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During the AFCO ordinary meeting in Brussels on Monday 27 May 2013, four 
experts were invited for a two hours hearing on the topic of 'Ways to develop the 
European Parliament's right of self-organization'. The hearing was composed by a 10 
minute speech from each expert, followed by a 30 minute time of questions and 
comments by the MEPs and concluded by short replies from the experts.

Experts:
 Olivier COSTA (FR): Professor of Political Science at the IEP Bordeaux;
 Richard WHITAKER (UK): Lecturer for Politics and International Relations 

at the University of Leicester;
 Herwig HOFMANN (LUX): Professor of European Public Law at 

Luxembourg University;
 Andreas MAURER (DE): Professor of European Integration at Innsbruck 

University

SPEECH BY THE EXPERTS:

The hearing started at 16.30 on Monday, 27 May 2013, with Ms Zita Gurmai (Vice-
Chair) in the chair. The Chair welcomed the experts and underlined the importance of 
deepening the debate on Parliament's right to organise its own work, a right that finds 
its source in art. 232 TFEU. After providing a short biography of each expert, the 
Chair gave the floor to them for a 10 minute speech.

1. Prof. COSTA

2. Dr. WHITAKER

3. Prof. HOFMANN

4. Prof. MAURER

The summaries of the experts' speeches are published separately.



DEBATE

The debate following the interventions of the experts was very rich and articulated. 
After listening to the question asked by the MEPs, the experts had the chance to reply
(5 min) and to explain their views on the matters proposed.

1) INTERVENTIONS OF MEPS:

 Mr. A. FOX (co-rapporteur of the AFCO report on the issue): Mr Fox 
underlined the importance of considering the issue of the right of self-
organization of the EP even in a purely practical sense. The Protocol 6 says 
that the EP shall have 12 plenary sessions in Strasbourg and its committee 
meeting in Brussels. This means that: a large amount of money is spent every 
year on having two seats, a large quantity of carbon dioxide is produced and a 
high loss of staff's time is involved. Mr. Fox explained how the aim of the 
report is not to choose one specific city but indeed to change the EU Treaties
in the sense that the EP is able to decide where its seat would be. To this 
extent, the question he poses to the experts is: which is the most practical way 
to achieve this result? Is it e.g. amending art. 341 TFEU or is it amending 
Protocol 6?

 Mr. P. RANGEL: Mr. Rangel drew the attention to the fact that it is 
fundamental to have regard to the history of parliaments. In fact, history has 
always seen parliaments settling against the establishment of the executive in 
order to establish its own organisation. In Mr. Rangel's opinion this issue must 
be considered in a constitutional way and not only with a strictly legal 
approach. Having the executive and the legislative in the same city is not only 
a matter of efficiency but it is also a question of democracy, fundamental in 
order to exercise its powers of control. Using Locke's terminology, the 
Parliament should have the 'prerogative', not the right, to self-organise its 
work. The fact that the Council, which is always closer to a 'second chamber' 
of the legislative power, can decide where the EP seat, would never be 
accepted in any national Parliament.

 Mr. G. HÄFNER (co-rapporteur of the AFCO report on the issue): Mr Häfner 
remarked the significance of the history and of the origins of the EU and how 
its story has been built step by step in several times. This awareness is 
fundamental in order to understand the reason of a choice that has been made 
in the past and the cause of today's request. The key issue is that Parliament's 
role has been transformed, especially with the entry into force of the Lisbon 
Treaty, and not only formally but in terms of essence. Doesn't this essential 
change of the EP require a different calendar and a different organization of 
sessions? Art 341 deals with the seat but there is no procedure for the EP to 
change it. In Member States the question of the seat doesn't usually even arise 
because they are usually in the capital for historical reasons; but if ever the 
question would appear, who would be the institution in charge of choosing the 
seat? For Mr. Häfner there wouldn't be any doubts that it has to be a 
parliamentary decision and this should be applied also for the EP.



 Mr. R. GUALTIERI: Mr. Gualtieri drew the attention on the original 
principle of legitimacy of the EU that is based (according to art. 10 TUE) on a 
'double legitimacy' both from Member States and citizens represented in the 
European Parliament. This is why, in Mr. Gualtieri's opinion, the Protocol 6 
and art. 341 TFEU should be updated to this principle. The decision on the 
seat has to be made by both the sources of democratic legitimacy of the EU: 
not only the Member States but not even the EP alone, because it would be the 
same mistake. EP and Council have to co-decide in the legislature procedure. 
The question of the seat is a Constitutional issue and it is fundamental to
choose the right legal basis and strategy to act.

 Ms. C. LE GRIP: Ms. Le Grip strengthened the importance of the history and 
the origin of the EU project and the fact that it has mainly started as a project 
of reconciliation between States that were previously fighting one against the 
other. The founding idea of the EU Community was to build something new 
and totally different from what was already existing in Constitutional and 
Comparative Law. In Ms. Le Grip's opinion, this means that all the legal and 
constitutional theories usually applied for other entities cannot be simply 
applied to the EU as such. The EU construction is based on law and on the 
issue of the seat there are very clear legal texts and rulings of the Court of 
Justice. It is important that we respect this balance. The contest of the EU is 
unique and it should be treated in such a way.

 Mr. E. MCMILLAN-SCOTT (Vice-President of the EP): Mr. McMillan-
Scott pointed out how the achievement of a single seat is strongly supported 
both by MEPs and by EU citizens. To this regard, 78% of the deputies voted 
in favour of an amendment inviting the EP to revise the question of the seats 
and 74% asked for a roadmap from the Council to establish a single seat. 
Moreover, there has been a petition from nearly 2 millions of citizens. 
According to Mr. McMillan-Scott's opinion, this big majority of deputies 
would have a Constitutional function in several Member States but it doesn't 
have it in the EU. It can't be ignored and this is the moment for the EP to 
decide where and when to meet.

 Mr. A. BRONS: Mr. Brons asked the experts: when Brussels was made 
temporarily the only seat in 2008, what was the instrument that was used to 
allow it? Is such an emergency instrument allowed in the Treaty?

 Mr. A. DUFF: Mr. Duff observed that the historical perspective is surely 
important but the question of the location of the seat can not be divorced from 
other considerations. In the Constitutional settlement of the EU, the 
Commission should become the government of the EU and therefore the EP is 
called to perform a function of increasing control on it. The question of the 
seat could be also set as a development of a stronger meaning of the Principle 
of sincere collaboration between European Institutions.



2) EXPERTS' REPLIES:

The experts' replies mainly focused on the 'practical' solutions to reach the aim of 
developing the European Parliament's right of self-organization.

1. Prof. MAURER
Mr. Maurer answered that the most effective way to deal with an important 
question as the one of the seat of the EP should be within a larger program 
of reforms as a Convention, which should also renegotiate other important 
institutional issues. Moreover, in a future European Convention, it would be 
a good way to argue that there is no correspondence between art. 341 TFEU
and art 10 TEU and to underline the double legitimacy of the EU 
democracy. What we need, in Mr. Maurer's opinion, is a reform process that 
allows the EP and the EU Institutions to decide: art. 341 defines a very 
specific role for the Member States and it creates a specific kind of 
intergovernmental conference and that needs al least to be modified.

2. Prof. HOFMANN
Mr Hofmann remarked how there are several aspects that have to be taken 
into account: historical, the increased power of the EP over time and of the 
EU in general. But in any case, the Treaties provide a quite clear procedure 
for this kind of process, so what the EP has to do is a strategy that contains a 
short-term approach, working within the current constitutional constraints, 
and a medium-long term one. The long-term approach can be either to delete 
all the rules together which we had so far in Protocol 6 and art. 341 TFEU
regarding the EP - and so by default the right of self-organisation of the 
Parliament would exist - or to change a whole setting of articles which could 
go in the direction of the principle of sincere cooperation, the idea of 
representative democracy and reinforcing in this way the power of the EP. In 
the first case, in the absence of constitutional provisions, simply the absence 
of rules on this issue would give the power to decide where to establish its 
seat. In the second case, the high estimated percentage of deputies in favour 
of the single seat could play a role in the negotiations on the Treaty 
amendments.

3. Dr. WHITAKER
Mr. Whitaker expressed how the evolution of the EP is an important issue, 
because its role is completely different from the one it had when the decision 
on its seat was made and this change is not totally reflected in its Rule of 
Procedure, as in the case of the seat. He recognized that also the point on the 
double legitimacy of the EU is important, but at the same time this is a 
matter that is strictly connected to internal organisation of work and the Rule 
of Procedure of the EU Parliament. To this extent, it wouldn't be odd to 
allow the EP to take this decision on its own organization of work and since 
the question of the seat is so strictly connected to its own timetable it should 
be allowed to make its own choice as well. The main point, in Mr. 
Whitaker's opinion, is that this is a political issue and so there is no easy 
solution for finding an agreement.



4. Prof. COSTA

Mr. Costa affirmed that it is possible to argue that the EU institutional 
setting is changed and that the EP is gaining more and more power, so it 
could seem unreasonable not to give the EP the power to choose it own seat. 
However, with such a modification of the Treaties we would have a very 
strong European Parliament, even stronger than any other national 
Parliament and many politicians in the Member States wouldn't appreciate 
such a powerful EU Parliament. Moreover, the reason why the argument of 
the seats is having a very bad impact to the citizens is because it is mainly 
used by MEPs in this sense. A realistic solution for the EP is to promote a 
renegotiation of the Treaties including the question of the seat within a big 
package deal that may convince the Member States to move on that 
question, while a unilateral move from the EP, in Mr. Costa's opinion, would 
render it difficult to obtain the desired result.

CONCLUSION OF THE HEARING:

Mr. G. HÄFNER concluded the hearing, underlining how different perspectives on 
the matter had been raised and saying that they will all be balanced in their report; 
trying to find in the current legal framework the best solution for the existence and 
improvements of the EP's quality of work.
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