
sleep, the Commit-
tee reconvened the
morning after and
delivered another
fierce and utterly in-
spired series of de-
bates. Point 14 of the

Agenda of the Meeting, dealing with EU internal market worries
stemming from Italy, was concerned with three different petitions
(693/2011; 703/2011; 704/2011) calling on the European Par-
liament’s Committee on Petitions to take note of the dramatic
circumstances experienced by many a company providing goods

and services to the healthcare sector in Italy. The petitioners state,
in fact, that the delays in the payments have gone beyond a rea-
sonable and acceptable threshold, resulting in serious challenges
to compete for several companies which are ultimately battling
their sheer ability to stay in business. The reply of the European
Commission (EC), as it happens, was not particularly helpful, if
honest. The representative stated clearly that the executive Com-
mission is well aware of the difficulties that Small- and Medium-
size Enterprises (SMEs) face in these dire economic times.
However, it was said, there is no ground for infringement proce-
dure to be launched and the nature of its own action can only be
one of political pressure (both in Italy and throughout the EU
in general) to ease the situation as much as possible. Members,
especially Ms. Mazzoni MEP and Mr. Jahr MEP, echoed the
intentions of the EC and pushed it to do more and faster. Based
on the debate, the Committee decided, therefore, to close the
consideration of the petition while officially asking to the Euro-
pean Commission to carefully monitor the transposition and
application of the existing legislation reporting about it to the
Committee on Petitions which would then have the possibility to
assess similar requests accordingly.

l to r: Mr. Andrew Duff MEP, Mr. Jo Leinen MEP; a viev of the Meeting room packed with observers and stakeholders, Mr. Pier Virgilio Dastoli

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe
download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Mussa download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Ms. Idaira Robayna Alfonso (EC Representative)

Mr. Stefcho Minchev (petitioner)

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
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Highlights from the September Meeting
tation with
the Commit-
tee on Con-
s t i t u t i ona l
A f f a i r s
(AFCO) --
would envis-

age the organization of a public hearing, in the course of 2013, to
foster participation from the civil society, NGOs, citizens and EU
Institutions alike. PETI Journal would also like to share with its in-
formed and engaged readers, Mr. Duff MEP’s latest political pam-
phlet: “On Governing Europe”. The publication will be available as
a free download at the following address (http://bitsy.eu/9b16) and
has been already translated in Italian, French and German.

Mr. Mauro Sbroggio, the petitioner at the heart of the point
# 16 of the Agenda of the Meeting, was in attendance
and had the chance to introduce his case, which mirrors

other cases as well and is a signal of a certain crisis-induced behav-
ior that need -- and will certainly -- be fully assessed by the Mem-
bers of the Committee on Petitions of the European Parliament.
While not getting into the nitty-gritty of the issue PETI Journal
feels an obligation to report the general lines of the discussion. The
case involves a number of investors that under certain condition and
a common legal framework, decided to commit significant financial
means towards a particular Industrial Park joint-venture in Bulgaria.
Against all odds and commitments taken by the local and national
authorities, Mr. Sbroggio would soon find himself tangled up in a
maze of legal obstacles which, he alleges, are a mean to a fraudolent
conduct in and of itself. The discussion that followed the petitioner’s
account was rendered even more dynamic than usual by outstanding
MEPs coming from outside the Commitee’s ranks to sustain the case

and turn a spotlight on behaviors that may or may not be numerous
and systemic but, at any rate, hamper greatly the process towards
full acceptance of the EU membership and its coordinated rights and
responsibilities, “especially in this dire times of crisis” noted Mr.
Mauro MEP -- Head of the EPP’s Italian delegation -- when tak-
ing the floor. Ms. Amalia Sartori MEP and several other Members
stressed from different perspectives the same concept and pleaded
the Committee on Petitions to take the case up. The Members, once
the discussion was over, decided to keep the petition open while de-
ploying a strategy to address the perceived key issue at stake, which
is the lack of legal security in Bulgaria as rulings, both by civil courts
and the Supreme Court, had not been enforced. The European Com-
mission, in attendance, was invited to take urgent action, to protect
the EU as such, while the President of the Committee would address
a letter to the Bulgarian authorities requesting an explanation. The
case, much as every one the Committee handles, will be monitored
closely.

l to r: Mr. David Lowe, Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP; Mr. Mario Mauro MEP, Ms. Amalia Sartori MEP, Mr. Mauro Sbroggio, Mr. Victor Boştinaru MEP

Point 17 of the Agenda of the Meeting did not only reveal
itself to be more emotional than foreseen but also very ob-
stinate in that it deals with an unresolved issue dating back

to World War II and the so-called Beneš decrees, a series of

laws drafted by the Czechoslovak Government-in-exile (during
German occupation) which laid the ground for the forced depor-
tation of approximately three million Germans and Hungarians
from lands held by their ancestors for centuries. The petitioners

l to r: Mr. Imre Juhász, Ms. Alida Annámaria Hahn-Seidl, Mr. Zoltán Bagó MEP, Ms. Agnes Hankiss MEP, Ms. Krisztina Morvai MEP

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Duff, Mr. Leinen, Mr. Helmer, Ms.
Auken, Ms. Ždanoka, Mr. Salavrakos, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Jahr,
Ms. Kolarska-Bobińska
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe

download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Mauro, Ms. Sartori, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Jahr, Mr. Salavrakos
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Mussa download the relevant files

In a nutshell

l to r: Mr. Giles Chichester MEP, Mr. Roger Helmer MEP

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
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Meet the M.E.P.s

The decision to
conduct an in-
terview with

Ms. Werthmann
MEP had been taken
long before her cur-
rent-affiliation with
the political group of
the Liberals (ALDE)
had taken place. The
event did not change
PETI Journal’s mind,
on the contrary, it
added a new extra-
layer of complexity to
Ms. Werthmann
MEP’s political ac-
tion. As many col-
leagues and observers
could testify, her
rather understated
ways conceal a thor-
oughbred tempera-

ment capable of remaining calm while making her points perfectly
clear. She is not short on smiles, as the illustrating pictures clearly
show, and values that oh-so-elusive factor that is the “human touch”
when relating to others. PETI Journal is therefore very happy to
help our readers getting to know Ms. Werthmann MEP a bit better
both in Austria (her country of election) and abroad, given the trans-
national pan-European nature of our mission. We are also very keen
to hear what will her take be on many issues that have become sta-
ples of this Q&A session with some of the most engaged and
thought-provoking Members that sit on our Committee on Petitions
of the European Parliament.

PJ: What do you think of the right to petition the European Parlia-
ment as a general principle included in the
Treaties? Do you think its potential is fully
utilized or would you rather see things done
differently?
Werthmann MEP: With reference to Article
44 of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights
and Article 227 TFEU, every citizen of the
European Union can file a peti-tion about a
concern within the European Union's field of
activity to the European Parliament. The Pe-
titions Committee is of utmost necessity,
since it supports every citizen to express
his/her problem or concern with regard to any
possi-ble infringements of citizens' rights
under the Treaty. Furthermore it supports at
a certain level the direct participation of our
citizens in Eu-ropean Politics. One of the ad-
vantages is that every petition is treated indi-
vidually. The procedure then can be either a discussion in a regular
meeting or a "written" procedure like an own-initiative report or a
short motion for resolution to Parliament. Fact-Finding Visits can
be organized as well as the Commission can be asked for assistance.
The President could be requested to forward the Committee's opin-
ion to the Commission, Council or the Member State authorities.

PJ: Let’s move on to the singular tool used by the Committee on Pe-
titions 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 car-
ried out differently than they are today and, if so, why? 
Werthmann MEP: It is very important for the members of the
Committee on Petitions to get a personal impression of the situation
"in situ" in order to have an ob-jective view of the problem. There-
fore, Fact Finding Visits are absolutely important. Those mentioned
new rules certainly contribute to cost re-duction and increase of ef-
ficiency of work; though they should under no circumstances prove
that they were counterproductive to the Fact-Finding-Visits' objec-
tives.

PJ: Most of your mandate has been exercised as an independent
(Ed. without formally adhering to any political Group). How, if at
all, has this choice affect-ed your actions and strategies?
Werthmann MEP: Not at all. I have always been of the opinion
that the Committee on Peti-tions should never be a 'Committee of
party-politics'; therefore, only the petitioners are in my focus of at-
tention. They really have to be our first priority.

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?
Werthmann MEP: All depends also on the timeframe within the
Member States - could the Member States act and react faster, I am
convinced that some of the pe-titions would not even be filed be-
cause the problem would be solved be-fore. Time and cooperation
are of importance.

PJ: One last question. Do you find it hard to be a member of the
European Parliament at a time marked by a strong reaction to the
greater European project? Do you envisage new tools to communi-
cate more effectively all that Europe, and the European Parliament,
implements in the interest of European citizens?
Werthmann MEP: It is certainly hard to observe that the European
Parliament takes neces-sary steps to fight the crisis and asks for
quicker actions and to see that it takes time until these actions are

put into practice. More impor-
tant to me is the well-being of
our citizens which is in some
Member States in danger, con-
sidering the unemployment-
rates, especially among the
youth.

On this note, our conver-
sation with Ms. Ange-
lika Werthmann

MEP comes to an end and we
are left with the clear feeling
that all that she constantly
works for can only be gaining
more momentum and strength
within the frame of her new po-

litical group of choice. We wish
her all the best for her future endeavours and we hope that this in-
terview has been as interesting to our readers as it was for us.

Ms. Angelika Werthmann MEP

Ms. Angelika Werthmann MEP upon entering the Meeting Room

http://www.angelika-werthmann.at/index.php?lang=en
http://www.angelika-werthmann.at/index.php?lang=en
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Meet the M.E.P.s (German version)

Die Entschei-
dung dazu, ein
interview mit

MdEP Frau Angelika
Werthmann zu
führen, ist bereits lange
vor ihrem aktuellen
Entschluss, der Frak-
tion der Liberalen
(ALDE) beizutreten,
gefallen. Dieses Ereig-
nis hat an der Absicht
des PETI Journal,
dieses Interview
durchzuführen, nichts
geändert, vielmehr das
Gegenteil ist der Fall:
die politische Arbeit
von Frau Werthmann
wurde eine neue Ebene
der Komplexität
hinzugefügt. Wie viele
Kollegen und
Beobachter bestätigen

können, verdeckt ihre eher zurückhaltende Art eine temperamentvolle
Seite. Daher ist sie bedacht und imstande, ihre Anliegen klar und deut-
lich in aller Ruhe zu formulieren. Niemals um ein Lächeln verlegen,
wie auch die Fotos zeigen, ist ihr im Umgang mit den anderen eines
besonders wichtig: die Menschlichkeit. Dem PETI Journal ist es
daher eine besondere Freude, seinen Lesern und Leserinnen in sowohl
in Österreich (ihrem Wahlland) als auch im Ausland die Möglichkeit
zu geben, Frau Werthmann ein wenig besser kennenzulernen; und
damit trägt das PETI Journal der gesamteuropäischen Orientierung
seiner Aufgabe Rechnung. Wir sind sehr gespannt darauf, zu hören,
was ihre Einstellungen zu den Leitfragen dieser Interviewserie mit
einigen der engagiertesten und kompetentesten Mitgliedern unseres
Petitionsausschusses im Europäischen Parlament sind.

PJ: Wie denken Sie über das Recht, eine Peti-
tion beim Europäischen Parlament einzure-
ichen, in der Form, wie es als generelles
Prinzip in den Verträgen festgehalten ist? Sind
Sie der Ansicht, dass das Potenzial des Peti-
tionsrechts voll ausgeschöpft wird, würden Sie
dies anders beurteilen?
Werthmann MdEP: Jeder Bürger und jede
Bürgerin der Europäischen Union kann gemäß
Artikel 44 der Grundrechts-Charta und Artikel
227 AEUV eine Petition über ein Anliegen in-
nerhalb des Zuständigkeitsbereichs der Eu-
ropäi-schen Union an das Europäische
Parlament richten. Der Petitionsausschuss ist
von großer Wichtigkeit. Er unterstützt jeden
Bürger, sein/ihr Problem oder Anliegen in
Bezug auf eine mögliche Ver-letzung europäis-
chen Rechts auszudrücken. Darüber hinaus unterstützt der Petition-
sausschuss in gewisser Weise die direkte Teilnahme unserer Bürger
und Bürgerinnen an der Europapolitik. Ein großer Vorteil bei der Bear-
beitung der Petitionen ist, dass jede Peti-tion individuell behandelt
wird. Die Bearbeitung dieser erfolgt auf ver-schiedenste Weise - die
Petition wird in einer Ausschusssitzung erör-tert, oder es gibt ein
"schriftliches" Verfahren, wie einen Initiativbericht oder einen kurzen
Entschließungsantrag an das Parlament. Es können "Fact-Finding"-
Visits organisiert oder auch die Kommission um Stel-lungnahme ge-
beten werden. Der Präsident kann aufgefordert werden, die
Stellungnahme des Petitionsausschusses an die Kommission, den Rat

oder die Behörden der Mitgliedstaaten weiterzuleiten.

PJ: Kommen wir nun zu dem einzigartigen Instrument, das vom Peti-
tionsausschuss genutzt wird, um Informationen vor Ort aus erster
Hand zu erhalten: die "Fact-Finding Visits" (FFV). Angesichts der
neuen Regelungen sowie Ihrer persönlichen Erfahrung - würden Sie
die Auslegung oder Durchführung der FFV in einer anderen Form,
als es heute der Fall ist, bevorzugen und wenn dem so ist, warum?
Werthmann MdEP: Für die Mitglieder des Petitionsausschusses ist
es sehr wichtig, einen eigenen Eindruck der Situation vor Ort zu
bekommen, um einen objekti-ven Blick auf das Problem werfen zu
können. Die erwähnten neuen Re-geln leisten mit Sicherheit einen
Beitrag zur Kostenreduzierung und Ef-fizienzsteigerung; doch unter
keinen Umständen sollten sie sich als kontraproduktiv zu den Zielen
der "Fact-Finding"-Visits herausstellen.

PJ: Einen Großteil Ihres Mandates haben Sie als Fraktionslose gear-
beitet (Anm.: ohne formelle Zugehörigkeit zu einer politischen
Gruppe). Wie, wenn überhaupt, hat sich diese Entscheidung auf Ihre
Arbeitsweise und Ihre Strategien ausgewirkt?
Werthmann MdEP: Überhaupt nicht. Ich war immer der Meinung,
dass der Petitionsaus-schuss kein Ausschuss für Parteipolitik sein soll,
und dass einzig und allein die Petenten im Fokus meiner Aufmerk-
samkeit stehen. Sie müs-sen wirklich unsere oberste Priorität sein.

PJ: Hätten Sie, basierend auf Ihrer umfassenden Erfahrung, einen
Ratschlag für die Mitgliedsstaaten, für den generellen Fall einer or-
dentlichen Implementierung von EU-Recht?
Werthmann MdEP: Es hängt alles auch vom zeitlichen Rahmen in-
nerhalb der Mitgliedstaa-ten ab - ich bin überzeugt, dass, wenn die
Mitgliedstaaten schneller agieren und reagieren könnten, manche Pe-
titionen nicht eingebracht werden würden, da das Problem bereits
vorher gelöst wäre. Zeit und Kooperation sind von großer Wichtigkeit.

PJ: Eine letzte Frage. Empfinden Sie die Arbeit als Mitglied des Eu-
ropäischen Parlaments als schwierig, in einer Zeit, in der gegen das
umfassendere Europaprojekt sehr viele kritische Stimmen laut wer-

den? Können Sie sich neue In-
strumente vorstellen, um den
europäischen Bürgerinnen und
Bürgern all das, was Europa
und das Europäische Parlament
in ihrem Interesse umsetzen,
besser näherzubringen?
Werthmann MdEP: Es ist
sicherlich schwer mit anzuse-
hen, dass das Europäische Parla-
ment notwendige Schritte
unternimmt, um der Krise entge-
genzuwirken und sich für
schnellere Umsetzung dieser
einsetzt, als auch zu beobach-
ten, dass es Zeit braucht, bis
diese Maßnahmen in die Tat
umgesetzt werden. Wichtiger für

mich ist allerdings das Wohlergehen unserer Bürger und Bürgerinnen,
welches in manchen Mitgliedstaaten - angesichts der Ar-beitslosen-
rate, insbesondere unter den Jugendlichen - in Gefahr ist.

Mit dieser Bemerkung endet unser Gespräch mit Frau Werth-
mann und wir bleiben mit dem klaren Eindruck zurück, dass
alles, woran sie arbeitet, nun auch im Rahmen ihrer politis-

chen Gruppe mehr Schwung und Beachtung erhalten wird. Wir wün-
schen ihr alles Gute für ihre zukünftigen Bestrebungen und wir hoffen,
dass dieses Interview für unsere Leser und Leserinnen ebenso inter-
essant war, wie für uns.

Frau Angelika Werthmann MdEP

Frau Angelika Werthmann MdEP, als sie gerade den Plenarsaal betritt.

http://www.angelika-werthmann.at/index.php?lang=en
http://www.angelika-werthmann.at/index.php?lang=en
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Highlights from the September Meeting

The last
point of
the Sep-

tember Meeting
came with the
new petition by
Mr. Fosso Taga.
A case that some
of PJ’s readers
may very well re-
member. The peti-

tioner is the author of petition 0006/2009 concerning
discrimination based on nationality in relation to the refusal to
fully recognize a French degree in pharmacy by the British au-
thorities. The outcome of that first petition has been often re-
garded as one of the most revealing cases of the Committee’s
“soft-power” and it essentially brought the UK to change the na-
tional law, removing the discriminatory provisions. What hap-
pened next is that the petitioner did obviously start proceedings
in UK’s High Court for compensation due to lost income and
business opportunities during the period in which the UK was not
in compliance with EU legislation. As Mr. Taga had the chance
to state himself, when taking the floor, “the High Court refused
the appeal on the grounds that the UK was essentially in compli-
ance with its own law and for that reason not only would not rule
about it but would also not refer the case to the European Court
of Justice (ECJ) for a ruling”. Mr. Taga in his delivery thanked
at length the Committee on Petitions, and the European Union
in general, and humbly but firmly made his point about the cal-
vary endured to get where he stood today. For these reasons, he

appeals again the European Parliament, and our Committee, to
consider this case in the broader genre of “access to justice”. The
European Commission (EC), which often through its represen-
tatives provides sensible insights and enable the Committee to
operate, has been essentially unleashing platitudes about this case,
at the risk of seeming lackadaisical. But when things look bleak,
leave it to the ever-creative Members of
the Committee to jolt debates up. Ms.
Mazzoni MEP, Mr. Jahr MEP and Mr.
Boştinaru MEP brought to the floor a
refreshing approach to the case and the
Committee decided to keep the petition
open, pending further and more dy-
namic involvement from the European
Commission, while addressing a letter
to Justice Commissioner -- and Vice-
President of the European Commission
-- Ms. Viviane Reding, requesting con-
sideration of this individual case. Mr.
Taga, taking the floor again at the end of
the Members’ exchanges thanked again for the attention that the
European Parliament devoted to his case, expressed his intimate
confidence in the work of this democratic body and of the Euro-
pean Union as a whole, and announced “urbi et orbi” that he is
hard at work on drafting a small publication about his adventures
and eventual successful outcome of his first petition. PETI Jour-
nal wishes Mr. Taga all the best on this new endeavour of his and
promises to share with its readers the fruit of the petitioner’s work,
when the publication will be ready and available for distribution.

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Jahr, Mr. Boştinaru
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Leffler-Roth download the relevant files

made their
grievances and
pains well
known, helping
themselves and
the Members
of the Commit-
tee to video
footage as emo-
tional as one
can possibly
imagine it. The

European Commission (EC) representative stuck to its guns and
confirmed the very legalistic and Pontius Pilate-like attitude
which, while formally correct, did not offer any revealing detail
to try and untangle the Gordian knot at the very heart of the issue
debated. Hungarian Members were very vocal and active and
helped the other Members understand a bit more about the case
but it can be safely reported that this discussion did not prove ex-
haustive in nature and by keeping the petition open and address-
ing a letter to the Slovak authorities, the Members hope to foster
more background rationale and the chance to reenlist the case
soon for another all-encompassing discussion, featuring every
interested party.

Mr. Csaba Sándor Tabajdi MEP

The June 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 # 20; 26; 31;
34; 42; 45, 46 and 49 (the Agenda of the Meeting can be downloaded here) which will be kept open for further enquiry. 

When this issue of the PETI Journal was readied, the
Committee was on the eve of its October monthly meet-
ing. A quick look at the future happenings showed right

away that time, quite differently from what the two pop-philosophers
Jagger and Richards once said, was not on [our] side. It was decided
to release a sort of prototype issue, to spur discussion and provide
momentum, while the newsroom would take its time to work on this
double issue, combining all the reporting in one neat package. And

what a spur it was. Used by Mr. Mato Adovar MEP in the official
proceedings to make a tongue-in-cheek point, tumbled through by
all the Members of the Committee, reliving through the debated
points and photos from the last two meetings. A typo or two did also
slip in there but our discerning readers have vastly appreciated this
instant-publication (only two weeks since the previous meeting) and
as PETI Journal feeds off the energy received, it was in turn greatly
reinvigorated. The October meeting opened with petition 1044/2011

Mr. Fosso Taga

Mr. Fosso Taga and his family in attendance at the meeting

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Bagó, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Sándor Tabajdi, Ms. Hankiss, Mr.
Jahr, Ms. Morvai, Ms. Ždanoka, Mr. Häfner
Responsible Administrators: Ms. Chioti download the relevant files

In a nutshell

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/912/912660/912660en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20120919_1500.htm
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Highlights from the October Meeting

PETI Journal

by Ms. Joanna Swabe on behalf of
Human Society International. The case,
discussed as recently as March 2012,
served the purpose to highlight that the
EU-enforced ban on “Commercial Seal
Trade” has indeed been beneficial on this
species but not to that point where the
EU could forgo the ban, as it discusses a
more comprehensive trade agreement
with Canada. Raising issues and giving
it clear names so that they avoud being
taboos is one of the collateral missions of
the Committee and and one that shone
fully through with this discussion. The
representative of the European Commissions (EC) was in fact fully
prepared, and willing, to go on record stating that no pushing occured

on this matter in the negotiations and
that the EU, on behalf of which the EC
entered the negotiations, has no inten-
tion whatsoever to go against the gen-
eral view of the European Parliament
and of the European citizenry it repre-
sents. Many Members of the Commit-
tee were supportive of the issue and
showed it by intervening in the discus-
sion whose outcome was to keep the
petition open, to refer it to the col-
leagues of the Committee on Interna-
tional Trade (INTA) and to ask
explicitly the EC to update us regularly

on the proceedings of the trade agreement with Canada.

The meeting continued to tackle the Agenda of the Meeting
in the usual thorough fashion and on the floor were a num-
ber of petitions dealing with the environment and showing

the strength of PETI’s own mission and ethos and the shortcom-
ings existing in the European legislation, especially in terms of
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). Petition 359/2011 by
Ms. Krystyna Szewczyk referred the attention of the presents to
the construction of a biogas plant in central Poland (Konopnica,
more precisely) in the immediate vicinity of a “Natura 2000” site.
The European Commission representative stood by its version and
confirmed that although no breached were identified, it seemed
that potential shortcomings of the project were being assessed and
corrected at the national level. The Committee was willing to ac-
cept the EC’s commentary but decided to keep the petition open
and called upon EU’s executive body to monitor national proceed-
ings and subsequently updating the Committee on Petitions in
writing. The following point on the Agenda of the Meeting, #6,
bore the protocol number 751/2011 and was concerned with an al-
leged infringement of the Landfill Directive 1999/31/EC by an
industrial (non-hazardous) waste landfill in Le Loiret (Bucy-Saint-
Liphard) - France. The petitioner, Mr. Jean Louis Posté, on behalf

of the association Mauves Vivantes was in attendance and illus-
trated his case in a very convincing, yet dispiriting, way. Members
were very vocal about their support to the investigation of the mat-
ter and especially so were Mr. Boulland MEP, Ms. Auken MEP,
Mr. Boştinaru MEP and Mr. Iturgaíz MEP, the latter being the
author of a definitive report of the Committee on Petitions on
Waste Management issues. Members were not helped, must be
reported, from the answers of the European Commission’s repre-
sentative that were very much on the safe and legalistic side, ad-
vocating the freedom enjoyed by the Member-States within the
framework of the European legislation, a line of thought that rarely
holds up to a closer scrutiny. It was decided to keep the petition
open, therefore and to invest the European Commission with a
stricter vigilance on the metrics of this matter, including analysis
and assessment of groundwater. Point #7 of the Agenda, or peti-
tion 759/2011, on a CO2 (carbon dioxyde) storage site, and ensu-
ing protests and allegations, in the Atlantic Pyrénés was postponed
at the request of the petitioner and will be an outstanding item on
the Agenda of the Committee’s November meeting.

Ms. Joanna Swabe (petitioner)

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Martin, Mr. Taylor, Mr. Martínez Martinez, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrators: Mr. Heezen      download the relevant files

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

l to r: Mr. Miguel Martínez-Martínez MEP, Mr. David Martin MEP, Mr. Jean Louis Posté (petitioner), a snapshot of the petitioner’s PowerPoint, Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP (Chair)

Point #8 of the Agenda of the Meeting consisted of three
petitions (626/2011; 179/2012; 644/2012) all stemming
from Spain and all concerned with something that is utterly

legalistic yet prima at the same time. PETI Journal tries to be as
clear and concise as possible in order to offer a good service to our
readers. The questions pivots around the concept expressed by the
Latin saying “datio in solutum” which basically means that when
this particolar clause is present a debt, which is normally paid back
with money, could be extinguished by turning over the ownership of

a property (or any other good for that matters). We are obviously
talking about mortgages, one may have argued, and the growing con-
cerns and difficulties in paying them back due to the sovereign debt
crisis hitting the EU. That is true, in different degrees, pretty much
everywhere, however, the fact that in Spain there is no provision for
the “datio in solutum” means that once a bank repossess the property
bought with the mortgage, the debtor is still obliged to pay back the
rates, for which obviously there was no money for or he/she would
not have lost possession of the property to begin with. A real conun-

http://bit.ly/UGhiRT
http://bit.ly/Q6x4RG
http://bit.ly/Q6x4RG
http://bit.ly/UGhiRT
http://bit.ly/UGhiRT
http://bit.ly/UGhiRT
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drum with a very unpleasant punch-line. An issue that would require
standardization across the EU (not all of the Member-States have
such a legislation in fact) which is not an easy task to start with. The
European Commission (EC) representative, spurred by the great
work of the Committee on Petitions, did put on the table the works
currently being done on the so-called Mortgage Credit Directive
(MCD), a proposed piece of legislation born precisely to respond to
the events in the financial markets (ensuring responsible lending and
borrowing) and to maximize the potential for delivering benefits
through greater integration of the EU internal market. Members high-
lighted the tragic situation lived by the petitioners and many other

citizens in similar cases but plauded the fact that the EU, through
this MCD-project seemed to be on top of the issue. Mr. Meyer MEP,
amongst others, hoped to see something tangible soon and the Com-
mittee decided to keep the petition open, send it for information to
our Parliamentary sister-Committee dealing with economic issues
(ECON) and raised concerns about the fact that this upcoming piece
of legislation may resolve the “datio in solutum” issue for future new
mortgages but does not provide an obvious solution with regards to
the existing ones who so much harm are causing to many a European
citizen. PJ envisages more discussion on the issue and as usual you
will know more about it by reading us regularly.

The morning session of the meeting came to an end with the
lively discussion about point 9 of the Agenda of the Meet-
ing. The debated matter, raised by a British national --Mr.

John Parsons -- brought at the forefront the perceived lack of
complaints procedures and ombudsman-based services in Spain’s
financial domain. Mr. Parsons, though not in attendance, moni-
tored closely the live webstream checking the proceedings of the
discussion. On behalf of “Costa del Sol Action Group”, the peti-
tioners singled out a troublesome aspect of these critical times
throughout the EU, particularly he stated that there seem to be no
easy way of appealing, or mediation services, the activities of fi-
nancial advisers “mala fide”, a Latin expression defining fraudo-
lent deception. The European Commission (EC) representative
tackled the problem, PJ believes, in a commendable fashion, con-
sidering the conjunctural economic situation and expressing sym-
pathy for the core of the petition, affirming that he noted down the

alleged lack of financial complain procedure and would spur the ex-
ecutive Commission to look into it. However, stated just as clearly,
oftentimes at the basis of these allegations one can find “unregis-
tered and unregulated financial advisors” whom tend to offer serv-
ices outside the scope of the “Markets in Financial Instruments
Directive” (also known as MIFID) and therefore slipping from the
regulated domain. At present, it was added, the European Commis-
sion could not provide any solution as it cannot address the situation
directly but the MIFID is under review and significant portions may
be modified to reflect concerns such as the one at hand after the con-
sultations. Members appreciated the way in which the European
Commission approached the case and decided to close the petition
but referring it to the “Internal Market Parliamentary Committee”
(IMCO). The Committee’s ranks were adjourned to the following
morning and left the room to allow for the “in-camera” meeting of
the Political Groups’ Coordinators.

When the work of the Committee resumed on October 9,
Members dove headfirst in the Agenda and went on
to discuss points #12 and 13 of the Agenda of the

Meeting. Both cases originated from the Isle of Malta and raised
growing concerns about the environment. One case (1550/2010)
provided details about a shipyard while the other highlighted an
alleged air- and noise-pollution condition in the area of Santa Ven-
era. Both petitioners let the Committee know that while not in at-
tendance they planned to watch from the comfort of their own
computer the concerning debate and it is hoped they appreciated
the ensuing, engaging exchanges. The European Commission’s
representatives were given the floor and both Mr. Paviotti and
Mr. Gasparinetti, the latter a very familiar and welcome presence
in Committee Meetings, gave a clear explanation, which is what

many times Members ask of the European Commission, to deliver
accounts in a frank, direct way rather than providing platitudes
leading nowhere. PETI Journal thinks that the most impressive in-
formation needing to be drawn, from the discussion of the cases at
hand, lays with the fact that both petitions have spurred investiga-
tions and questioning. The European Commission (EC) has indeed
contacted the Maltese authorities and, sure enough, some friendly
political pressure was in order to get things off the ground and finally
in full compliance. Nevertheless, national and EU authorities will
have met in the course of the month of October and only then the
Members of our Committee will receive a final official position war-
ranting the closure of the petitions, which therefore are kept open
while waiting for more information by the EC.

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Meyer
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Tarrida Soler download the relevant files

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

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Iturgaíz Angulo
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Heezen download the relevant files

Highlights from the October Meeting

l to r: Mr. Marco Gasparinetti, Mr. Marco Paviotti (both representatives of the EC), a snapshot of the meeting room during the debate, Mr. Peter Jahr MEP, Mr. Victor Boştinaru MEP
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Petition 432/2011, point #14 on
the Agenda of the Meeting, was
introduced by the petitioner him-

self -- Mr. Domínguez José Antonio
Guerrero. The appeal is clear and was
brought forward on behalf of
“Plataforma Vecinal Pro-Soterramiento
Autovía CA-33” a spontaneous associ-
ation of citizens. Mr. Guerrero alleges
that a motorway around Cadiz (ed. Au-
tovía CA-33) is not in compliance with
Directive 2002/49/EC, in terms of
managing environmental noise thus
causing great concern and distress to
the many apartment buildings who hap-
pen to be in the proximity of the motor-
way’s route. The petitioners call on the European Parliament to
investigate, assess and promote a solution which, they envisage,
could result in a possible change of route of the motorway, one
that would possibly move it underground. The representative of

the European Commission, in an in-
formed way it must be conceded,
highlighted -- one more time -- the
pivotal mission of our peculiar Com-
mittee. After requesting information
to the Member-State and studying the
data, the European Commission itself
looked into it and founded some
ground for deepening its research.
Members were therefore told that a bit
more time would be needed in order
to finalize the dossier. The Committee
welcomed the thorough investigation
conducted by its fellow-Institution
and decided to keep the case open to
allow for proper assessment. Kudos

will need to be given out to the Agenda of our Committee that tries
everytime to seize the momentum, providing ongoing efforts to
chosen issues.

Points # 15, 16, 17 and 18 were all concerned with an issue
at once large and simple: nuclear
energy and its associated risks.

Petition 1042/2011 requesting the Eu-
ropean Parliament to tackle the subject
of phasing out the system altogether
while the others -- namely 1078/2009;
1026/2011 and 1403/2011 -- called
upon the Parliament to consider more
local concerns. What struck PETI Jour-
nal the most was to see that coming be-
fore the Committee, that is before
representatives of the European citi-
zenry, was not an old activist or a pow-
erful association or interest-group but
three young people, three citizens that
engendering the purpose of about
100.000 signatories, spoke and brought with them that vibrancy,
urgency and consuming enthusiasm associated with young age.
How refreshing! The European Commission’s representative in all
cases welcomed the debate on the issue though could not add
much to the fact that in its role of guardian of the Treaty, it has no
choice but leave solely to the Member-States any strategy about

different energy sources and its exploitation. That said, the Euro-
pean Commission made a vow to de-
fend and promote the strictest safety
standards when it comes to nuclear in-
stallations and its general goal to-
wards increasing the share of
renewable energy to at least 20% in
2020. The Honorable Members of the
Committee listened carefully and took
the following decisions: petition
1042/2011 (point # 15) would stay for
further information; petition
1078/2009 (#16) would be closed; pe-
tition 1026/2011 (#17) would be kept
open and forwarded to the relevant In-
dustry and Energy Committee
(ITRE) while awaiting more informa-

tion by the European Commission and, last but not least, petition
1403/2011 (#18) would kept open as well with a request to the Eu-
ropean Commission to give it a more thorough look in the light of
the applicable Water Framework Directive (art. 4). All in all, PJ
thinks, it was a very equilibrate discussion with sensible outcomes.

Ro b e r t
Houliston,
a British

national, was in at-
tendance to intro-
duce his case to the
Assembly and his
address clear, con-
cise and to the
point was heartily
welcomed by the

Members. The case deals with the Cala Mosca development proj-
ect involving the costruction of up to 1500 new homes along the
Orihuela coastline, indicating that the projected works are to be
carried out in a coastal conservation area close to the Sierra de
Escalona wildlife park. When the European Commission took the
floor it was clear that something in this petition must have stricken
a deep chord with the national authorities and the executive Com-
mission since exchanges have happened, and continue to, at a very
slow-pace. Members were quick to point out that amongst the sev-
eral other things that do not add up, of particular relevance is a
lackadeisical approach to the practice of Environmental Impact

Mr. Domínguez José Antonio Guerrero

Ms. Daphne Reider, Mr. Fabian Malte Flues and Mr. Michael Pidgeon

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Iturgaíz Angulo
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Tarrida Soler
download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Iturgaíz Angulo, Ms. Auken, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrators: Mr. Heezen, Ms. Tarrida Soler (1078/2009)
download the relevant files

Mr. Robert Houliston (petitioner)
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Assessment (EIA) and stressed that the environment seems to be
impacted adversely, thus needing a swifter action plan. The Com-
mittee therefore decided to keep the petition open as it waits more
relevant information by the European Commission. It did not stop

there, though, and went on record spurring a more effective,
hands-on approach to look into things in a timely fashion as citi-
zens hold us in high-esteem and long for a definitive answer about
it all.

The penultimate point (# 20) of the Agenda of the Meeting
dealt with a problem that has been already on the floor of
the Committee several times and that about six years later

is still missing what one would hope to be a proper happy ending.
The petitioner is concerned with the pollution from the Aughinish
Alumina Plant in Limerick, Eire. The attention is particularly cen-
tered on the system utilized by the company to store and eventu-
ally dispose of the toxic sludge resulting from the activities of the
factory itself. Besides, the petitioner asks the Committee on Peti-
tions to further inquire on the exact chemical nature of the by-
product and on the damage it may pose to the environment shall

the collection ponds ever overflow for various reasons. Would the
system put in place be capable of handling the situation or would
Ireland face a natural disaster similar to the one experienced by
Hungary precisely for the same reasons? Would the soil and the
groundwater be contaminated by it? Substantial and not negligible
interrogatives raised by the Members and traded with the Euro-
pean Commission which should now try and respond in an effec-
tive and timely fashion in the interest of EU citizens and
environment. The petition was therefore kept open and left on the
front-burner so to get back to it sooner.

Pièce de Résistance of the October meeting was the case
raised by petition 760/2007 on alleged alarming high
dioxin content of the atmosphere in Taranto, caused by

harmful emissions from an industrial plant -- the ILVA steel mill
-- which to add more momentum to it is a current key-issue in
Italy. Timely and topical, therefore, the discussion gave new
meaning to the old saying “saving the best for last”. The European
Commission seizing the moment and taking stock of the pan-Eu-
ropean discussion on Europe’s industrial policies did not send just
any representative but the Vice-President of the European Com-
mission himself and responsible for the portfolio dealing with In-
dustry and Entrepreneurship. The choice was far-sighted and
paid dividends because it read right through the issue, which is
dramatic and relevant as it is, to address the larger scenario of cur-
rent EU industrialization’s policies and what it means to be sus-
tainable, competitive and responsible towards production and its
workforce. Not an easy issue, and not an appealing one either, to
tackle but which needs to to understand what goes on in the daily
of European citizens when regulations enter their daily lives,
sometimes affecting them adversely if proper countermeasures are
not put in place. Mr. Tajani stated clearly that “the task at hand is

herculean” when he referred to the necessity, in Italy as elsewhere,
to combine “industrial plants compliance with the need for ensur-
ing jobs while remaining competitive on the global market”. It is
much like juggling, PETI Journal notes, but with much higher
stakes. Many Honorable Members of the Parliament, even from out-
side the Committee on Petitions, wanted to be there to provide in-
sights, amongst others PJ needs to note Ms. Amalia Sartori MEP
(Chair of the Parliamentary Committee on Industry) and the ensu-
ing debate was one that left everybody on the Committee, and irre-
spective of their political persuasion, happy to have welcome Mr.
Tajani. A brilliant orator, he took stock of the situation at hand, ad-
mitting some delays but wearing a much -welcome resoluteness on
his sleeves which even enabled him to provide a taste of his propos-
als to the then-next college meeting of the Commissioners, and a
clear action timeline. The Committee, ever creatively, decided to fa-
cilitate and accompany Mr. Tajani’s announced projects by deliber-
ating to keep the petition open while the Commission ends its own
investigations into the matter. However, lest seeming to predictable,
it was also suggested to produce a short resolution with the ENVI
(Environment) and ITRE (Industry) Committees under Rule 202 of
the Parliamentary’s procedures.

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Jahr, Ms. Auken
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe
download the relevant files

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

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Jahr, Ms. Auken, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Rivellini, Mr. Borghezio,
Ms. Matera, Ms. Sartori, Mr. Milana, Ms. Gardini
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Heezen download the relevant files

The July 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 # 30 and 33
(the Agenda of the Meeting can be downloaded here) which will be kept open for further enquiry. 

l to r: Mr. David Lowe, Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP (Chair), EC’s Vice-President and Industry Commissioner Mr. Antonio Tajani, Ms. Amalia Sartori MEP (Chair ITRE Committee)
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