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CHAIRMAN’s NOTES

2012 was a year that witnessed many relevant activities and is-
sues addressed by our Committee. One of the most important
and controversial issue was the discussion on the Anti-Counter-

feiting Threaty- ACTA. Following a huge numbers of signatures ar-
rived, the Committee on Petitions decided to face the discussion on
the Acta’s contents. The regulation against the counterfeiting pre-
sented in the Acta Treaty was considered too vague in its meanings
with a very practical risks in undermining freedom of speech of web
users and their privacy. The Committee was quite united in favour of
petitioners’ thesis.

The Committee had the important role to show to the rest of the
European Parliament which were the citizenship’s fears and
the possible risks for web users privacy, generating a huge dis-

cussion between delegations which have lead to the the rejection of
the treaty during the plenary session of July 2012. As an important
organism dedicated to give voice to the citizen’s rights, the Committee
also focused on the right of blind and visually impared people to have
free access to braille written publications and to audio books in all
the 27 member States. Following a petition presented by the European
Blind Union, demanding for the signature of a treaty with WIPO-
World Intellectual Property Organisation- in order to make this chance
true, the Committee  presented an oral question to the EU Commis-
sion and to the European Council to reveal the state of art of negoti-
ations between the Eu institutions and the WIPO.

Th e
C o m -
mittee

has also presented a resolution, approved by the European Parliament, in which asked to the
EU Commission and to EU Council to promote a more effective treaty with Wipo in order
to guarantee the free access to blind and visually impared people. The Committee also ex-
pressed its willing to be invested by an official mandate to become an involved part in the
negotiations with WIPO. 2012 was a very important year for the Petitions Committee which
has been directly involved, togheter with the Committee for Constitutional Affairs, into the
legislative process that led to the european citizens’ initiative. Confirming the very important role of citizenship in the european institutional mech-
anism the entering into force of the european citizens’ inititative give to the citizens a strong power and a real instrument to give voice to their
needs.

If 2012 saw the Committee on Petitions playing an important role in the European scenario, 2013 will see the Committee as a leading actor as
2013 has been defined as the european year of citizenship. Good work to us and get ready!

Erminia Mazzoni

“If 2012 saw the Committee
on Petitions playing an important

role in the European scenario, 2013
will see the Committee taking the

lead as 2013 -- the european year of
citizenship -- unwinds”
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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.

Schedule of Meetings 2013
Monday, 21 January, 15.00-18.30
Tuesday, 22 January, 09.00-12.30

Joint Hearing PETI-LIBE :
Tuesday, 19 February, 09.00-12.30
Tuesday, 19 February, 15.00-18.30

Wednesday, 20 February, 09.00-12.30
Wednesday, 20 February, 15.00-18.30

Wednesday, 20 March, 09.00-12.30
Wednesday, 20 March, 15.00-18.30

Wednesday, 24 April, 15.00-18.30
Thursday, 25 April, 09.00-12.30

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

Wednesday, 19 June, 09.00-12.30
Wednesday, 19 June, 15.00-18.30

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

Monday, 16 September, 15.00-18.30
Tuesday, 17 September, 09.00-12.30

Wednesday, 9 October, 09.00-12.30
Wednesday, 9 October, 15.00-18.30

Monday, 25 November, 15.00-18.30
Tuesday, 26 November, 09.00-12.30

Thursday, 5 December, 09.00-12.30
Monday, 16 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 meetings will take place on:

Wednesday 24 April 2013, 15h00 - 18h30
Thursday 25 April 2013, 9h00 - 12h30

The meeting will be held in room A3G-2 (3rd Floor) of the “Altiero Spinelli” (ASP) building.

Highlights from the January Meeting

The first meet-
ing of 2013
saw the

Committee adopt a
very refreshing ap-
proach. One should
not forget that cer-
tain cycles, bio-
rhtyms somebody
could call them,
apply to the political
life too and a re-
newed vigor seemed
to inhabit the Mem-

bers now cleaving to get to results corroborating their efforts, for
next year’s elections would be certainly appreciative of them. The
meeting started on a very high note as the Committee tackled for
the second consecutive meeting the issue of “food security”, cer-
tainly a topical subject now and any day. Petition 812/2011 and
198/2012 (Points 5 and 6 of the Agenda of the Meeting) put in
the limelight the issue of pre-treated seeds and the way they affect
the life-cycle of bees. PETI Journal understands that the appeal of
this topic, per se, could be targeted to a very specific audience but
what if we were to tell you that in fact starting from a very small
thing, much like a seed, the whole ecosystem is reflexively impacted
upon? Members and all parties involved were able to reflect on the
fundamental role of pollination resting with the bees and the alleged

disruption of
their lifespan,
and role, that
seeds pre-
treated with
n e o n i c o t i -
noids active
p r i n c i p l e s
may carry.
Mr. Olivier
Belval --
président de
l’Union Na-
tionale de
l’Apiculture Française -- took the floor and provided meaningful re-
flections that were appreciated by all parties involved and by the Eu-
ropean Commission too, given the high level of attention that was
dedicated to the debate. Once again PETI proved zeitgeisty and
showed, in a very homogenous way, a way out to prove the nearness
of the European Parliament and its natural consituency. Members
decided, quite obviously, to keep the petition open while inviting the
European Commission to fully embrace the “cautionary principle”
that should always lead the Institutions’ behaviors when it comes to
public health and food safety. In addition, the debated information
would be shared with the sister-Committees ENVI and AGRI for
an Opinion and an Oral Question (OQ) wold be put forward to the
Commission.

Right after the
discussion of
the two first

petitions, the Com-
mittee’s floor was
given to Ms. Judith
Merkies MEP who
provided a third mo-
ment of reflection on
the Fact-Finding

Visit (FFV) tooking place in Naples during the past month of No-
vember. PETI Journal can’t help assessing again that the way the
Report sounds is quite balanced and the few critical passages needing
to reconcile different approaches to the visit, show that a unanimity
is within reach and should be aimed for. That the Committee received
a piqued letter from the manager of the Malagrotta landfill, just re-
inforces the good work that has been laid down, and, on a different
note, the recommendation to unfreeze some funds to help Campania
consolidate the good practices that were initiated can only highlight
the open mind and unbiased approach at the heart the Committee’s

l to r: Ms. Margrete Auken MEP, Mr. Keith Taylor MEP, Mr. Olivier Belval (petitioner), Ms. Sandrine Bélier MEP

In a nutshell Speakers: Mr. Iturgaíz, Mr. Taylor, Ms. Auken, Ms. Bélier
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Tarrida-Soler download the relevant files

Ms. Judith Merkies MEP

Mr. Carlos José Iturgaíz Angulo MEP (VP of PETI) Mr. Olivier Belval (petitioner)

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/923/923976/923976en.pdf
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Highlights January ... continued

PETI Journal

behavior. After Ms. Merkies MEP presentation, a few Members
voiced their satisfaction and during the meeting of February the Re-
port shall be adopted. PJ will be there for you and will report live

from the floor, through our live feed on the major social-networks
and on our monthly newsletter.

Point # 8 and 9 of the
Agenda of the Meet-
ing are to be ascribed

to that peculiar kind of peti-
tion at the core of many ac-
tivities of the Committee on
Petitions: waste management
and its seemingly endless dif-
ficulties, ramifications and
shortcomings. The debates
were both very articulated
with eloquent petitioners that,

supported by multimedia presentations, made their point perfectly
clear and that is that a stricter, more rigorous control should be put
in place, at least when it comes to landfills, their operations and the
way they are chosen. The stakes laying at the heart of some of this
decisions being very high and capable of distorting one’s own proper
sense of judgement. A landfill is not just any other operation, it is
intended to respond to very thorough screenings and assessments
because too many times a weaker enforcement of the Waste Man-
agement Directive gives way to undesirable effects on public health.
It is with that in mind that PETI Journal details petition 1353/2011

about the construction of a landfill site in the Yambol region in Bul-
garia (in this particular case the debate is more about a huge expan-
sion of the original landfill site) and the following one, 212/2008 --
discussed during the course of 2012 too -- on the creation of a landfill
site in the Greek city of Megalopolis. The European Commission’s
representatives were not particularly forceful in their accounts and,
though in good faith, many times are quick to set the limits of their
own competencies, excusing themselves out of the high expectations
that EU citizens rightfully often have. The Members of the Commit-
tee, as usual, took the debate to a different level when they linked
in, rightfully PJ judges, the urgent revision of the Environmental
Impact Assessment Directive (EIA), a stricter threshold of surveil-
lance on projects entirely financed or co-financed by the Union, i.e.
by taxpayers money, and the oft-invoked “deja vu” of a constant lack
of fair collaboration, on important matters, between the EU and its
counterparts: the Member-States. Lucidly the decisions taken by the
Committee consisted of keeping both petitions open while awaiting
further information by the European Commission (EC) and by the
relevant authorities of the respective Member-States. The possible
inclusion of a visit to the site of Megalopolis in Greece has been put
on the table to be considered in the context of the upcoming Fact-
Finding Visit (FFV) to Greece, in May 2013.

The morning session of the January meeting was to give way
to the monthly meeting of the political groups’ Coordinators
but before adjourning the meeting to the afternoon, Mem-

bers delved into the case brought forward by petition 922/2011, a
Spanish case of pollution, through untreated sewage effluents, of
the river Duero. The case, it is argued, would be in breach of Di-
rective 91/271/EEC concerning urban waste water treament. The
European Commission (EC), for its part, taking the floor explained
that the detected values would show a lack of compliance but that
neither the EC, nor the Spanish authorities consider launching any
enforcement action, particularly if taking into account the low im-
pact of the discharge. It would seem, in fact, that the contravening

behavior stems from a housing area of about 200 people, thus plac-
ing it in a category of density that does not allow any further action.
When the floor got back to the Members, it shall be duly noted,
they were not happy to hear about it but clearly acknowledged that
there was not much that could have been done when the European
Commission calls itself out of the game in such a clear and law-
abiding fashion. The petition was then closed by it was decided to
exert a bit of political pressure before and Members opted for writ-
ing a letter to Spanish authorities detailing the procedure and the
findings and hoping that, regardless of specific legislative prescrip-
tions, a higher level of attention could be placed on the matter at
hand by the local and regional governments.

l to r: Ms. Liudmila Dimitrova, Mr. Dimitar Dimitrov (petitioner), a snapshot of Mr. Dimitrov’s articulated presentation, Mr. Jean Papadopoulos and Mr. Giuseppe Manganaro (EC)

Speakers: Mr. Iturgaíz, Ms. Werthmann, Mr. Wieland
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Tarrida-Soler download the relevant files

In a nutshell

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

In a nutshell Speakers: Mr. Iturgaíz, Ms. Iotova, Ms. Auken, Mr. Boştinaru, Ms. Werthmann
Responsible Administrators: Mr. Sandu (1353/2011); Mr. Mussa (212/2008)
download the relevant files

Ms. Ilyana Malinova Iotova MEP

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/923/923976/923976en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/923/923976/923976en.pdf
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Highlights January ... continued

With
the
fol

lowing point
the Commit-
tee entered a
sort of “en-
ergy” zone
where the pe-
titions, while
touching at
times on dif-
ferent issues,
were all origi-

nated at the intersection between environment and strategic deci-
sions about the energy sector. In a partial reversal of the Agenda of
the Meeting and, to allow original petitioner -- Ms. Denise Las-
tovkova -- to present her case, point # 22 was taken before point
15. Petition 1148/2012 is very straightforward, Slovakia had to
agree to decommission a nuclear plant as a condition to enter the

EU. However, Ms. Lastovkova in a very pragmatic way is afraid
that the foreseen budget originally calculated to secure the closure
of the plant may not be enough, causing the process to be hastily
and/or clumsily handled with major reverberations on the security
of the EU citizens from many Member-States, considering the
volatility of a nuclear accident -- i.e. in a worst-case scenario pro-
jection. Exchanges were terse but frank and much like the rest of
the evening would be clearly centered on a proper Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA), or lack thereof. The European Com-
mission (EC) seemed to be receptive and the Members decided -
in quite a strict logical sequence -- to keep the petition open, write
a letter to the company
in charge of the decom-
mission of the plant to
obtain more precise es-
timates and the send a
letter to our sister-Com-
mittee ITRE to make it
aware of the issue and
to ask for an Opinion.

Point # 14 of the Agenda of the Meeting provided a very in-
sightful discussion on the Opinion of the Committee, based
on petitions received, on the review of the Environmental Im-

pact Assessment Directive (2011/92/EU). The political brain behind
this particular work is Mr. Nikolaos Chountis MEP (whom our var-
ied readership had the chance to get to know better through our last
issue’s Q&A). Mr. Chountis MEP is a politician that can be at once
subtle and open to common positions but within the crystal-clear in-
terest of the European citizens, of their worries and angst. This was,
shall be noted, a first exchange of views between the Members and
the European Commission and from PETI Journal’s experience on

the ground, the effort has all the factors that let us feel in the presence
of a vely solid, widely-shared piece of work. Mr. Chountis MEP
has been able to provide a real structure to the discussion, spicing it
up with clear, solid and real cases drawn from the rich history of the
petition’s process within the European Union. Even the European
Commission’s representative -- to whom let us be honest and say
clearly that sometimes we are a thorn in the side -- decided to be
vocal about its appreciation and went on record stating “[the Euro-
pean Commission] is waiting for your Opinion” as the EIA Directive
is old and would greatly benefit from experience-based feedback.
Thanks and let’s hope it’s not a case of “captatio benevolentiae”.

l to r: Ms. Chrysoula Paliadeli MEP, Mr. Nikolaos Chountis MEP, a snapshot of the voting session, Mr. Carlos José Iturgaíz Angulo MEP, Ms. Elena Băsescu MEP

With bad metereological conditions grounding the stand-
ing President of the Committee in Italy, the afternoon
session was chaired by Vice-President Ms. Chrysoula

Paliadeli MEP substituting the morning’s Vice-President Mr. Car-
los José Iturgaíz Angulo MEP. Moving right along the Committee
leaped into voting time and provided a momentous result to the Re-
port on the “European Ombudsman’s Special Report concerning
the expansion of the Vienna Airport”. PETI Journal said it once
and said it twice and it will not shy away from saying it a third time:
when all political partisanships (be them national or transnational)

are put aside, the Committee on Petitions can be a catalyst for good
politics and policies, providing paramount examples of democratic
and cultural values at the heart of the greater European project. This
was no exception and it showed throughout the process. The Rap-
porteur Ms. Margrete Auken MEP can seem at times stormy in her
accounts but, given clear responsibilities, she is also a lucid leader
capable of striking common position in the interest of serving the
European citizens. The Report was indeed very well-adopted and as
our self-styled mores want it, PJ offers much kudos to the Rappor-
teur and the result she was able to gather around her work.

Speakers: Ms. Paliadeli, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Paška, Mr. Zala, Ms. Auken, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Schonard download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Mr. Chountis, Ms. Auken, Mr. Jahr, Ms. Miranda, Mr. Boştinaru
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Mr. Iturgaíz, Ms. Auken, Mr. Becker, Mr. Boştinaru, Ms. Werthmann
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Heezen download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Mr. Jaroslav Paška MEP

Ms. Denisa Lastovkova (petitioner)

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/923/923976/923976en.pdf
http://www.flickr.com/photos/peti_eu/


7PETI Journal

Highlights January ... continued

Points 15 through 18 could, and will, be treated as one
theme, at least in terms of PETI Journal’s reporting. The
several petitions at the heart of the items on the Agenda of

the Meeting, in fact, all deal with projects whose Environmental Im-
pact Assessment is insufficient to guarantee a serene acceptance of
the foreseen facilities by the local populace. What troubles PETI’s
Members the most is that the allegations, the denounced shortcom-
ings and the loops in the Environmental Impact Assessment’s legis-
lation, on whose revision -- PJ shall stress -- the Committee is, in a
somewhat ironic twist, hard at work, seem to be indeed gigantic. Ms.

Daniela Spera introduced petition 1107/2011 and 24/2012 detailing
how investors had allegedly considered a much-larger project for a
projected gas-pipeline and large crude-oil storage facility -- both
projects in the Taranto area of the Apulia region -- as several, smaller
disjointed parcels, avoiding more onerous, and possibly stricter, En-
vironmental Impact Assessments (EIA). That the petitions were
made of substantial allegations was somewhat implied by the an-
swers of the Commission’s representative and on the basis of replies
received and the discussions, Members decided to keep the petition
open, awaiting a more complete screening of the issue by the Euro-
pean Commission (EC).

Point 16 -- petitions 483/2007; 1147/2008; 1472/2009 and
960/2011 -- were introduced by the main petitioners Mr.
Roberto Giurastante and Mr. Bernard Vojko and focused on

an issue that has been already dealt with by the Committee on Pe-
titions. However, as time passes by and both investors and public
institutions change technicalities in order to pursue their planned
projects, regardless of complaints and petitions, reflexively the citi-
zens feel the urge to provide substantial updates to the European Par-
liament, felt as the true home of the European citizen yet once again.
This debate was no exception and at the cost of repeating itself, PJ
needs to spell out again the fact that much, if not all, of the debate
centered on the requirements, or lack thereof, and the loops of key
Directives such as the Environmental Impact Assessment and the
so-called Seveso Directive. In the case at hand , the European Com-
mission was quick to agree with the petitioners about the findings
of the Environmental Impact Assessments carried out by the
Slovenian authorities. The findings, Members learned, would seem
to be negative bu the petitioners fear a potential positive Impact As-
sessment by the Italian authorities (considering that the project

would involve both nations and Croatia, which however shortly will
become a full Member of the EU). What the EC’s representative
added to the picture though, is the key consideration about the fact
that although understanding the “cautionary principle” that brought
the petitioners to worry and write about this project, not a single de-
velopment has been either agreed upon or initiated and this piece of
information is essential when clarifying that without the breach,
there is no infringement procedure or investigation that can effec-
tively be carried out. The debate proved interesting nonetheless and
the Committee on Petitions decided to keep the petition open, while
putting in place a number of actions aimed at monitoring closely the
developments on the ground. First, the Committee Chair will write
to Italian, Slovenian and Croatian authorities. Secondly, a letter il-
lustrating the case at hand will be sent to our sister-Committees
ITRE and ENVI as well as to the Commissioner for Environment
Janez Potočnik. Thirdly, and lastly for the time being, ITRE will be
invited to write an Opinion on the matter and further information/in-
vestigation will be required of the European Commission.

l to r: Ms. Daniela Spera MEP, Mr. Roberto Giurastante (petitioner), Mr. Bernard Vojko (petitioner), Ms. Romana Jordan MEP

l to r: Ms. Mojca Kleva Kekuš MEP, Mr. Sergio Diana (petitioner), Mr. John McElligott (petitioner), Mr. Paul Murphy MEP

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

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Paliadeli, Ms. Kleva Kekuš, Ms. Jordan, Mr. Boştinaru
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Heezen download the relevant files

In a nutshell

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/923/923976/923976en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/923/923976/923976en.pdf
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Highlights from the January Meeting

The last two petitions -- 576/2011 by Anna Marie Thogersen
on the expansion of a gas storage facility in Denmark and
650/2011 by Michalis Giamalakis in connection with an

LNG terminal in Greece -- had the undoubtable merit of taking
again, in a sort of a water-torture fashion, the fallacies of the Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessment (EIA) centerstage. Other implications
and allegations were, in addition, dealt with the Greek petition but
the European Commission, whose representatives took the floor
swiftly and quite effectively, stated that for the first case, they had
finally received an Impact Assessment and were now in the stage
of evaluating it themselves, while for the second case, the represen-

tative conceded that some possible misuse of EU funding may have
been part of the unfortunate final equation and that for that reason
DGREGIO had been working on the dossier and was able to pro-
vide more information in writing. The Members, by now fully fed
up with the inconsistencies of the EIA Directive, commented upon
these results confirming their intention to go to town and produce
the results desired by the citizens who seemed to be in line with the
faulty behaviors encountered. Both petitions were thus kept open
to give time to the European Commission’s respective services to
examine the Danish Impact Assessment and to send forward the
DGREGIO note for the Committee to evaluate.

Point 23
of the
Agenda

of the Meet-
ing was an-
other point
that engen-
dered how
p r o f i c u o u s
can the unbi-
ased collabo-
r a t i o n
between citi-
zens and the
Institutions.

The petitioner, who was in attendance, illustrated his case (petition
13/2008) about the approval and subsequent planning of a Liquified
Natural Gas (LNG) terminate in the proximity of the Shannon es-
tuary in the Republic of Ireland. While the petition was capable to-
have the case investigated, it would have seemed, by listening at the
European Commission’s representative, that since no breaches were
found, the case could have been dismissed. However, it was pre-

cisely in a spontaneous exchange, maybe out of the protocol,
spurred between the European Commission and the petitioner, who
was then able to clarify the scope of some of its allegations, that the
debate hit home. Members were able to voice again their disbelief
at how dysfunctional the Impact Assessment Directive seems to be
at present time but felt compelled by the new common ground that
was naturaly reached by fostering interaction. Once again, it
seemed, the perfect result to the Committee’s efforts. The petition
was therefore kept open and sent to our sister-Committee ENVI for
information in connection with its EIA Report and further infor-
mation and investigations are to be carried out by the European
Commission. In addition, the Members decided that, perhaps, at the
time of tentative Fact-
Finding Visit (FFV) to
Ireland (second half of
2013), a visit to the
Shannon esuary to as-
sess the issue in person,
could prove worth-
while.

The January 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. 

Petition 70/2010 by Mr. Sergio Diana, who was also able
to attend the meeting and introduce his case before the
Honorable Members, illustrated a number of perceived il-

logicalities at the heart of the financing of a project code-named
GALSI (Gasdotto Algeria Sardegna Italia) which should link up
the two countries -- Algeria and Sardinia in Italy -- through a gas
pipeline. The debate could not, quite evidently, do without a
quick incursion on the lack of a proper Impact Assessment -- a
true Achilles’ Heel on the EU-level project scene, any observer
could argue -- on the project as such, along with some other con-
siderations questioning the true strategicity of the project for the
European Union, though obviously those considerations rest with
higher-authorities and the whole rationale behind the choice may
not be necessarily fully disclosed, although the PETI floor re-
mains one of the best options to pose interrogatives like these.

The European Commission’s representative in a very above-the-
board way highlighted how the EC feels about the problems of
gas supply in Europe and confirms that they do not see any in-
consistency with larger economic and energetic strategic direc-
tions. What it was conceded is that the compliance to the Habitat
Directive remains unresolved and that without proper authoriza-
tions the EU will certainly not provide any funds to the investors.
Everything would seem to rest, therefore, on the Italian authori-
ties in charge of the authorizations. Members listened carefully
and given the unresolved state of the issue, decided to keep the
petition open while at the same time requesting a more detailed
and updated version of the state of play on the ground between
all of the authorizations needed and the Impact Assessments car-
ried out.

Speakers: Ms. Paliadeli, Mr. Murphy, Mr. Boulland
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe
download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Paliadeli download the relevant files
Responsible Administrators: Mr. Heezen (576/2011); Mr. Lowe (650/2011)

In a nutshell

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

In a nutshell

l to r: Mr. Paul Murphy MEP, Ms. Noeleen McManus

Ms. Chrysoula Paliadeli MEP (VP PETI)

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130121_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/923/923976/923976en.pdf
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Meet the M.E.P.s

When PETI
J o u r n a l
approached

this issue, it knew that
it would have been
time for some above
board, thought-pro-
voking answers but it
also knew that they
would be coming
from Mr. Roger
Helmer MEP, a
British Member of the
Parliament. Mr.
Helmer MEP has
been representing
UK’s East Midlands
in Brussels since 1999
and, though sharing
UKIP (United King-
dom Independence
Party) strong views
towards the greater

European project, he is also able to adopt a global approach towards
issues (derived most certainly by his many years of top-management
in the private sector) and likes delivering it with a dash of typical
British humor. The day of our interview was no exception and Roger
Helmer MEP, very politely, thanked PETI Journal for the cover-
age  but also made sure one could understand beyond any shade of
doubt that his party’s vision of the EU is not a very keen one, at
least in terms of a more “political union” approach. Another detail
that PETI Journal feels it needs to be disclosed is that our chat came
to be a few days before David Cameron (UK’s Prime Minister)
would deliver his much-awaited address -- in journalistic terms sim-
ply dubbed “the Speech” -- where, as a matter of fact, as anticipated
by Mr. Roger Helmer MEP, the general public heard that indeed a
referendum is in the pipeline, though not immediately, where UK
citizens will have to chance to express their favor, or lack thereof,
to the European Union and its future projects. Regardless of per-
sonal political inclinations, our readers should be able to enjoy this
candid interview as Mr. Helmer MEP quietly but firmly makes his
party’s points, priorities and aspirations!

PJ: What
do you
think of the
right to pe-
tition the
European
Parliament
as a gen-
eral and
fundamen-
tal princi-
p l e
included in

the treaties? It is a fundamentally Anglo-Saxon tradition/right as is
testified nowadays by the attention reserved to petitions in the coun-
tries of the Commonwealth and in the United States of America. Do
you think its potential is fully utilized or would you rather see things
done differently?
Helmer MEP: Happy as is.

PJ: Given that many petitions stem from original transposition of
EU legislation by the Member-Sates, and based on your extensive
personal experience, would you have any advice to give to the Mem-
ber-States when it comes to implementing EU law?
Helmer MEP: No.

PJ: As a singular Committee, the Committee on Petitions also em-
ploys singular tools. One of them is the possibility to run Fact-Find-
ing Visits (FFV), the instrument of choice to gather first-hand
evidence on many burning questions. What do you think about them
and how do you judge the new rules that have recently come into
force to regulate them?
Helmer MEP: No strong views.

PJ: Do you see the need for any supplemental power to help the
Committee achieving its goals?
Helmer MEP: No.

PJ: How vital do you think it is to help the citizens reach the Com-
mittee through a modern, collective tool such as the new web-portal
who is in the making?
Helmer MEP: Moderately helpful.

PJ: One last question that we pose to all PETI Members. As a Mem-
ber of the European Parliament in dire times such as this, and con-
sidering the national sentiments about the EU, how do you manage
your role in your own constituency in England?
Helmer MEP: I see my role as to promote opposition to the United
Kingdom's EU membership ahead of the referendum we shall have
shortly: I hope we can be out of the European Union entirely, within
a couple of years.

Short and sweet, PETI Journal agrees, but Mr. Helmer MEP uti-
lized this space to speak his mind and make political points eluding
evasiveness and getting straight to the point, in a very well-man-
nered and polite way but without hesitations. That is precisely the
kind of window we wanted to offer with our “Meet the MEP” col-
umn and we are glad it was so skillfully adopted by Mr. Helmer
MEP. We sure look forward to feature other MEPs for our readers
to get to know them better!

Mr. Roger Helmer MEP

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

http://www.rogerhelmermep.co.uk/
http://www.rogerhelmermep.co.uk/
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Highlights from the February Meeting

As it can be
argued by
P E T I

Journal’s conver-
sations with its
Members, Fact-
Finding Visits
(FFV) are indeed
an important
source of activity
and a buoy, so to

speak, that the Committee on Petitions uses to deepen the scope of
of its action and the knoeledge of its natural constituency (all the cit-
izens of the EU regardles of subjective indicators). Based on that the
Members did not have time to rejoyce for the excellent work carried

out in Italy for a first, preliminary, oral Report on the FFV to Galiçia,
in Spain, was offered to the Members by its Rapporteur Mr. Philippe
Boulland MEP. PETI Journal, whether one believes this or not,
strives to be objective and would not have any problem to report
problems, when they arise, but the Members, the petitioners in at-
tendance and all of our friends that follow our works through the
webstreaming were in the presence of a dialectic one-two as Mr.
Boulland MEP kept the level of discussion, detail and participation
at a very high-level, thus leaving PETI Journal to write another
praising piece of reporting. For all the FFV’s debates witnessed by
PETI Journal, one can clearly see that unless other dynamics creep
in in the debate, this is going to be another brilliant Report, capable
of acting as a catalyst for all political views, hence reverberating a
very balanced view of the issues and interests at hand.

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Boulland, Ms. Ždanoka, Mr. Sánchez Presedo, Ms. Miranda, Mr. Mil-
lán Mon, Ms. Werthmann, Mr. Iturgaíz Angulo
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe download the relevant files

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Iturgaíz Angulo, Mr. Chountis, Mr. Jahr, Mr. Boştinaru, Ms. Auken
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Tarrida-Soler download the relevant files

In a nutshell

In a nutshell

Mr. Philippe Boulland MEP

February’s meeting was saluted as a successful and hot on the
heels of the joint Hearing on EU Citizenship, was able to
enjoy massive participation, widespread interest (both in- and

out-of-the House) and a compelling Agenda. The Chairperson of the
Committee -- Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP -- started off by announc-
ing the decisions of the Coordinators’ Meeting, approving past min-
utes and making her own Chair’s announcements. Without further
ado, and to a room that would prove packed to the brims, the Com-
mittee tackled point #7 of the Agenda of the Meeting, in lay terms
the Report on the Fact-Finding Visit to Italy. PETI Journal said it

all along and it proved true beyond any doubt. The Report on the
Fact-Finding Visit (FFV) -- therefore providing a resolution to the
associated petitions -- was a resounding success showing the eager-
ness of a balanced delegation, very responsible and open-minded ex-
officio Members and the typical penchant of this sui generis
Committee which time and time again shows to be unafraid of delv-
ing in the mud, literally, to provide viable political solutions. As it is
customary our congratulations go to Ms. Merkies MEP for an ex-
cellent job!

l to r: Ms. Judith Merkies MEP, a snapshot of the, always fascinating, voting session, Mr. Martínez Martínez MEP, Mr. Sánchez Presedo MEP, Mr. Millán Mon

Point # 9 of the Agenda of the Meeting -- or the Opinion
that the Committee is called upon to prepare for the revi-
sion of the Environmental Impact Assessment (Directive

2011/92/EU) -- proved as poignant as one may have hoped for it
to be. PETI Journal shall drily notes that thus far every time the
issue has been on the floor for an exchange of views, the debate be-
came heated. Mr. Chountis MEP, the Rapporteur, signalled that
he feels the Opinion mature enough to be put before the colleagues
and thanked “all parties and the secretariat for the incessant and
connstructive support”. He also touched upon the fact that he sees
field situations always changing and needing more precision in the
revision process of a Directive which is so highly to praise as it is to
improve on. The European Commission (EC) representative thanked
for the feedback but was very trenchant about his remarks. He ex-
plained why Shale-gas is not part of the revision [ed: namely because
the EC expresses its will to deal exclusively with it at a later time
and through a dedicated instrument] and why not all of the the ex-

emptions mentioned
by the Rapporteur
were to be intended
as such. The doubts
remain though and
the sometimes de-
fensive attitutude of
the EC does not help
to bridge opposing
views. Ms. Margrete
Auken MEP and
Mr. Victor Boştinaru MEP, amongst others, made their voices heart
and their points clear, stating that they will support an Opinion call-
ing for more detailed, stricter rules, thus giving way to a more thor-
ough work of scrutiny and transparency, in the interest of the
European citizen and in line with the objectives of the European Par-
liament’s activities in the light of the Treaty of Lisbon and on the
path to the 2014’s European elections. 

Mr. Nikolaos Chountis MEP

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

In a nutshell

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
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Highlights from the February Meeting

The morning ended with
petition 357/2012 (Point
#10 of the Agenda of the

Meeting) as the last point would
be matter-of-factly called off.
The petitioner, who was in atten-
dance, was very well prepared
and the Powerpoint presentation
showed the scientific, organized
fashion through which the case
was analyzed and articulated. All
the people in the room were in
awe of the excellent work done
and that included the Presidence
of the Committee, the Members

(bipartisanly supporting the case), the secretariat, the European
Commission’s representatives and the other attendees. The issue
at the heart of this petition is very straightforward, as frequently
is the case. A former potassium mine in Alsace was granted au-
thorization to stock toxic waste. About 44.000 tons were hosted
there when in 2002 occurred a fire-related accident. From the on
a battle with the national authorities has been going on. One one
hand the petitioner, and the citizens’ organizations he represents,
who considers the site a clear and present danger to groundwater

reserves of the Rhine basin -- as the participants discovered in
the course of the presentation, a unique drinking water reserve in
Europe. On the other hand the national authorities seemingly be-
littling or overlooking altogether the potential threat and, peti-
tioners argue, being negligent and failing their duties to preserve
public health and natural resources. The European Commission’s
representative did not squander the chance to engage and show
empathy toward a real worry of theese EU citizens, though it did
take some harsh words and full backing from several MEPs.
While the executive Commission at first started restating the in-
formation received by the French authorities, it eventually moved
towards a more inquisitove frame of mind, one that will entail
further investigation, more correspondence and possibly loner res-
olution time but at
least will see the
issue thoroughly as-
sessed and will en-
able citizens to have
a clearer unhindered
view of what is
going on at Sto-
camine (ed: the old
name of the mining
site).

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

Point # 10,
p e t i t i o n
1 3 4 / 2 0 1 2

introduced to the
Committee by Ms.
Anaïs Berthier
and Natacha Cin-
gotti, on behalf of
their oganizations,
brought at the fore-
front an issue of-

tentimes petitioned about. The thorny subject is the right to access
documents enjoyed by any EU citizen or resident. The petitioners
were fierce in their tales of intricated mazes, unanswered requests
and other obstacles effectively barring the way to a full, unhindered
exercise of these rights. Needless to say that some of the words, ref-
erences and stories told resonated intensely within the meeting room
and kindled strong reactions by the Members themselves, especially

in the light of the very dry and, at times, aggressive reaction of the
European Commission (EC), whose representative - it shall be
noted in absolute fairness - always distinguished himself for a high
degree of empathy and consideration for the cases discussed. PETI
Journal cannot refrain from noticing that
after very harsh institutional rebukes from
the likes of Ms. Auken MEP, Mr. Hafner
MEP and Mr. Cashman MEP, the Euro-
pean Commission toned down the line
adopted up to that point and, as our pho-
tographers could testify by taking the ac-
companying shot, the Committee on
Petitions operated once again its magic by
promoting, fostering and hopefully rein-
forcing the dialogue which is at the base
of any given meaningful resolution. The
Committee and PJ will remain very vigi-
lant and will keep our readers updated.

After a lunch break enabling attendees to warm up, given
the rigid temperature of the meeting-room, the Commit-
tee reconvened at 15h00 to tackle a very tolling series of

petitions. Cases that before being a registered instance with the
European Parliament’s Committee on Petitions, are the very
emotional stories of men and women, parents, that see their lives
in tatters on the account of a Union that while growing up and en-
larging itself failed to evaluate some of the unintended conse-
quences. PETI Journal could also try and being philosophical about
it all and -- given the discussion about the revision of the Environ-
mental Assessment Directive previously analyzed -- could make the
point about some other Assessment needing some tightening. PJ
commentary by itself can’t magically solve the problems that were
put on the floor though the reactions of the MEPs were forceful and

resolute and will certainly put in motion a series of actions aimed at
providing ways out. The petitions bundled in the discussion were a
long list that went from point #13 through 21 of the Agenda of the
Meeting. The cases debated were incontrovertibly addressing
parental disputes for the custody of children. All of them though un-
folded with Denmark as their backdrop and the rights of EU citizens
and third-party nationals [ed: less-than-perfect official locution used
to describe the citizens of countries outside of the EU, in relation to
the EU citizenship] at the forefront. What the heated debate served
for was to highlight the burning questions about opt-ins and opt-outs
which besides being a headache to follow, furnish the EU scene with
so many loopholes, exemptions, exceptions and what have you to
make very simple and basic things, like warranting same parental
rights throughout the EU a matter as thorny as a prickly pear. The

Ms. Anaïs Berthier (petitioner)

petitioners and EC representative trading views after debate

l to r: Mr. Philippe Boulland MEP, Ms. Striffler MEP

Mr. André, Mr. Chamik (petitioners)

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Auken, Mr. Cashman, Mr. Häfner
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Heezen download the relevant files

In a nutshell

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
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disheartening story of two US nationals, two Italian nationals, a
Russian, a Polish and an Austrian one, all spoke louder than words
and showed the need for the EU Institutions to take into full consid-
eration the fact that the EU Legislation, and its allowed loopholes,
have an impact on the life of many citizens and now more than ever,
that concern must be translated into a real protection of the Union’s
most precious asset: its citizens. PETI Journal does not see the need
to blame one particular country as many seem to offer an array of
reasons for them be finger-pointed. What PJ would like  to stress in-
stead, is the unwholesome conduct of several actors at different lev-
els. Providing sweeping excuses or legalistic interpretations does not
solve problems and citizens, especially in times of crisis, expect
problem-solving and a human touch by structures, institutions and
national authorities tarnished by the lack of empathy. The European

Commission’s (EC) representatives, though PJ tries very hard to
walk in their shoes, seemed to engender precisely that. On one hand,
they looked genuinely touched by the cases discussed on the floor,
while on the other the official position of the European Commission
(EC) seemed a tad weak in its powerlessness and as the Agenda
moved through nine such cases, the general picture was not rosey.
One petition (point #21 of the Agenda of the Meeting) for the sake
of fair information was withdrawn because of the successful out-
come of an UN intervention. Based on the extensive discussion and
very articulated commentaries of the Members, the Committee de-
cided to keep all the other petitions open while at the same time set-
ting up an informal visit to Denmark, which was the backdrop
against many of the cases discussed were happening and waiting a
more cutting-edge reply from the executive Commission.

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Morvai, Mr. Boulland, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Jahr, Mr. Becker,
Ms. Werthmann, Mr. Meyer
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Heezen download the relevant files

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

l to r: Ms. Tammy Nørgård (petitioner), Ms. Krisztina Morvai MEP, Ms. Marion Weilharter (petitioner), Mr. Kenneth Knudsen (petitioner)

Following the previous, very exacting, section of the meet-
ing, Members launched into examining petition 319/2010
(point #22 of the Agenda of the Meeting) by Mr. Ian

Lumley, on behalf of the National Trust for Ireland, on alleged
breaches of European legislation in connection with the initiation
of the Irish National Motorway Program. The petition had
minimal discussion and was kept open based on the consideration
that the Republic of Ireland, according to the European Com-
mission (EC) “seems to present deficiencies in the transposition
of EU law ... as regards access to justice in the environmental
field”. However, PETI Journal humbly muses, this case is indica-
tive of the high democratic value that petitions have on the life of
the European Union as such. By taking a looser look to the, shall we
dare saying this, innavigable maze of back-and-forth swiveling on

the institutions web-sites and transparency register, one can clearly
detects a pattern justifying the lovely nickname that the colleagues
at the executive Commission worked out for our Davidesque (ed: as
in David and Goliath) Committee: Directive Detectives. As infirnge-
ment procedures remain a very confidential matter, observers can
only work out some reverse engineering magic and it would seem
that in this case, as in many other indeed, petitions received were a
basic ingredient, if not the only one, to the bad medicine that invari-
ably is an infringement proceeding. How do PETI Members cope
with that? Well, nobody is happy when issues take the high road but
they are confident that they are acting in the best interest of the gen-
eral greater European project’s interest. In so doing, it is PETI’s bot-
tom line, they guarantee a democratic debate that aimed at including,
enfranchising and engaging the public. The case raised by this peti-

Point #13 of
the Agenda
of the

Meeting was con-
cerned with the
case filed with pe-
tition 943/2012,
brought forward
by Mr. Jelena
Antonova, a Lat-
vian national. In

this case the focus is on the Netherlands, whose administration,
allegedly, removed the petitioner’s parental authority over her
two underage children, placing them in a relief centre on the
ground of the language spoken, or lack thereof, by their mother.
A representative of the petitioner made his case vehemently and

clearly, were the allegation to be proved, woudl exemplify a clear
breach of EU’s founding principles. The representative also
added that the children were forbidden to communicate between
themselves in Russian (their mother-tongue) at the relief center
somehow making the whole case even more absurd. The Euro-
pean Commission (EC) representative failed to be confidently
convincing and wore on her sleeve that half-hearted commitment
which raises its ugly head every now and then. Members were
clearly appalled by it and invoked, during their floor-time, a more
pro-European European Commission’s approach. One that
though guarding closely the Treaties would go out of its way to
show the human side and the real value of the greater European
project, in the interest of the citizens and of the Institutions them-
selves. The petition was then kept open while it was decided that
the Committee shall write to the Dutch authorities, while at the
same time expecting further info by the EC.

l to r: Mr. Ruud Skala and Mr. Ilja Antonovs (petitioners)

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
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When
t h e
oc -

casion arised,
the truly yours
Committee on
P e t i t i o n s
rolled up its
sleeves and
got involved.
The case in
point being
something that
could provide

citizens with a higher level of engagement and a ready, willing
and able audience -- consisting of a European Commission’s
Vice-President, three Parliamentary Committee’s Chairpersons,
a number of thought-provoking and very engaged MEPs and cit-
izens and representatives of the civil society -- that was not only
very interested in the proceedings but, to a certain extent, pro-
vided the very fabric that made the discussion move forward
throughout the day.

The hearing, focusing on citizens' rights, took place in the
European Parliament on 19 February 2013 and it was
jointly organized by PETI with the European Commission

and the LIBE (ed: the parliamentary Committee responsible for
“civil liberties, justice and home affairs”) and JURI (ed: the par-
liamentary Committee responsible for “legal affairs”) Parliamen-
tary Committees. The event provided the opportunity -- to more
than 200 participants -- to reflect on the achievements and future
challenges related to the concept, rather liquid in some instances,
of European citizenship. Members of the European Parliament,
experts, civil society, and representatives of European political
parties, as PJ was saying before, joined the debate with lots of
interesting things to say, ideas to launch and cases to corroborate
them with. The proceedings were opened by the Chairman of the
LIBE Committee, Mr. Juan Fernando López Aguilar MEP, to-
gether with the first Vice-Chairman of the JURI Committee, Ms.
Evelyn Regner MEP and the Director-General for Justice in
the European Commission, Ms. Françoise Le Bail. The speakers
often referenced the concept of European citizenship, as enshrined
in the treaties and as further enhanced by secondary legislation
and case law. All of them were also ready and quick to recall the
various means of recourse available to citizens, as well as the
measures identified both in the Citizenship Report 2010 and in
the EU Citizenship Report 2013 - due to be published on 9 May
2013. All the interested parties, institutional or otherwise, con-
findently hoping that the hearing would be a valuable source of
inspiration in this respect, were not let down and, in fact, may
have even discovered, or simply reinforced, their knowledge of
the full-gamut of tools available.

The first panel, moderated by Philippe Boulland MEP, cen-
tered on the remaining obstacles encountered by EU citi-
zens still when they wish to exercise their rights under the

treaties. The panellists stated clearly and without hesitations that
EU citizenship rights can, and should, be expressed through var-
ious fora -- such as the EU institutions or the national judicial ap-
paratus -- and that citizens should not be shy and consider the
whole array of tools at their disposal, including the truly yours
petitions and the relatively-new European Citizen’s Initiative
(ECI). Same-sex couples hindrances, incorrect application of the
Free Movement Directive, minorities' rights, portability of social
security benefits, labour mobility and repatriation of mortal re-
mains of family members (the appeal of this last issue notwith-
standing, especially for the superstitios ones) were the main topics

singled out based on the assessment of the impact on the life of
any European citizen. The debate did not mean to provide neces-
sarily THE solution as much as it wanted to foster exchanges and
points-of-view, eventually conducive of improvements to the ex-
isting state-of-play. 

Part of the debates, PETI being what it is PETI Journal shall
note, was driven by the poignant cases illustrated by the peti-
tioners themselves, effectively providing a much-needed plat-

form to the European citizens. One that would not enable citizens to
speak, after all that can be done somewhere else too, but one that
warrants the attention of the EU Institutions. The first petitioner
taking the floor was Mr. Kamaljit Bharath with his extensive,
and rather emotional, account of the difficulties encountered try-

Highlights from the PUBLIC HEARING on EU CITIZENSHIP

l to r: a picture of the hearing’s poster, a snapshot of the crowded room, Mr. Philippe Boulland MEP, Ms. Anna Maria Corazza-Bildt MEP

Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP -- Chairperson of PETI

l to r: Ms. Antigoni Papadopoulou MEP, Mr. Antonio López Istúriz (SG of EPP), Mr. Yannec Polet (Deputy SG of S&D), Ms. Alison Mc Donnell (Common Market Law Review)
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ing to obtain a Schengen visa in London for his third-country na-
tional spouse. The story was important in so many ways in that it
clearly highlighted a problem, with its underlying dynamics and
contradictions, but also showed that tending to EU Citizens needs,
and in accordance with the loftly principles that the EU decided
to adopt in the Charter of Fundamental Rights, cannot simply
mean that other nationals should be quickly dismissed and/or
treated as second-class individuals. In fact, precisely for that rea-
son more attention should be placed in dealing with those cases
especially in the light of blatant contravention of the provisions
of the Free Movement Directive, oftentimes at the heart of the
problems in the first place. During the open debate, a very lively
audience, which thankfully showed no sign of weariness, kept the
energy up, enabling that oh so elusive level of emotional partici-
pation. Members of the civil society and regular laymen, touched
upon minority rights, lack of awareness about EU-level rights,
the importance of the petitioning tools, out-of-court settlement
mechanisms and other cumbersome administrative procedures
sending out a clear message to those with ears to hear it. Various
suggestions were also put on the table, such as reinforcing the
sense of belonging to the EU, relying on better regulation or set-
ting up an executive agency for the rights of EU citizens living
abroad, but now the Institutional partners will take the time to go
through the findings and suggestions and the fruits bore by this
kind of exercise will show further on down the road. 

After a light lunch which never fails to prove instrumental
in refreshing the spirits and offering the kind of human,
informal exchanges, at the basis of any Parliament, the

afternoon session resumed with the opening remarks offered by
Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP, Chairperson of the PETI Commit-
tee. Ms. Mazzoni MEP emphasized the role of the means of re-
dress available to citizens and referred to some concrete examples
of petitions received by the committee, including a swift overview
of  the most recurrent obstacles cited by petitioners in the context
of their rights as EU citizens. Her account also offered a very nice
introduction to Mr. Gémesi György -- Committee of the Regions
Rapporteur on EU Citizenship and EU voting rights -- by en-
dorsing his views about the importance of promoting political par-
ticipation at local and regional levels.

The second panel looked into means of fostering political
participation of EU citizens and was moderated by Ms.
Antigoni Papadopoulou, Rapporteur for the European

Year of Citizens 2013. The second petitioner took the floor and
quickly pointed the debate in the direction of the vagueness and
inconsistency of some policies. Ms. Jacqueline Cotterill, the
name of the English national currently living in Spain, explained
that she lost her voting rights in the United Kingdom after having
resided for more than 15 years in Spain with her family and that
her four daughters had no voting rights in either country. Quite

the conundrum, one could argue, especially considering how the
EU fosters democratic participation thorughout its Member-
States. Ms. Cotterill forcefully pleaded about granting EU citi-
zens voting rights in national elections in their country of
residence, a theme, this one, that is also central to the "Let me
vote" initiative/movement and which garnered outspoken support
by Ms. Mazzoni MEP in her introductory remarks. Unsupris-
ingly, there seemed to be a very deep, common, agreement
amongst the panelists about the importance of the citizens' right
to take part in the democratic life of the European Union, hence
influencing the EU decision-making process, and about the inad-
equacy of some Member-States' practice of disenfranchising
their citizens after, more or less lenghty stints residing abroad.
One thing was clear though and it was that EU Institutions, and
the Parliament in particular, have a soft spot for inclusiveness and
promoting participation amongst EU citizens. No shadow of a
doubt was left hanging after the vigorous accounts of the speakers
and the consensus was clearly on the central role that needs to be
given to EU citizens, in their national elections and in the context
of the European elections in 2014. More needs to be done, it was
stated and the imperative of informing citizens in this respect,
more and more-often, was the clear message coming out of this
engaging panel.

The piece de resistance of the meeting came about just at
the tail end of the debate, when the special guest came in
through the door: Ms. Viviane Reding -- Vice-President

of the European Commission -- coming to provide that resolution
to conflicts and opposing positions witnessed throughout the day.
Ms. Reding with her trademark smart and witty remarks con-
cluded the hearing in the best possible way, that is by reviewing
the progress that had been made since the 2010 Report on EU
citizenship while taking on board many of the points raised
throughout the day -- a feat that entails giving kudos to her staff
--, unveiling a brand-new, and refreshingly good for PETI, Eu-
roBarometer survey on the sentiments and satisfaction of the gen-
eral public and presenting a few initiatives that could, and are
very likely to, be included in the forthcoming Citizenship Report.

On this concluding remarks PETI Journal would like to
heartily thank all of the actors involved in the organization
of a such a complex event. Everybody worked in perfect

harmony to guarantee the wholesomeness of the outcome and the
ensuing report will most certainly take stock of the rupturing discus-
sions which enlivened the floor, is so doing taking effectively the
EU Institutions and its servants one step closer to the heart of the
matter, to the heart of what matters.

l to r: Mr. Paul Nemitz (Director at DGJustice), Mr. Tony McQuinn (Chief Executive at the Irish Citizens’ Information Board), Ms. Jacqueline Cotterill and Mr. Kamalijt Bharath
(petitioners), Mr. Tony Venables (Director at ECAS), Ms. Adina-Ioana Vălean MEP.

Highlights from the PUBLIC HEARING on EU CITIZENSHIP
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Highlights from the February Meeting

Last, but not least, the floor was given to the petitioners sign-
ing the case 0492/2010. The Committee, but also PETI Jour-
nal already had the chance to report and elaborate on this

case in one of our early issues, however, true to the old Latin saying
“repetita iuvant” PJ will gladly go through the motions once again.
The case is originally articulated over the petitioner’s worries, and-

d o w n -
r i g h t
c o m -
p l a i n t s ,
about the
access to
informa-
tion, or
l a c k
thereof ,
en joyed
by citi-
zens try-
ing to
challenge

governments’ decisions (at any level). The mission of PETI, it’s
good to remind it here, is not to find perpetrators, victims or scape-
goats, the Committee is not a court and it always goes into the crunch
hoping that a moral suasion, common-sense, role could be played
between citizens and governments, which sometimes seem to be deaf
to each other’s necessities/priorities/worries. With that in mind the
case was discussed, supported and sought out and while the formal
complaint of transparency and access to information was slowly re-
solved, it was clear that the heart of the matter was more complex
than that, namely including, dare we say it again, the (in)famous En-
vironmental Impact Assessment (EIA), the Natura2000 network and
an exploitation that, it is suggested, could be not entirely respondent
to EU law. The European Commission restated that no EU law
breach could be identified, on the basis of what is in the dossier, but
one doesn’t need a rocket scientist to infer that with a bit more prob-
ing every party involved would feel more satisfied. The Committee
deciding to give the benefit of the doubt to the petitioners decided
to keep the petition open as more documentation, and more precise
fndings, were promised on the floor. On the basis of the new mate-
rial, an extra effort would be then required of the European Com-
mission, hoping to finally seal the dossier satisfactorily.

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

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

l to r: Mr. Juan Luis Javier Mari (petitioner), Mr. Michael Cashman MEP, Mr. Victor Boştinaru MEP, Mr. Carlos Iturgaíz Angulo MEP, Ms. Angelika Werthmann MEP

Ms. Maria Francisca Conde Montesinos (petitioner)

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

tion clearly is no exception to the rule. The Committee in a very
solid, coherent and largely shared majority decided on keeping the
petition open -- no surprise, here, really -- but seconded its own pre-
vious, choral, appeal to the European Commission (EC) to push the
envelope of its own homework, so to enable the Committee to be

more timely and thoroughly informed. Further information, there-
fore, was requested of our colleagues at the European Parliament’s
sister-Institution and it is hoped that the next time this petition is on
the floor, that would be the case.

http://bit.ly/Q6x4RG
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/926/926742/926742en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130220_0900.htm
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