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SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Constitutional Affairs calls on the Committee on Legal Affairs, as the 
committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

1. Suggests that the institutions involved in lawmaking should be reminded of the guidelines 
contained in Protocol 30 of the Amsterdam Treaty on the Application of the principles of 
subsidiarity and proportionality in relation to the testing of the aforesaid principles, so as 
to foster their correct application;

2. Recalls that, in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, the Union will take action 
only and insofar as the objectives of a planned measure can be better implemented at 
Union level; takes the view that the aforesaid principle, as a dynamic concept, should be 
able to justify any extension of the activities of the Union within the framework of its 
powers;

3. Notes that a distinction should be made between an impact assessment and the principle 
of subsidiarity, because these are different concepts with a different focus, although the 
impact assessment can bring ‘material’ to light for the subsidiarity test;

4. Considers it appropriate to pursue the question of whether the small number of formal, 
reasoned opinions from national parliaments on the subsidiarity of measures, 34 in 2010, 
is due to the fact that the principle of subsidiarity is observed on all sides, or to the fact 
that the national parliaments are unable to enforce this principle because of a lack of 
resources; considers an analysis by the European Commission to be desirable;

5. Recognises that there has been only one judgment by the European Court of Justice on 
proportionality and subsidiarity in the reporting period (‘roaming’ in mobile telephony) 
and that it was found that there was no breach of either of these two principles, because it 
was necessary to limit prices for final consumers in order to protect their interests and this 
objective was best achieved at Union level;

6. Draws the conclusion from the legislative procedures investigated in the report, in which 
concerns were raised in relation to subsidiarity, that it is not possible to draw a sharp 
distinction between subsidiarity arguments and general questions of suitability and 
practicality in the political process.


