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CHAIRMAN’s NOTES

After 10 successful years spent as the European Ombusdman,
Prof. Nikiforos P. Diamandouros officially retired to private
life on October 1, 2013. Following his tenure, the Members

of the European Parliament voted Ms. Emily O'Reilly (at the time the
Irish Ombudsman) in office as the new European Ombudsman, until
the end of this Parliamentary legislature in 2014. In my view, it marks
an historical divide as Ms. O'Reilly is the first woman ever to assume
this important position.

During these ten years of work the European Ombudsman wit-
nessed a significant increase in the quantity, and quality, of
relations between citizens and EU institutions. A fact, one

shall add, duly confirmed by carefully analyzing the report on the Eu-
ropean Ombudsman's activities for the year 2012, approved during
the Parliament´s plenary session of September in Strasbourg. The
number of procedures opened and closed during the same year, in this
case 2012, was the highest of the last 10 years, a high note to take a
bow on. 

The document also showed a strong improvement of relations
between the office of the European Ombudsman and our own
Committee on Petitions, a result of many years of loyal coop-

eration searching for new avenues to provide EU citizens with the
best resolutions to the cases brought before us. Sixty-three (63) com-
plaints (down
from a total of
2442) were
sent from the

EU Ombudsman to PETI, whose interventions, the EU Ombudsman, considered fundamen-
tal. For instance: the role of PETI, and its very involved Members, proved particularly
poignant in the case of the "enlargement works of Vienna's airport" and from then on the
structural modification of the Environmental Impact Assesment (EIA) procedures. 

2012 was an historical year also because of the lowest levels of citizens' complaints about "a lack of transparency" in the EU institutions, an
important result which is the living result of the many actions put in place by the European Ombudsman to foster, promote and consolidate
the European Network of the Ombudsmen (of which PETI a vital actor, link and contributor), a project to which Prof. Diamandouros dedicated

a lot of time in his last term, and that just like any project who is given the time to flourish and establish itself, pays dividends in the long run. 

Thanks to this teamwork, another idea came to fruition: creating a European Observatory -- which will include the PETI Committee together
with the EU Ombudsman and the EU Forum on Disability -- on the respect of disabled people´s rights, and lack of application, in regard to
the UN Convention on disabled people.

Erminia Mazzoni

“ ... In my view, it marks an
historical divide as Ms. O'Reilly is
the first woman ever to assume this

important position”
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Those of you who watch this space regularly will know how
much effort goes in to the petitions process and how much
we care that the concerns of the people of Europe are listened

to and acted upon. The hearing organised by the Committee on Sep-
tember 24th which gave a voice to citizens who have been directly
affected by the current crisis in Europe is a case in point. Our Com-
mittee Vice/Chairman Chrysoula Paliadeli was able to communicate
their concerns directly to the whole College of EU Commissioners
when they met with all of Parliament's Committee Chairmen on Oc-
tober 2nd. It led to quite an exchange involving Commissioner
Barnier as well as President Barroso himself. [Photo from behind
Chrysoula Paliadeli (left-PETI) & Zita Gurmai (right-AFCO) con-
fronting the College of Commissioners].

The Committee's Annual Report, debated in Strasbourg and
adopted during the first October session itemises the high-
lights of a busy year which the Rapporteur, Edward McMil-

lan Scott distilled into a 36 page document, including statistical
annexes. The report is not so much about the 1986 new petitions received as about the work the Com-
mittee actually achieved with the active involvement of so many European citizens in the course of the
past year. More than two hundred petitioners attended and spoke at Committee meetings, representing
tens of thousands of their supporters. From fundamental rights to the defence and the promotion of our
natural environment petitioners made their case. (read it all by yourself at http://bit.ly/19zKhPh)

One thing the report mentions is the constant need to improve our efficiency and our practical
ability to respond to peoples' needs in a better and faster way. At the end of the year a new
web-portal will be launched enabling you all to see the summaries of each petition we receive

and follow its progress, and if you so wish, adding your support to it. For now however, the secretariat
is heavily involved in trying to absorb the backlog of petitions which have been received and which
we are struggling to respond to at a time when the overall activity of the Committee has increased so
much. For those affected by the delayed responses, we extend our sincere apologies.

David Lowe

THE PULSE

About the Committee’s Activities

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

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

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

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

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

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

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/homeCom.do?language=EN&body=PETI
http://www.ombudsman.europa.eu
http://www.ombudsman.europa.eu
http://bit.ly/19zKhPh
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Next Committee’s Meeting
The Committee on Petitions’ next meetings will take place on:

Thursday 5 December 2013, 09h00 - 12h30
room P7C050 (7th Floor) of the “Paul-Henri Spaak” (PHS) building

Monday 16 December 2013, 15h00 - 18h30 -- 
room A3G3 (3rd Floor) of the “Altiero Spinelli” (ASP) building

Highlights from the July Meeting

After the cus-
tomary in-
troduction ,

when the Chairper-
son -- Ms. Erminia
Mazzoni MEP --
made her remarks
and announcements
to the Members and
for the benefit of our
loyal webstreaming
viewers, the Com-
mittee leaped right
into the Agenda with

Point #4 of the Agenda of the Meeting, the Report on the Fact-
Finding Visit to Poland (29-31.05.2013). The consideration of the
draft working document went particularly well with the Assembly
and a substantial exchange of views enlivened the floor highlight-
ing once again the good will and disposition of the Members when
fully putting aside party- and national-agenda. Many were the of-
ferings and insights that would be worthy of a verbatim transcript,
but for that we will leave you go and check the recorded webstream
on our europarl website. We will just be limiting ourselves to sug-
gest that Mr. Victor Boştinaru MEP -- Head of the Delegation --

and Keith
Taylor MEP,
along with
others offi-
cial and ex-
o f f i c i o
MEPs, did
an excellent
job, and the
latter even
stayed on, in
a personal
capacity, two
days longer
to fully grasp a number of dynamics that had been not sufficiently
unturned in the previous days and reported most of his remarks in
a very well-done blog on the internet, kudos shall be given to all
of the Members (both ex-officio and officials) for the very respon-
sible and constructive way in which they are marshalling down this
widely shared Report. PETI Journal, by now capable of noticing
small nuances in the discussions, humbly thinks that the report of
this FFV will, indeed, be successful and enabling the Committee
to try and provide our petitioners with some sort of strategic tack-
ling of the issues at the heart of their cases.

Points # 5 and 6, of the
Agenda of the Meet-
ing, were taken to-

gether as they both addressed
the problem of the special
waste management, or lack
thereof, throughout Italy. In
particular, the cases at hand
focused on the areas between
the two cities of Naples and
Caserta which, according to
the petitioners and to many
tesimonies, is one of the

largest, illegal, Italian special-waste graveyard. While neither the
Members, nor the petitioners, or PETI Journal for that matters, in-
tend to delve into the historical and sociological details underpinning
the problems denounced, the cry for help and the human plea of Fa-
ther Maurizio Patriciello -- pastor of a particularly hit community in
Caivano’s Parco Verde -- and Medical Doctor Antonio Marfella, a
well-known epidemiologist, asked of the European Parliament to be,
first and foremost, aware of the problem and its consequences in
terms of public health’s impact and squandering of human lives, and
secondly to try and get behind a comprehensive action of control and
moral suasion, necessary to keep local, regional and national author-
ities in check and focused on the resolution of this dramatic issue.
And the plea, PETI Journal feels, has not fallen on deaf ears as the

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Taylor, Mr. Walęsa
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Sandu

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/942/942049/942049en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/942/942049/942049en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/942/942049/942049en.pdf
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Highlights July ... continued
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Members took the floor and showed that the European Parliament,
i.e. the European Union, feels deeply concerned about what it heard
and will put in place, regardless of party- and national-politics, all

that it will be necessary to put relevant actors on the ground under
pressure. The Committee, PJ is able to add, has already contacted
the authorities to obtain their reaction.

Point # 7 of the Agenda of the Meeting continued to investi-
gate the issue of environmental concerns, sometimes down-
right denied by the interestes parties, be them public

institutions or private polluters. This time the Committee Members
found themselves in the deep north of Italy, in the Friuli region to
be more precise, where the petitioner -- Mr. Fabiano Filippin -- told
the Assembly that dioxin is present in very high, and potentially haz-
ardous, levels, particularly in the vicinity of the Maniago Industrial
Area. Analyses carried out on a free-range chicken raised in the area,
showed levels of dioxine much higher than those expressed in Reg-
ulation EC 1881/2006 and citizen feel that the neglected state of that
particular territory, which would most likely need a rigorous calendar

of depolluting activities, could be best warranted if the EU would
step in, for example in the form of the Petitions Committee raising
questions and probing situations. As clear as the petitioners were,
Ms. Mazzoni -- Chair of the Committee -- and Mr. Zanoni MEPs
must have felt the case very pressing as they immediately seized the
moment and illustrated a clear path of action which resulted very
successful with the other Members and with the European Commis-
sion’s representative. It was decided therefore to keep the petition
open and to send a letter to the Italian authorities seeking clarifica-
tions, while also expecting a more careful and rigorous examination
by the EC.

Last point of the morning, before taking a short break, deal
with the heartfelt plea by Mr. Jean Pirotte, a Belgian na-
tional, whom on behalf of FISP-IFOD (Fédération inter

catégorielle des services
publics) enunciated the case
vehemently and clearly. The
petitioners, in a nutshell,
speak out about certaing cat-
egories of public workers (a
specific case was made
about auxiliary firemen)
whom though restrained in
their freedom to move, while
on call for example, fails to
see this economically ac-

knowledged. Mr. Pirotte went on to explain how FISP-IFOD per-
ceives this as a vuluns to EC Directive 2003/88 particularly as it
pertains to certain aspects of the organization of working time. The
EC representative implying that no wrongdoing seems to be ac-
knowledged, was willing to take a second look at the case, espe-
cially after the heartfelt allocution of Mr. Boştinaru and Ms.
Mazzoni MEPs. The Committee decided therefore to keep the pe-
tition open while awaiting for a more detailed and punctual reply
from the EC’s services, trying to shed a light and to frame the prob-
lem in a way that allows the decision-making progress to move to
the next step.

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

In a nutshell

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

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

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130708_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130708_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130320_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/942/942049/942049en.pdf
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Highlights July ... continued

The fol-
lowing
point ,

p e t i t i o n
938/2012 by
Matilde Font
Ten, saw the
p e t i t i o n e r
speak on be-
half of Coor-
d i n a d o r a
Antitrasvasa-
mentos and
“armed” of a

very well done Powerpoint presentation, the petitioner illustrated
to the Committee all the ways in which a proposed “Draft Hydro-
logical Plan” for the Ebro river would infringe a number of sub-
stantial environmental directives, all the while leaving in its wake
enormous environmental disasters. The ensuing debate was not

only interesting but very stimulating and proactive. Members of all
parties participated. The EC representative in its rather formally
correct, but emphatically flat, made his remarks that Members
know by heart by now but that did not prevent them to keep the
fire up, so to speak, inviting the European Commission to investi-
gate the plan and allegations brought up by the petitioners. Mr.
Meyer, briefly in the Chair during this debate, even went as far as
suggesting to formally
annotate that he himself
proposes that a Fact-
Finding Visit be consid-
ered by the
Coordinators. A bold
move, but one for the
next legislature, and
one that signals the se-
rious way in which the
Committee deals with
environmental threats anywhere.

Point # 12 deals with the sensitive issue of the Fact-Finding
Visit to Galicia which, in February 2013, investigated several
allegations of water pollution and other issues. A certain de-

gree of fatigue and frustration is understandable and a rather plentiful
political debate between all parties, while sterile at times, proved

that in a Parliament, whether observers like it or not, the art of de-
bating, arguing and reconciling position is the only one that truly
pays in the long run. PETI did not miss this opportunity and stitchy
and tense as it may well have been, the Chair, the Members and the
Groups found a way out which shall see its fruits later in the year.

Point # 11 by Miguel Angel Sanchez Perez, on behalf of
Plataforma en Defensa de los rios Tajo y Alberche, as a cerful
reader may imagine, deal pretty much with the same kind of

threat to the environment. However, in this case the management
plan under the microscope is not a future one but the current one and
the danger is therefore clear and present. Petition did not fail to move
spirits with a good exposition of the petition and the ensuing ani-

mated debate only made it clear that Members wanted the petition
to be kept open and the European Commission to be a bit more re-
sponsible when it come to fact-check our petitioners’ requests. We
all know that a petition is often, more than our Members would like
it to be, a waiting game but sometimes in the presence of worthy is-
sues and serious allegations our role, and our citizens, want us to act
a bit more swiftly and maturely.

The afternoon session opened up with a lively Coordinators’
meeting (in camera, as usual) which, in time, would give
way to the discussion of several more point of interest. First

off was a “voting session” which, as per point #11 of the Agenda
of the Meeting, witnessed the unanimous adoption of the
Salavrakos Report on the 2012 Activities of the European Ombuds-

man. PETI Journal, without having to resort to a divening rod, had
duly noted that the prep work and the previous discussions were all
conducive to suh a successful and inclusive result. As usual PJ
salutes the result and congratulates the Rapporteur for another po-
litical job very well done.

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Martínez Martínez, Mr. Meyer, Mr. Romeva i Rueda
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Tarrida-Soler download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Boulland, Ms. Werthmann, Mr. Boştinaru, Ms. Ždanoka, Ms. Auken,
Mr. Martínez Martínez, Mr. Meyer, Ms. Miranda, Mr. Jahr, Mr. Sánchez Presedo, Mr. Millán Mon
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Romeva i Rueda, Mr. Tremosa i Balcells, Mr. Obiols, Mr. Iturgaíz An-
gulo, Ms. Herranz Garcia, Mr. Martínez Martínez, Mr. Meyer, Ms. Auken, Ms. Miranda, Mr. Zanoni
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Iturgaíz, Ms. Bélier, Ms. Vălean, Mr. Boştinaru, Ms. Ždanoka
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe download the relevant files

In a nutshell

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130320_0900.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130708_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130708_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130320_0900.htm
http://www.flickr.com/photos/peti_eu/
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Highlights from the September Meeting

Never let it be said that the Petitions Committee strays a
month too many, away from its natural mission to connect
with citizens. Taking on board the summer recess recharg-

ing, Members in attendance for the September Committee Meeting
were keen to get back to work and to tackle Europeans’ most press-
ing concerns. The President -- Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP -- re-
sumed works with a punctual update on the Agenda of the Meeting
and on its most pivotal moments. It was in this general good dispo-
sition that points 5; 6; 7 and 8 -- bundled together based on the issue
discussed -- took the floor and raised the moral problem of animals
and their well-being in the face of their stressful transportation con-
ditions, ill-treatment of stray ones, improper moral conduct and a
more general problem conducing to a new EU animal protection
statute and collective conscience.While the petitions stemmed from
different countries and different angles one can certainly trace back
their combined discussion to a trans-European spirit that ran like a
beacon through the discussion. Members had strong views about it
all, and especially on the rather strong subject of zooerasty and the
lack of uniform legislation against it through the EU. Many reactions
and active engagement was shown on all of our social-media out-
posts and it is clear that citizens are telling the Members of the Eu-
ropean Parliament that they care about this and would like to see it

dealt with. Interestingly enough while the European Commission’s
representative, though struck by the topics, shielded themselves be-
hind Art. 5 of the Treaty, many Members mentioned Art. 3 to pro-
mote a more decisive intervention of the EU. PJ witnessed this script
on other occasions and therefore it saw clearly coming the objections
of Members such as Ms. Mazzoni MEP, Ms. Muscardini MEP, Ms.
Striffler MEP, Ms. Auken MEP and several others. Yes, it is true that
the Commission is the Guardian of the Treaty and yes, of course, in
that sense needs to stay fairly on the conservative side of interpreta-
tion but, and the noble Fathers of the EU would most certainly side
with the PETI Members on this, the European Commission needs to
demand and exert a little more latitude when it comes to certain is-
sues that involve a large majority of the European citizens. It needs
to do it not because PETI wants it to do it or because it should sys-
tematically overflow into national competencies but because taking
responsibility and actions seems to be the only way forward for this
lack of confidence in the EU that European citizens seem to go
through these days. The Committee, on the basis of the discussion,
decided thus to keep the petition open and submitting an Oral Ques-
tion to the Plenary, while awaiting further information by the Euro-
pean Commission about the interpretation of Art. 13 TFEU.

The July meeting ended with the secretariat’s proposals to close a number of petitions in the light of the European Commis-
sion’s written reply and/or other documents received.

Point # 15 concerned the Report of March’s Fact-Finding
Visit to Madrid related to the “Ley de Costas”. The work
is good and seems to strike a deep chord with Members,

observers and other interested parties. A very balanced document

which after the amendments will be up for adoption in the Sep-
tember meeting. Good participation from all parties makes PJ
think that this will eventually be another winner.

Fact-Finding Visits’ galore continues with Point # 16 and its
Report on the Visit to Copenhagen dealing with several al-
legations of child abduction. Members strongly com-

plained about the lack of participation of the Danish authorities
and their attitude towards the petition-based issues at the heart of

the visit. As this was but a preliminary Report, short of listen-
ing/watching the webstream there is nothing else but a written
Report will be submitted at the next Meeting of the Committee
and the exchanges will become more purposeful and targetted.

Of the last two items on the July Agenda of the Meeting
(points # 17 and 18), the former was instrumental in an-
other one of those unmissable moments when the polit-

ical debate wisely cajoled by Mr. Chichester MEP’s understated
ways on the question of the European Parliament’s seat, gives
way to a brief series of finelly chiseled exchanges that would per-

suade an observer to be at Wimbledon and not at the European
Parliament. The latter was, on the other hand, postponed to the
next meeting when both of them, both the Chichester Report on
the “location of the seats of the European Union’s Institutions”
and the McMillan-Scott’s on the 2012 Activities of the Commit-
tee on Petitions will be up for adoption.

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

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Boulland, Mr. Häfner, Ms. Auken, Mr. Walęsa
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Schonard download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Werthmann, Mr. Jahr, Ms. Auken, Mr. Martínez Martínez
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Tarrida-Soler download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Muscardini, Ms. Auken, Ms. Striffler, Mr. Iturgaiz Angulo
Responsible Administrators: Mr. Mussa; Mr. Heezen (971/12); Ms. Schonard (1254/12)
download the relevant files

In a nutshell

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130916_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130708_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130708_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130708_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/942/942049/942049en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/1002/1002365/1002365en.pdf
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Highlights from the September Meeting

The fol-
lowing
morn-

ing the Com-
m i t t e e
Members re-
convened in
the meeting
room to deal
with an
Agenda that
had no weak
spots but even
in such a

high-level context, there is no denying that the magnum opus would
be the one following the voting session: the case of the petitions,
both in favor and against, on the proposed construction of an airport
in Notre Dame des Landes in France. Let’s not get carried away
though and face first things first. The voting session, after the Chair-

person’s customary announcements concerning the previous
evening’s Coordinators decisions, started out with the Opinion on
the “location of the seats of the European Union’s Institutions” also
known with the rather catchy name of “One Seat” campaign as it
makes the case for the consolidation of the activities of the European
Parliament in one single location. The voting was long and required
a few retakes through the electronic voting system to properly assess
hair-thin majorities on a number of critical points but the adoption
was largely successful and showed how even controversial works
with widely differing
positions can, and ar-
guably should, try to be
recomposed in order to
move forward one step
at the time, if not in one
giant leap.

Point # 9 gave the floor to a British petitioner -- Ms. Jane
Green -- whom introduced her view about the British Gov-
ernment infringing repeatedly the Aarhus Convention  on

transparency and access to documents. In particular, Ms. Green,
representing the original petitioner in this Public Meeting, made
the topical point more tangible when she exposed her views, and
that of the petitioner, about waste infrastructures for incineration
in England. She states that the complex, expensive, time-con-
suming obstacles put up by the local administrations give a clear
competitive advantage to corporations, enabling them to tilt the
playing-field discouraging any form of effective participation in

key decisions. Needless to say that Members were not happy to
hear the boilerplated answers of the European Commission’s rep-
resentative. It is clear at this point that the communications from
Member-States to the European Commission, would be equally
tilted, according to the petitioners, and would not properly reflect
the role of the citizens in issue-specific’s public consultations.
Some Committee MEPs delivered, therefore, a number of rousing
accounts which set the course of the Petition to remain open
while requesting more, and better information, to the European
Commission especially in the light of upcoming Court of Justice
of the European Union decision on Case C-530/11.

Fact-Finding Visits’ return on the floor for this month too
and the Report of the delegation to Denmark ends the first
half of this action-packed meeting. The debate on the

rights of the child was lively and though counterpointed by an
understandable will to avoid scapegoating (on a political level)
or any direct involvement in a case that due to Denmark’s opt-
outs is not entirely in the sphere of EU competencies (PJ will let
you guess which camp this one came from), the Members of the del-
egations made it clear that the visit exposed them to very emotional
cases and that in many instances issues seem to be stemming from a
2007 Danish law called “Parental Responsability Act”. The law in
itself, Members were quick to add, was well-intentioned but the
practibility became a real nightmare. That, plus the opt-out of
Denmark in terms of “judicial cooperation in civil matters” (Pro-

tocol XXII) and a stubborn will to ignore the issues, the petitions,
the petitioners and, ultimately, the delegation itself, as denounced
by the Head of Delegation Ms. Angelika Werthmann MEP, made
things worse as the Members of PETI, always keen to find cre-
ative avenues around the most burning issues, found no leeway
to strike a compromise of sorts or giving a break to some of the
most urgent cases. Hence, the Members considered the draft
working document and decided that the approval be foreseen for
the October’s Committee Meeting, to which Danish authorities
would once again be invited to participate. Point 11, last one on
the Agenda of the Meeting for today, was postponed by the Mem-
bers in attendance to enable a more meaningful debate on a fol-
lowing Agenda.

Right after that the Committee went on to vote on, well, quite
simply one of the most important yearly appointments, or
the Annual Report of its own activities. Both an intellectual

and very practical exercise which acts as the conscience of PETI’s
collective effort. Last year it marked the first time that the Report
got to be released in a user-friendly format (both paper version and
electronic version). It was an achievement and a success as through
its 20.000-copy, pan-European circulation, helped EU citizens far
and wide to take stock of this fundamental right. This year’s model
is going to be no different as it aims at having the same wider impact

while providing useful and relevant information about the petitions’
process, the political Coordinators, the diverse and multimedial out-
reach channels and its deploying strategy. The Report was curated
by Mr. Edward McMillan-Scott and his personal ceaseless work at
making this an agile but informative compendium of PETI’s activ-
ities was highly appreciated by all political forces. In fact the adop-
tion was a breeze and, though rather complex in its amending
process, the Report was approved unanimously, minus one absten-
tion. We take this occasion to congratulate both of our English Rap-
porteurs.

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Chichester
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Schonard download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Werthmann, Mr. Jahr, Ms. Auken, Mr. Iturgaiz Angulo
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Heezen download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Irazalbeitia Fernández, Mr. Cashman, Ms. Auken, Mr. Boştinaru,
Mr. Nattrass Responsible Administrator: Ms. Tarrida-Soler download the relevant files

In a nutshell

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130916_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130708_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130916_1500.htm
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Meet the M.E.P.s (versione espanola)

Como Diario de
Peticiones, se
hacen las ron-

das de sus principales
actores políticos, no
podía pasar por alto la
majestuosa figura, tanto
en términos físicos
como políticos, del Sr.
Willy Meyer Pleite,
MEP (GUE/NGL - ES).
El Sr. Meyer MEP, tam-
bién es un miembro im-
p o r t a n t e
(vice-presidente) de la
propia Comisión de
PETI, es un hombre de
acción política y no le
gusta detenerse demasi-
ado tiempo en debates
políticos. Él ha
mostrado una y otra vez
su firme apoyo a los
ciudadanos, siempre les
concede el beneficio de
la duda, empujando de-

bates y posiciones en su propio interés. El Diario de PETI (PJ) podría
mencionar muchos casos pero no va a ahondar en ninguno específico,
para que no olvidemos mencionar ningún caso significativo. Willy Meyer,
de hecho, se remanga para escuchar y tomar posiciones e ideas razon-
ables, sin atender al ámbito político del que procedan, siempre se ha man-
tenido siempre dispuesto a un buen debate y síntesis políticas fructíferas.
Cuando el Diario de Peticiones (PETI Journal) se encontró con él, estaba
casi en su cumpleaños y en un pequeño receso de sus actividades políticas
para recargar sus "baterías", por así decirlo. Esto es lo que hablamos.

PJ: Qué piensa usted del derecho de petición ante el Parlamento Eu-
ropeo, como principio general incluido en los Tratados?, ¿cree usted que
su potencial se utiliza plenamente o ve las cosas de otra manera? El De-
fensor del Pueblo Europeo recién nombrado - Sra. Emily O'Reilly - anun-
ció tres palabras clave para su mandato "impacto, efectividad y
visibilidad". ¿Piensa que PETI puede, de hecho, necesitar subrayar estas
mismas tres cualidades?
Meyer MEP: El derecho de petición es uno de los instrumentos más im-
portantes que los ciudadanos europeos tienen con el fin de garantizar el
cumplimiento de la legislación europea. Pero, de hecho, creo que debe
haber muchas más herramientas para crear nuevos canales, con el obje-
tivo de abrir a la Unión Europea y las políticas europeas a los ciudadanos
europeas. La democracia participativa es la forma más eficaz de resolver
los problemas, ya que es la manera de reunir a los actores involucrados
para que tomen las decisiones que les afectan. Hay múltiples ejemplos
de violaciones de la legislación europea por parte de varios estados miem-
bros, y en muchos casos se han detectados y solucionado gracias al dere-
cho de petición de los ciudadanos europeos. El mecanismo de la petición
es un instrumento muy útil para los ciudadanos, siendo los individuos o
grupos de personas (asociaciones, movimientos sociales, etc.). Muchos
ciudadanos tienen grandes expectativas en las posibilidades de éste
mecanismo político porque se sienten solos en contra de la administración
de muchos estados miembros. Sin embargo, esto no significa que el in-
strumento de la petición sea el más eficaz. Muchas peticiones han sido
cerradas sin ningún cambio en el problema inicial. En cualquier caso el
mecanismo de la petición aporta visibilidad al conflicto abierto. A modo
de ejemplo, hemos estado apoyando muchas peticiones diferentes con re-
specto al sistema bancario, el derecho a la vivienda, la defensa de las
cuencas de los ríos, la introducción de los OGM y sus consecuencias, los
problemas ambientales, etc. La Comisión de Peticiones ha dado visibili-
dad a todos estos conflictos ayudando a los peticionarios a llevar sus de-
mandas a la arena política. Estoy de acuerdo con O´Reilly en la necesidad
de hacer hincapié en el impacto y la eficacia, pero creo que la visibilidad
de este Comité ha alcanzado un nivel importante y dependerá del cre-

ciente interés de la opinión pública de los estados miembros. Los ciu-
dadanos europeos están dando más importancia al Parlamento Europeo
en general y al Comité de Peticiones en Particular. Pero en mi opinión
todavía hay mucho por hacer con el fin de incrementar el impacto de
PETI en los estados miembros.

PJ: Vamos a pasar a la herramienta usada por el Comité de Peticiones
para recoger pruebas de primera mano de la situación "en el terreno":
Las misiones de investigación. A la luz de las nuevas reglas y a través de
su experiencia personal ¿Le gustaría ver las misiones de investigación
llevadas a cabo de otra forma de como se hace hoy, si es así, porque?
Meyer MEP: Las misiones de investigación son una herramienta muy
importante para hacer visible un tema específico a los distintos respons-
ables políticos y la opinión pública a nivel europeo. Es un instrumento
muy importante para tener conocimiento de primera mano de los proble-
mas de los ciudadanos. La Comisión de Peticiones ha organizado varias
visitas con respecto a problemas que traen muchas peticiones, por ejem-
plo, la visita a Galicia por los problemas ambientales de las "rías", la
visita a Italia en el tema de gestión de residuos, o la visita a Huelva y la
contaminación, etc. Todas ellas fueron misiones exploratorias organizadas
antes el gran número de peticiones relacionadas con estos problemas.
Estas visitas han ayudado a desarrollar unos acuerdos adecuadamente in-
formados en el Comité. Las misiones de investigación deberían ser ex-
clusivamente una herramienta de investigación para mostrar la
problemática in situ al público y tratar de aportar luz a un problema es-
pecífico, y esto es lo que yo propondría para mejorar en el futuro. Algunas
misiones han incorporado la lucha política en el informe final de la
misma, en lugar de usarla como una herramienta para informar y tener
un debate preciso después. Las misiones deben aportar información para
mejorar el conocimiento del problema y preparar el debate político no
para traer confusión al mismo.

PJ: En base a su amplia experiencia ¿Tiene algún consejo para los es-
tados miembros a la hora de aplicar correctamente la legislación de la
UE?
Meyer MEP: Creo que los estados miembros están muy bien informados
cuando aplican la legislación de la UE, sin embargo muchos de ellos no
tienen ninguna voluntad política de cumplir con la legislación europea.
Algunos estados miembros tratan de hacer algo tan pronto como sea posi-
ble con el fin de saltarse la ley y luego lidiar con las consecuencias. Así
es como se saltan las leyes ambientales con el fin de desarrollar proyectos.
De todos modos, la Comisión de Peticiones, ha estado desarrollando una
herramienta más fuerte de los ciudadanos europeos para denunciar las
violaciones de ley europea. Creo que si los estados miembros quieren
una mejor aplicación de la legislación de la UE, ellos necesitan escucha
a sus pueblos. Hay fuertes movimientos a lo largo de todo el continente
en defensa de los ciudadanos y los derechos ambientales que traen sus
problemas al Comité de Peticiones porque sus propios estados no les es-
cuchan. Solo es cuestión de voluntad política a nivel de estado miembro
el cumplir con la legislación europea.

PJ: Una última cuestión, ¿Le resulta difícil ser miembro del Parlamento
Europeo en un momento marcado por una fuerte reacción al proyecto
europeo, tanto en España como en otros lugares? ¿Contempla nuevas
herramientas para comunicarse de manera más efectiva todo lo que Eu-
ropa, y el Parlamento Europeo implementa en interés de los ciudadanos
europeos?
Meyer MEP: Creo que un enfoque crítico a la UE es una respuesta com-
prensible a los continuos ataques a las condiciones de vida de los ciu-
dadanos europeos. El problema real es la mayoría de derechas en los
estados miembros y en las instituciones europeas que han desarrollado
el proyecto europeo para los intereses financieros, no para sus pueblos.
La Unión Europea como la conocemos hoy es un callejón sin salida. La
única forma de hacerla sobrevivir es cambiar la orientación neoliberal
del proceso de integración europeo. Los ciudadanos deben ser el interés
central de cualquier decisión europea. Necesitamos una Unión Europea
diferente, queremos y necesitamos una UE social.

Sr. Willy Meyer MEP

http://www.rogerhelmermep.co.uk/
http://www.rogerhelmermep.co.uk/
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Meet the M.E.P.s

As PETI Journal
makes the
rounds of its

main political actors, it
could not overlook the
stately figure, both in
physical and political
terms, of Mr. Willy
Meyer Pleite MEP
(GUE/NGL - ES). Mr.
Meyer MEP, also an es-
teemed Member (ed:
Vice-President) of
PETI´s own Bureau is a
man of political action
and one that does not
like to dwell too long on
political debates for
their own sake. He
showed over and over
again his staunch sup-
port of citizens, always
granting them the bene-
fit of the doubt and
pushing forward de-

bates and positions in their sole interest. PETI Journal could mention
many cases but it will not delve into any specifics, lest we forget men-
tioning any meaningful case. Willy Meyer, in fact, wearing on his sleeves
his gift for listening and taking aboard reasonable positions and ideas,
regardless of the political place where they come from, remains always
available for a good debate and a fruitful political synthesis. When PETI
Journal caught up with him, he was both on the verge of his birthday
and of a short break of his political activities in order to recharge his "bat-
teries", so to speak. Here is what we talked about. 

PJ: What do you think of the right to petition the European Parliament
as a general principle included in the Treaties? Do you think its potential
is fully utilized or would you rather see things done differently? The
newly-appointed Ombudsman – Ms. Emily O’Reilly – announced three
keywords for her mandate “impact, effectiveness and visibility”. Do you
think PETI may in fact need to stress these same three qualities?
Meyer MEP: The right to petition is one of the most important instru-
ments that European citizens have in order to guarantee the fulfillment
of the European law. But in fact I do believe that there should be many
more tools to create new channels with the aim to open the European
Union and European politics to European citizens. Participative democ-
racy is the most efficient way to solve problems because it is the way to
put together the involved actors to take the decisions that affect them.
There are multiple examples of breaches of European law by several
Member States, and in many cases these breaches have been detected and
solved thanks to petition right by European citizens. The petition mech-
anism is a very useful instrument to citizens, being individuals or group
of citizens (associations, social movements, etc). Many citizens have
huge expectations on the possibilities of this political mechanism because
they feel alone against the administration of the several Member States.
Nevertheless, this does not mean that the instrument of the petition is the
most effective. Many petitions have been closed without any change to
the initial problem. In any case, the petition mechanism brings visibility
to an open conflict. As examples we have been supporting many different
petitions regarding the bank system, the right to housing, the defense of
the river basins, the introduction of GMOs and their consequences, en-
vironmental problems, etc. The petitions committee has brought visibility
to all of these conflicts helping the petitioners to bring their demands to
the political arena. I do agree with O´Reilly in the need to stress impact
and effectiveness, but I think that the visibility of this committee has
achieve an important level and depend on the increasing focus of the pub-
lic opinion of Member States. European citizens are giving more impor-
tance to the European Parliament in general and to the Committee on
Petitions (PETI) in particular.

But on my opinion there is still a lot to do in order to increase the impact
of PETI on the Member States. 

PJ: Let’s move on to the singular tool used by the Committee on Petitions
to gather first-hand evidence of “on-the-ground” situations: the Fact-
Finding Visits (FFV). In the light of the new rules and through your per-
sonal experience would you like to see FFV carried out differently than
they are today and, if so, why?
Meyer MEP: Fact-Finding visits are a very important tool to make vis-
ible a specific issue to the different decision makers and to the public
opinion at European level. It is a very important instrument to have a first
hand knowledge of the citizens 'problems. The Petitions Committee has
organized several visits regarding problems that bring many petitions,
for example the visit to Galicia on the environmental problems of the
"rías", the visit to Italy on the waste management issue, or the visit to
Huelva and the pollution, etc. All them were fact-finding visits organized
due to the big number of petitions related to these problems. These visits
have help to develop a well-informed agreement at the committee. Fact-
finding visits should be exclusively a research tool to show the problem-
atic on the ground to the public and try to bring light on a specific
problem, and that is what I would propose to improve in the future. Some
fact-finding visits have bring the political fight to the final inform of the
visit, instead of using it as a tool to inform and have an accurate debate
afterwards. Fact finding visits should bring information to improve the
knowledge of the problem to prepare the political debate not to bring con-
fusion to it.

PJ: Based on your extensive experience would you have any advice to
give to the Member-States when it comes to properly implement EU leg-
islation?
Meyer MEP: I think that the Member States are very well informed when
they implement the EU legislation, however many of them do not have
any political will to fulfill the European law. Some Member States try to
make something as soon as they can in order to skip the law and later
deal with the consequences. That is how they skip many times the envi-
ronmental laws in order to develop different projects. Anyway, the Peti-
tions Committee, have been developing a stronger tool for the citizens to
denounce violations of the European law. I think that if Member States
want a better implementation of  EU legislation they need to listen to
their peoples. There are strong movements all over the continent in de-
fense of the citizens and the environment rights that bring their problems
to the petitions committee because their own States does not listen to
them. It is only a matter of political will at Member State level to fulfill
European legislation.

PJ: One last question. Do you find it hard to be a member of the Euro-
pean Parliament at a time marked by a strong reaction to the greater Eu-
ropean project, both in Spain and elsewhere? Do you envisage new tools
to communicate more effectively all that Europe, and the European Par-
liament, implements in the interest of European citizens?
Meyer MEP: I think that a critical approach to the EU is an understand-
able response to continuous attacks to the living conditions of the Euro-
pean citizens. The real problem is the political right-wing majority in the
Member States and in the European institutions who have developed a
European project for the financial interest, not for their peoples. The Eu-
ropean Union as we know it today is in a deadlock. The only way of make
it survive is change the neoliberal orientation of the European integration
process. Citizens must be the core interest of any European decision. We
need a different European Union, we want and need a social EU.

Mr. Willy Meyer MEP

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

Well-adopted was also
the last Report on the
voting ballot, the one

on the Fact-Finding Visit (FFV)
to Madrid on the “Ley de Costas”
of yester March. PETI Journal
considers this third successful
adoption in a row, a clear sign of
the valid work of the Committee

itself and seize the occasion to thank again all the Rapporteurs
for their tireless dedication, and that of their offices. This kind of
political stamina is the one that we can only hope for all the Mem-
bers of this and future legislatures. The Report, which tackled the
issue of property rights, will be forwarded to the Permament Rep-
resentation of Spain to the European Union and should act as the
backdrop against which a final debate of the Committee, with the
petitioners in attendance, will take place.

When the petitions about the airport in Notre Dame des
Landes came to the forefront the President started by
giving the floor to the petitions voicing their stance

against the planned airport. The witness to this very complex and
articulated discussion then went to the petitioners who, on the
contrary, support this development, before moving on to include
National authorities, the Director General of DG ENVI -- Mr.
Karl Falkenberg, and many very committed Members from both
sides of the fence. The debate, PETI Journal being a bit biased one
may argue, was exciting and brought to light precisely the reasons
why petitions, let us reword this better, the rationale behind petitions
and its process, are sheer political magic in action in that it grants
the right to express any view, even opposing ones, and from then it

moves up to find avenues capable of providing relief to the distressed
parties and to the European citizen in general. Mr. Falkenberg in-
formed the Assembly that the EC opened an investigation, within
the larger infringement procedure against France started in 2009
about the Directive on Strategic Environmental Assessment, and has
posed a number of precise points for the public authroities in France
to abide by. In conclusion the European Commission, in one of its
most articulated replies ever, announced that it would monitor the
sitiation and re-assess the dossier as it is completed. Several peti-
tioners and MEPs requested a Fact-Finding Visit (FFV) but the Com-
mittee duly noted the decision of the Conference of Presidents (CoP)
not to authorize the visit at this point in time.

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Boulland, Mr. Cadec, Ms. Bélier, Mr. Boştinaru, Ms. Le Brun,
Mr. Bové, Ms. Vergnaud, Ms. Irazabalbeitia Fernández, Ms. Ždanoka
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Boulland, Mr. Jahr, Ms. Werthmann, Ms. Ždanoka, Mr. Millán
Mon, Mr. Sánchez Presedo
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Lowe download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Taylor, Ms. Geringer de Oedenberg, Mr.
Walęsa, Mr. Borys
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Sandu download the relevant files

Almost getting to the finish line, Members moved on,
clearly reinvigorated by the adrenaline rush and consid-
erable energy that necessarily went into the previous dis-

cussion. Penultimate issue on the Agenda of the Meeting was the
Report on the Fact-Finding Visit to Galicia, in Spain. While this
is an issue, concerning water pollution, that has been consistently

debated until today, it clearly showed, this time around, the will
and maturity of the Committee. The position struck was to wait
for the draft working document to be available in all linguistic
profiles and move from there to a swift resolution of the Gordian
knot at the heart of it all. PETI Journal is quite sure that the end is
not far and before long we will welcome on these very pages, the
good news about the Report being adopted.

Last point debated by the Committee on Petitions in Sep-
tember was the state of the Report on the Fact-Finding
Visit to Poland which, truth be told, kills the narrative vibe

of PETI Journal as it was just a one big round of compliments be-

tween the Members, the secretariat and the national authorities for
the excellent work laid down for the visit. So, on this very likely suc-
cessful adoption in October, the meeting came to an end and the very,
truly, yours readjourned itself to October.

The September 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 # 34; 35;
36; 37; 51; 52; 56; 66 (the Agenda of the Meeting can be downloaded here) which will be kept open for further enquiry.

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

In a nutshell

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130916_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130916_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/peti/oj/1002/1002365/1002365en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130916_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130916_1500.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/organes/peti/peti_20130916_1500.htm
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Highlights from the October Meeting

The following issue, point # 7 of the Agenda of the Meeting,
was put forward by Mr. Sean Lawless, and Irish national,

who highlighted an
alleged singular pay-
ment scheme of the
“Single Farm Pay-
ment and Disadvan-
teged Area”
programme, in the
Galway area of Ire-
land. Doubts and in-

terroatives were raised by Ms. Teresa Murphy, on behalf of the pe-
titioner, and later considered by the likes of Jim Higgins, Pat the
Cope Gallagher and Mairead McGuinness MEPs. The European
Commission, though keeping it self open to further collaboration,
did not contribute much to the debate and the Committee decided
that the petition would remain open while requesting further infor-
mation, including an audit on the specifics of the case. Members
also decided to refer the case to the relevant sister-Committee
(AGRI) and to address a letter to the Irish Ministry of Agriculture,
with a request to clarify the inconsistencies examined thus far.

The Oc-
t o b e r
meet-

ing, con-
densed in one
day but not
less interest-
ing or action-
p a c k e d
because of it,
started with

our President, Ms. Erminia Mazzoni MEP, introducing the meet-
ing and resuming the official proceedings. First dossier to be
treated was point #5 of the Agenda: PETI’s Opinion on the 29th
Annual Report (2011) on Monitoring the Application of EU Law.
The Opinion was introduce by Ms. Mara Bizzotto MEP (EFD,
IT), on behalf of the Rapporteur - Mr. Rolandas Paksas MEP. The
debate went down well and the petition’s process was given its
due attention. The European Commission’s representative,
though not particularly inspiring, aligned himself and the Opinion
was duly scheduled for adoption at the November Meeting. PETI
Journal, for its part, likes it like that.

Point #6, segueing right in, dealt with a petition bearing over
10.000 signatures collected by the “Comitato Libera Infor-
mazione Radio-Televisiva”. In it, signatories lent support to a

debate about the nature of the Italian Public TV (RAI) license fee
and its alleged conflict to existing EU Law. The debate, per its own
nature, offered many different facets and dimensions to the discus-
sion and, arguably, some of the points have more to do with Italian
politics than with the Public TV license fee per se. However, after a
discussion that witnessed several points made clear in a rather emo-
tional and forceful way (Mr. Borghezio, Mr. Boştinaru, Mr. Iturgaiz

and Mr. Salvini MEPs), it became clear that more attention would
need to be warranted to the case. The Committee decided therefore
to keep the petition open while adjourning the debate to the March
2014’s meeting making sure that the European Commission would
understand the necessity to come with one clear, comparative and
definitive answer and inviting both a Member of the Italian Parlia-
ment’s Committee on RAI supervision and a representative of the
relevant DG for the European Commission. Thus, MEPs believe,
the debate will be complete and, potentially, conclusive.

Point #9 of the Agenda of the Meeting, by Mr. Cosimo Fra-
casso, brought centerstage the unsettling case of dioxin pol-
lution in the Taranto area in southern Italy. The case,

discussed before and punctually reported by PETI Journal, never
ceases to awe and worry citizens, national administrations and Eu-
ropean representatives though remaining somehow unresolved. The
European Commission’s less-than-firm positions and lengthy pro-

cedures do not add dynamicity to the proceedings, Members were
quick to point out. That is why Ms. Battaglia, on behalf of the peti-
tioner, did not need to go very far as MEPs decided to keep petition
open while compelling the European Commission to provide addi-
tional, time-sensitive information and to accelerate the infirngements
procedures against Italy, as it seems that one is under way and it is
based, amongst other things, on PETI’s humble contribution to the
issue at hand and to citizens’ trust.

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Higgins, Mr. Gallagher, Ms. McGuinness
Responsible Administrator: Ms. Schonard download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Bizzotto, Mr. Borghezio, Mr. Salvini, Mr. Iturgaíz, Mr. Boştinaru
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Mussa download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Bizzotto, Ms. Irazabalbeitia Fernández
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Mussa download the relevant files

In a nutshell

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Wieland, Ms. Irazabalbeitia Fernández
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Mussa download the relevant files

In a nutshell

http://bit.ly/1etLkPS
http://bit.ly/1etLkPS
http://bit.ly/1etLkPS
http://bit.ly/1etLkPS
http://bit.ly/17k0SEe
http://bit.ly/17k0SEe
http://bit.ly/17k0SEe
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Highlights from the October Meeting

The unmissable Fact-Finding Visit segment could not be
missed as it voted with two adoptions (Poland and Den-
mark) and one preliminary oral report. PJ is delighted to

announce the very successful adoptions of both the Poland Report
(led by Mr. Victor Boştinaru MEP), and the Denmark Report (led
by Ms. Angelika Werthmann MEP) to whom, as tradition wants it,
go our most heartfelt congratulations. Mr. Iturgaíz MEP, who fol-

lowed suit with his preliminary oral report on a visit to Greece was
no less successful, or so it seemed at this early stage, and his account
of a perfect visit, both under an organizational and inquiring point
of view, was finely complemented by another Member of the dele-
gation, Mr. Baldini MEP. PJ, at this point, looks forward to the adop-
tion of the Report and gently skips a step to allow for the
Coordinators to meet in camera before the afternoon session.

As the works resume, and after the Chairperson’s an-
nouncements about the Coordinators meeting, Members
swiftly entered petition’s territory with the case brought

forward by Ms. Anna Spyra, a Polish national. Her petition, pre-
viously discussed by the Committee and highly praised and
backed through commentaries left on PETI’s social-media out-
posts, shows the energy of a mom that on behalf of many, many
others, supports and spurs the EU (through petition 660/2011) to
work toward a common European standard for preventive and
treatment initiatives concerning pregnancy and childbirth. Backed
by an impressive Powerpoint presentation sprinkled with World
Health Organization (WHO) data, Ms. Spyra deliveried all the in-

consistencies existing througout the Member-States and the de-
bate -- which started by being mainly Poland-centered but quite
clearly widened enough to be considered a pan-European issue -
- brought the Committee to decide that the petition would remain
open while requesting to the European Commission for more
punctual, official figures on mortality and handicap of EU’s ba-
bies. Based on that, Members would like then to frame the debate
within the Treaty’s Articles 168.6 and 6. An Opinion will also be
requested from both the Polish Permanent Representation and the
ENVI Committee (one of PETI’s sister-Committee in the Euro-
pean Parliament).

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Walęsa, Mr. Boştinaru, Ms. Kolarska-Bobińska
Responsible Administrator: Mr. Martela download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Mr. Iturgaíz Angulo, Mr. Jahr, Ms. Irazabalbeitia Fernández
Responsible Administrators: Ms. Schonard (1454/12); Mr. Lowe       download the relevant files

In a nutshell Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Mr. Iturgaíz Angulo, Mr. Jahr
Responsible Administrators: Mr. Martela; Mr. Heezen (1691/12) download the relevant files

Following Ms. Spyra, the Committee debated three different
petitions (1454/12; 1186/07 and 1218/07) whose mutual
ground was both that they were all delivered by British na-

tionals and that they dealt with different forms of discrimination.
In the first case the deed had to do with an alleged discrimination
in the student fees paid by English students in Scotland while in
the other two, and slightly older cases, the focus was on medical
insurance coverage, or lack thereof, for British nationals resident
in France. In all three cases Members, having regarded the Euro-

pean Commission’s representatives, declared that the petitions
would remain open and proceeded to request further information
by the relevant European Commission’s divisions. They also de-
cided: about the first case to forward the petition to the Scottish
Committee on Petitions and about the other two instances to spur
the executive Commission to initiate infringement procedures
without further delays, given the ample period given to authori-
ties

Last, but not least, PETI Journal reports about the final batch
of petitions discussed during the October meeting. Petitions
277/10 and 1399/10 both by Polish nationals and both dealing

with perceived unfairness in Poland when it comes to transmitting
and general handling of judicial and extrajudicial documents. A new
document was delivered to Members as the discussion started but,
for once, a comprehensive reply by the European Commission’s rep-
resentative foudn the Committee in broad agreement, thus leading
the discussion to declare close the two cases at hand. The very last

one (1691/2012) lodged by a German national who stressed a num-
ber of problems in which he is tangled up to collect his Italian pen-
sion, found the Members very sympathetic for PETI, more than other
Committee knows very well the level of frustration these issues can
lead to. The petition was then kept open and Members decided to
address a letter, requesting a clear and comprehensive explanation
of the doings, to INPS (Istituto Nazionale Previdenza Sociale -- the
Italian agency for pensions).

The October 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 # 23; 32; 36; 38;
46; 63; 64; 68; 70; 72; 75; 77 and 79 (the Agenda of the Meeting can be downloaded here) which will be kept open.

Speakers: Ms. Mazzoni, Ms. Werthmann, Mr. Iturgaíz, Mr. Baldini
Responsible Administrators: Ms. Sandu; Mr. Heezen; Ms. Papasteriadou     download the relevant files

In a nutshell

http://bit.ly/1etLkPS
http://bit.ly/17k0SEe
http://bit.ly/17k0SEe
http://bit.ly/1etLkPS
http://bit.ly/1etLkPS
http://bit.ly/1etLkPS


14 PETI Journal

Legal Disclaimer:
The items contained herein are drafted by the Secretariat of the “Petition Committee” and are provided for general information purposes only. The opinions expressed
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expressed.
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