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PRIJEDLOG ODLUKE EUROPSKOG PARLAMENTA

o izmjeni članka 90. Poslovnika Europskog parlamenta
(2013/2259(REG))

Europski parlament,

– uzimajući u obzir pisma predsjednika Odbora za vanjske poslove s danom 29. siječnja 
2014. i predsjednika Odbora za međunarodnu trgovinu s danom 13. veljače 2013. 
predsjedniku Odbora za ustavna pitanja,

– uzimajući u obzir članke 211. i 212. Poslovnika,

– uzimajući u obzir izvješće Odbora za ustavna pitanja (A7-0000/2014),

1. odlučuje u Poslovnik unijeti niže navedene izmjene;

2. podsjeća da te izmjene stupaju na snagu prvoga dana sljedeće sjednice;

3. nalaže svojem predsjedniku da ovu Odluku proslijedi Vijeću i Komisiji radi obavijesti.

Amandman 1

Poslovnik Europskog parlamenta
Članak 90. – stavak 4.

Tekst na snazi Izmjena

4. U svakoj fazi pregovora Parlament 
može, na temelju izvješća nadležnog 
odbora i nakon razmatranja mogućih 
relevantnih prijedloga podnesenih u skladu 
s člankom 121., prihvatiti preporuke i 
zahtijevati da se one uzmu u obzir prije 
sklapanja dotičnog međunarodnog 
sporazuma.

4. U svakoj fazi pregovora i od kraja 
pregovora do zaključivanja sporazuma
Parlament može, na temelju izvješća 
nadležnog odbora i nakon razmatranja 
mogućih relevantnih prijedloga podnesenih 
u skladu s člankom 121., prihvatiti 
preporuke i zahtijevati da se one uzmu u 
obzir prije sklapanja dotičnog 
međunarodnog sporazuma. Članak 49. 
stavak 1. te članci 50. i 51. primjenjuju se 
na svako potencijalno uključivanje drugih 
odbora.

Or. en
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Amandman 2

Poslovnik Europskog parlamenta
Članak 90. – stavak 5.

Tekst na snazi Izmjena

5. Nakon zaključivanja pregovora, ali 
prije potpisivanja sporazuma, Parlamentu
se podnosi nacrt sporazuma u svrhu 
dobivanja mišljenja ili suglasnosti. Na 
postupak suglasnosti primjenjuje se 
članak 81.

5. Zahtjevi koje Vijeće podnese
Parlamentu u svrhu dobivanja njegove 
suglasnosti ili mišljenja predsjednik 
upućuje nadležnom odboru na 
razmatranje u skladu s člankom 81. ili 
člankom 43. stavkom 1. 

Or. en

Amandman 3

Poslovnik Europskog parlamenta
Članak 90. – stavak 6.

Tekst na snazi Izmjena

6. Prije glasovanja o suglasnosti nadležni 
odbor, klub zastupnika ili najmanje jedna 
desetina zastupnika mogu predložiti da 
Parlament traži mišljenje Suda o 
usklađenosti međunarodnog sporazuma s 
Ugovorima. Ako Parlament prihvati takav 
prijedlog, glasovanje o suglasnosti odgađa
se dok Sud ne dostavi svoje mišljenje.

6. Prije glasovanja nadležni odbor, klub 
zastupnika ili najmanje jedna desetina 
zastupnika mogu predložiti da Parlament 
traži mišljenje Suda o usklađenosti 
međunarodnog sporazuma s Ugovorima. 
Ako Parlament prihvati takav prijedlog, 
glasovanje se odgađa dok Sud ne dostavi
svoje mišljenje.

Or. en
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Opinions in the context of the scrutiny of international agreements (Rule 90(4), 
Amendment 1)

By letter of 29.1.2013, Mr. Brok, Chair of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, drew attention 
to the fact that the Rules of Procedure do not currently allow other committees to give an 
opinion on resolutions relating to international agreements although the increase in the 
number of comprehensive agreements with an important trade component makes it 
indispensable that the Committee on International Trade is allowed to contribute to shaping 
Parliament's position. He pointed out that Rule 110(2), statements by the Commission, 
Council and European Council, does not provide such an opportunity as it refers to motions 
for a resolution tabled by a committee, a political group or at least 40 Members to which other 
committees cannot give an opinion. Rule 90(4), international agreements, would not be 
suitable for the described purpose either since it refers to ongoing 'negotiations' which means 
that after the conclusion of the negotiations a report, based on this provision, would no longer 
be admissible. Rule 81(3), consent procedure, finally would not be helpful as it can be used 
only when there is a 'proposal' from the Council at stake and not an envisaged international 
agreement. He asked therefore to consider modifying Rule 110(2) so as to allow opinions 
from other committees.

After having examined the case, the Committee on Constitutional Affairs came to the 
conclusion that the aim of allowing for opinions in the context of Parliament's scrutiny of 
international agreements could be reached by a rather simple modification of Rule 90(4) as 
lined out in amendment 1. By extending the scope of application of this provision from the 
duration of the negotiations to the duration of the entire procedure from the beginning of the 
negotiations (before the beginning of the negotiations Rule 90(1 to 3) apply) to the conclusion 
of the agreement, Parliament could intervene at any moment in order to clarify its position in 
view of the consent which it is required to give. At the same time other committees could be 
associated as opinion-giving committee or associated in the enhanced forms of Rules 50 or 
51. Rule 110(2) is proposed to stay unchanged.

Moment of Parliament's consent to international agreements, provisional application 
thereof and ratification by Member States (Article 218 (5 and 6) Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), Amendment 2)

By letter of 13.2.2013, Mr. Moreira, Chair of the Committee on International Trade, requested 
AFCO's examination of Rule 90(5), international agreements, as to its compatibility with the 
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. This Rule currently establishes that "when 
the negotiations are completed, but before any agreement is signed, the draft agreement shall 
be submitted to Parliament for its opinion or consent". Whereas Article 218(6) TFEU 
stipulates that "the Council, on a proposal by the negotiator, shall adopt a decision concluding 
the agreement...after obtaining the consent of the European Parliament in the following cases: 
...". The Treaty thus does not oblige the Council expressly to request Parliament's consent 
already before it authorises the Commission to sign on behalf of the Union. 
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Mr. Moreira pointed out further that there have been cases where provisions in trade 
agreements have been provisionally applied prior to their official referral to Parliament for 
consent. Here the question comes up whether this is legally correct or whether the Council has 
to wait until Parliament has approved the agreement.

Finally, Mr. Moreira, referring to Mr. Brok's letter of 29.1. 2013, drew attention to the fact 
that there are cases where agreements which are to be concluded at the same time between 
third parties and the Union on the one hand and between third parties and the Member States 
on the other ("mixed-agreements") are signed but the Council decides not to submit them to 
Parliament for consent until the ratification process in the Member States is almost completed. 
Here again the question is whether this way of proceeding is compatible with the law of the 
Union.

The Committee asked the legal service for an opinion1.

With regard to the first issue, consent to international agreements, the opinion came to the 
conclusion that Article 218(6) TFEU does not legally oblige the Council to request 
Parliament's consent before it authorises the signing of the agreement. The main reasoning is 
that Article 218 TFEU establishes a procedure in two distinct steps, signing and conclusion of 
the agreement, which means that the Council may take the decision on the signing 
independently from the decision on the conclusion and without creating a link between the 
two.

As regards the second issue, provisional application of agreements, the opinion infers that 
the Council may authorise the provisional application of an agreement at any time after the 
negotiator has proposed to do so. Article 218 TFEU does not oblige the Council to take this 
decision only after Parliament has given its consent to the conclusion of the agreement. This 
does not hinder Parliament to declare at any stage of the procedure by way of a political 
statement in form of recommendations adopted under Rule 90(4) as amended by amendment 
1, that the provisional application is inopportune because Parliament's consent is uncertain or 
the rejection of the agreement even likely. Independently from this, Rule 91 recalls the 
special obligations which the Commission has under the Treaties in terms of information 
(Article 218 (10) TFEU) and which it has furthermore undertaken with the Framework 
Agreement, namely to "inform Parliament as early as possible when it intends to propose its
(= the agreement's) provisional application to the Council and of the reasons therefor, unless 
reasons of urgency preclude it from doing so" (point 23. and annex 3 point 7.). In view of 
these obligations, Rule 91 establishes a special procedure in plenary.

Regarding the third issue, moment of signing of a mixed- agreement, the opinion reckons 
that the Council is allowed to request Parliament's consent before or at the same time when 
the agreement is referred to the Member States for ratification in accordance with their 
relevant internal procedures. The Council may also wait until these procedures are terminated 
in one, several or all Member States concerned. The main reasoning here is that the 
procedures leading to the conclusion of an international agreement by the Union on the one 
hand and its Member States on the other are independent from each other. The moment when 
the Council requests Parliament's consent can thus be chosen based on considerations of 

                                               
1 SJ-0431/13 of 8/8/2013
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political opportunity. 

The Committee examined the legal opinion and subscribed to its conclusions. It held that the 
first conclusion renders a modification of Rule 90(5) indispensable, as formulated in 
Amendment 2, because, according to the case-law of the Court of Justice, Parliament's Rules 
of Procedure cannot grant powers to it which are not expressly acknowledged by a legislative 
measure or primary law1 so that Parliament is not in a position to oblige the Council by way
of its internal Rules to follow a practice which is not established in Article 218 TFEU.

With regard to the second and third issues the Committee was of the opinion that neither a 
modification nor a formal interpretation of Rule 90 was necessary as the respective 
conclusions result more or less from the findings concerning the moment of signing. In both 
cases, as mentioned before, Rule 90(4) as amended by amendment 1, gives Parliament, 
throughout the procedure leading up to the conclusion of the agreement, the possibility to 
express its position in form of recommendations based on a report from the committee 
responsible.

Opinions from the Court of Justice (Rule 90(6), Amendment 3)

The examination of Rule 90 following the requests made by the Committee on International 
Trade and the Committee on Foreign Affairs revealed that Rule 90(6) needs to be corrected. 
This provision does indeed limit the possibility for Parliament to seek an opinion from the 
Court of Justice on the compatibility of an international agreement with the Treaties, to 
agreements which require the consent of Parliament excluding by doing so agreements which 
require only an opinion. The Treaty-provision which establishes the right to obtain an opinion 
from the Court of Justice for Parliament, the Council, the Commission and the Member 
States, Article 218(11) TFEU, does however not contain such a restriction. The purpose of the 
Treaty-provision which is to avoid that international agreements of the Union enter into 
collision with primary law of the Union, does not justify such a restriction either. 

                                               
1 Cf. for example Judgement of 17 January 2013 in joint cases T-346/11 and T-347/11, Bruno Gollnisch


