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One Hundred Steps Forward
The One Hundred Steps Forward document is a first compilation of files describing the multi-faceted
achievements of the European Parliament since the Lisbon Treaty.
Administrative changes carried out under the auspices of the Bureau of the European Parliament are
brought together with the legislative achievements of Committees and negotiation teams and the steps
forward taken in the field of in inter-institutional cooperation. An emphasis has been put on the
decisive role of rapporteurs and negotiators.1
It might well be that in the next legislature Treaty change could be on the agenda again, for the reason
alone that five years after the Fiscal Compact came into force it should be integrated into the Treaties.
Yet such a treaty change is not only difficult and time consuming, it is moreover not always necessary
to exploit one's potential for political action and development.
To put it in other words: There is an unused potential under the Lisbon Treaty which Parliament could
and should exploit. The 'constitutional order' is one thing, but the concrete reality, the concrete practice
might be quite something different. The past five years have shown clearly that for the practice under
the Lisbon Treaty there is indeed an enormous potential, which can be exploited, helping the European
Parliament to better address the concerns of the citizens and increase the legitimacy of the system in
times when the European Union is taking more and more decisions which have direct and important
consequences on their daily lives.
1) As such, the One Hundred Steps Forward document stands as a first synthetic in-house
Implementation Report of the Lisbon Treaty at administrative level, while the Committee of
Constitutional Affairs has issued its own report on the more political and constitutional issues.
2) The implementation of the Lisbon Treaty has impacted the working process of the European
Parliament and its output throughout the legislative and budgetary fields.
3) More frequent first reading agreements, trilogues prepared by regular discussions at presidential,
committee and administrative levels have changed the "constitutional practice". A more integrated
approach between agenda setting, consultation, legislation and scrutiny is emerging.
4) This evolution has brought about changes in the EP's internal structure with a stronger emphasis on
independent policy expertise in every fields and early delivery to the Members.
5) The EP's own budget reflected these changes with a constant need to save in order to support the
needed innovation.
6) The new competences conferred by the Lisbon Treaty increased and diversified the stakeholders
with which the co-deciding the Parliament and its Members interact daily, as a fully-fledged Legislator
for a 500 million citizens EU and for the largest Monetary Union in the world. In the global arena, the
new powers of the European Parliament have not remained unnoticed with the discussions over
SWIFT and ACTA
7) The European Parliament has started to upgrade its potential in a multi-polar system in which
legislative cooperation at expert level and on detailed issues matters.
8) The European Parliament has started to reinforce its cooperation capacity with the multiple actors of
economic and social regulation: the OECD and the International Financial Institutions, the ECB, the

1 The present document is neither an exhaustive documentation of legislative successes or achievements during the past
legislative period nor is it meant to be. A comprehensive collection of legislative and political work done by the European
Parliament can be found in the EP Factsheets, published online at:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/aboutparliament/en/displayFtu.html
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newly established Funds, the structures associated with the Fiscal Compact, but also the two
consultative Committees.
9) Together with the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty, the economic and financial crisis has
deepened the need for an efficient cooperation between the different European institutions and the
multiple levels of governance within the European Union
10) These changes have brought the European Parliament closer to the US Congress and to some
national Parliaments with a strong in-house expert capacity and customer orientation.
The present set of files has been provided by committee secretariats and policy departments, the newly
established European Parliament Research Service, the services of DG Communication and the
Cabinet of the Secretary General.

Klaus WELLE
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1. EP powers over the European budget after the Lisbon Treaty

The European Parliament and the new MFF programming
(putting A.312 TFEU and A.324.TFEU in practice):
The SURE report on the MFF

INTRODUCTION
The Multiannual Financial Framework 2007-2013 was adopted in 2006 with a clause stipulating a broad
review in 2008/2009 of both the expenditure and revenue side of the budget. By the time that the
Commission presented this review (in October 2010), the MFF had already been revised several times
(to cover for extra needs for Galileo, the EIT, the food facility and the European Economic Recovery
plan), the financial crisis was at a peak and public budgets under pressure. At the same time EU budget
discussions had to take into account new policy priorities and competences flowing from the Lisbon
Treaty as well as the Europe 2020 strategy with its headline targets.
With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) has
become compulsory instead of a voluntary interinstitutional agreement between the Commission,
Council and Parliament. The MFF Regulation is now to be adopted through a special legislative
procedure whereby Council acts unanimously (unless it unanimously decides to act by qualified
majority) and Parliament has to give its consent. Moreover the Commission, Council and Parliament
are required to work together to facilitate the adoption of the Regulation.
In this context and in order to give input ahead of the Commission proposal for a new MFF after 2013
Parliament decided to set up a "special committee on the Policy Challenges and budgetary resources for
a sustainable European Union after 2013", commonly known as the SURE committee.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The mandate of the SURE committee was adopted by plenary on 16 June 2010 and defined the key
tasks and issues to be examined:


defining the political priorities for the post 2013 MFF in legislative and budgetary terms



defining the duration of the next MFF



proposing a structure for the future MFF, indicating the main areas of Union activity



submitting guidelines for an indicative allocation of resources between and within the
different headings of expenditure



specifying the link between a reform of the financing system of the EU budget and a
review of expenditure so as to provide with a sound basis for negotiations on the new MFF

Furthermore other horizontal issues such as flexibility, the concept of added value, the implications of
the Europe 2020 strategy and financial management and implementation of policies were analysed in
detail.
The work of the committee also served as an internal coordination tool to define Parliament's mandate
for the next MFF (by pooling expertise in the composition of the committee and the opinions delivered
by the relevant committees).
11

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


The Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the European Parliament, the
Council and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management Including the multiannual financial framework 2007-2013 was amended twice in 2008(Galileo
and EIT, food facility) and twice in 2009 (European Economic Recovery Plan)



The Commission presented the EU Budget Review on 19 October 2010, following a public
consultation process (September 2007 - June 2008), a working document of 3 November 2008
and the Conference on Reforming the Budget, Changing Europe of 12 November 2008.



The European Parliament adopted a resolution on25 March 2009 on the Mid-Term Review of
the 2007-2013 Financial Framework and tabled Questions for oral answer to the Council and
Commission on 20 May 2010



The Conference of Presidents took decisions on 22 April and 12 and 20 May 2010 and plenary
confirmed the setting up a special committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources
for a sustainable European Union after 2013, its powers, numerical composition and term of
office on 16 June 2010. Jutta HAUG (S&D, Germany) chaired the committee. The rapporteur
was Salvador GARRIGA POLLEDO (EPP, Spain)



The result of the work of the "SURE"committee was expressed in the European Parliament
resolution of 8 June 2011 on Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework
(MFF) for a competitive, sustainable and inclusive Europe (P7_TA(2011)0266

RESULTS
The resolution adopted by Parliament is divided into 6 parts:
 Key challenges :This part presents the multiple challenges facing the EU, e.g. those related to
knowledge based society, unemployment, demographic, climate and resource challenges,
internal and external security and personal freedoms, the role of the EU in the world and
delivering good governance.
 Optimising delivery- the role of the EU budget: This part pays attention to the added value of
the EU budget, synergies, pooling of resources, economies of scale, possibilities of savings for
national budgets, the leverage effect of the EU budget on investments, improving
implementation and quality of spending, simplification of rules, management and control of EU
funds, legal certainty, budgetary continuity and institutional capacity.
 Political priorities: This part recalls the new prerogatives for the EU as a result of the Treaty
of Lisbon, the need for a budget supporting Europe 2020 objectives and economic governance
and goes into more detail as regards the priorities of the different policy areas.
 Organisation and structure of the financial framework: In this part Parliament proposes a
re-grouping of all internal policies under one Europe 2020 heading, ring-fencing of large scale
projects, the creation of a global margin below the MFF ceilings (carry-overs of unused margins
and de-committed and unused commitment and payment appropriations) as well as a reserve
margin between the MFF ceilings and the own resources ceiling to cover for loan guarantees
linked to economic governance. Furthermore Parliament calls for an annex to the budget with
all EU related but intergovernmental expenditure outside the budget, an obligatory Mid-Term
Review and a simplified procedure for revising the MFF. With regard to special flexibility
mechanisms Parliament insists that they are maintained, simplified and that their envelopes are
increased and can be carried-over. With regard to the duration of the MFF a 7 year period is
12

favoured but as a transitional solution, after which a 5 or 5+5 year solution can be considered
to align financial programming with the mandates of the Commission and Parliament.
 Matching ambitions with resources- the link between expenditure and reform of the EU
financing: This part lists some of the additional financing needs arising from the Treaty and
other existing policy priorities and commitment, points out that a budget at a level of 1% of EU
GNI cannot close the financing gaps deriving from them and that even a 5% increase
compared to the 2013 level can only make a limited contribution in this respect. With regard to
own resources an in-depth reform is called for, as well as an end to rebates and the introduction
of one or several genuine own resources.
 Towards a smooth and efficient interinstitutional negotiation process: To conclude
Parliament points to article 312(5) of the Lisbon Treaty requiring negotiations between the
institutions throughout the procedure for adopting the MFF, reiterates the link between a
reform of the revenue and expenditure side of the budget in this context and proposes a
Convention-type of reform on the future financing of the Union.
With this resolution Parliament laid the foundations for the subsequent negotiations on the MFF in
which key points such as own resources, a mid-term review and flexibility and new features, such as
global margins and ring fencing of large scale projects were consistently defended and incorporated in
the MFF.
Annemieke BEUGELINK
DG IPOL, Policy Department on Budgetary Affairs
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1. EP powers over the European budget after the Lisbon Treaty

The European Parliament and the new MFF programming
(putting A.312 TFEU and A.324.TFEU in practice):
The struggle for the new MFF

INTRODUCTION
EU multi-annual financial planning was first introduced in 1988 with a view to overcoming crises in the
annual budget procedure due to frequent disagreements between Parliament (EP) and Council. Setting
maximum amounts for allocation of resources for each major category (“heading”) of EU spending, the
multiannual financial framework’s (MFF) main objective is to ensure the orderly development of
expenditure in line with EU priorities and within the limits of the Union’s own resources (OR).
Historically, actual spending has been significantly below both the OR and MFF ceilings.
The Lisbon Treaty has formalised the practice of multiannual financial planning, introducing specific
requirements regarding the establishment of an MFF (Article 312 TFEU), which is now to be laid
down in a Council Regulation for a period of at least five years. A special legislative procedure applies,
with the Council acting unanimously after receiving the consent of the EP.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
 First experience with the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty provisions on the MFF. An
important issue was to avoid pre-emption of EP co-decision powers since the 8 February 2013
conclusions of the European Council went far beyond the demarcation line between MFF core
issues and codecided programmes.
 In a context of budget consolidation in most Member States, EP had to compensate the budget
cuts unanimously agreed by Heads of States and Governments on an already moderate
proposal from the Commission - far below Parliament’s initial ambitions - by more qualitative
elements including flexibility, allowing the possibility to fully use the limited ceilings, revision,
own resources and unity of the budget.
 The issue of the provision of additional payments in 2013, up to the payments ceiling, was also
an important stake during the negotiations, to limit the rolling over of 2013 payment claims to
the 2014-2020 period, respect the Treaty and avoid any implementation deficit.
CHRONOLOGY
16/06/2010

Setting up of EP SURE committee

08/06/2011

Adoption by EP of the SURE report on 'Investing in the future: a new Multiannual
Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive, sustainable and inclusive Europe'

29/06/2011

Commission's proposal for a new MFF and IIA, followed by the legislative proposals
for the programmes

06/07/2012

Updated Commission's proposal for a new MFF

24/05/2012

Council's first negotiating box
15

23/10/2012

EP Interim report (EP resolution in the interests of achieving a positive outcome of the
Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020 approval procedure)

23/11/2013

No agreement reached during the November 2012 special meeting of the European
Council

08/02/2013

European Council conclusions on the MFF

13/03/2013

EP resolution on EC conclusions, followed by inter-institutional negotiations

27/06/2013

Political agreement on the MFF, followed by EP resolution of 3/07 endorsing the
political agreement on the MFF

19/11/2013

EP consent on the MFF, after the approval of additional payment appropriations for
2013

02/12/2013

Formal adoption of the MFF Regulation and IIA

KEY PLAYERS
 The Chairman of the Committee on Budgets Alain LAMASSOURE (EPP, France) and the CoRapporteurs Reimer BÖGE (EPP, Germany), Ivailo KALFIN (S&D, Bulgaria), Jean-Luc
DEHAENE (EPP, Belgium) and Anne E. JENSEN (ALDE, Denmark).
 The coordinators of the political groups in the Committee on budgets as well as the Committee
Chairs assembled in the framework of the EP Contact Group,
 the EP Conference of Presidents,
 President Martin SCHULZ.
At interinstitutional level, there were, in addition to traditional trilogues after the 8 February 2013,
conclusions of the European Council, regular meetings between representatives of Trio Presidency of
Council (Poland, Denmark and Cyprus) and EP negotiating team immediately before each GAC
meeting where the MFF was on the agenda, participation of EP negotiating team in informal GAC
meetings and meetings between the presidents of the EP, the Council and the Commission in line with
article 324 TFEU.
Within Parliament, a number of decision-making processes and coordination fora were set up, with a
view to define, sustain and channel the EP position in those negotiations maintaining coherence
between legislative and budgetary priorities, applying article 312(5) TFEU, which is important in a
context where Parliament only has the power to (decline) consent. They included: the setting up of the
temporary SURE committee, composed of Members of BUDG and specialised committees, a contact
group chaired by the President of EP at which BUDG negotiators and enlarged bureau were
represented, the MFF negotiating team with joint (intergroup) Rapporteurships for the MFF and OR
files, and monthly MFF meetings with Rapporteurs from specialised committees on 2014-2020
programmes. These meetings were accompanied by meetings at every relevant administrative level to
support the political decision-making process.
In addition to the above, EP made its position known through various legislative and non-legislative
steps, starting, before the presentation of Commission’s proposal for the 2014-2020 MFF in June 2011,
with the setting up of the special committee on policy challenges and budgetary resources for a
sustainable EU after 2013 (SURE). This resulted in the adoption, by EP, of the SURE report on 8 June
2011 on 'Investing in the future: a new Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive,
sustainable and inclusive Europe'.
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On the basis of the mandate given in the SURE report, the EP has reacted to EC conclusions of 8
February and further elaborated its negotiation position in three further resolutions2.
Following intensive negotiations, with 5 trilogues at ministerial level, 6 trilateral meetings at
Ambassadors’ level, and several meetings of the Presidents of the three institutions, Parliament and
Council reached a political agreement in June 2013. This agreement was endorsed by EP in its
resolution of 3 July 2013, and finally consent to Council’s draft MFF Regulation (and IIA approval) was
given during EP November 2013 Plenary sitting, following which Council adopted the 2014-2020 MFF
Regulation on 2 December 2013.
RESULTS
The overall ceilings for commitment appropriations are set at EUR 960 billion (1% EU GNI) and for
payment appropriations at EUR 908 billion (0,95% EU GNI). In addition, there are special instruments
which can be mobilised over and above the MFF ceilings.
The agreement on the 2014-2020 MFF package includes more flexibility for payments and
commitments across headings and across years with a view to allow the full use of the ceilings foreseen
for 2014 to 2020. New instruments were set in this regard, such as the global margin for payments,
specific flexibility and the possibility to bring forward expenditure linked to growth and
competitiveness in areas such as youth employment, research, Erasmus and SMEs.
It also foresees a clear understanding on a viable way and timetable for the setting up of a true system
of own resources for the European Union, a review / revision of the MFF by 2016 and some
provisions on budget unity and transparency, ensuring full information for citizens on all expenditure
and revenue.
A number of improvements of interinstitutional collaboration in budgetary matters, in particular during
the budgetary procedure were also agreed (payments, agencies, CFSP, fisheries agreement, etc.).
In its resolution of 3 July 2013 on the political agreement on the MFF 2014-2020, Parliament, while
expressing again its concern that the overall ceilings set by the European Council might not provide the
EU with sufficient means to achieve its objectives, insisted that the adoption of the MFF regulation and
the new IIA was linked to the adoption of amending budgets needed to provide extra payment
appropriations for the financial year 2013 (thus reaching the payment ceiling available), to the political
agreement on the relevant legal bases, especially on points also reflected in the MFF Regulation, and to
the setting up of a high-level group on own resources.
Those three conditions were met in time for Parliament to give its consent on Council’s draft MFF
Regulation during its November Plenary sitting, following which Council adopted the 2014-2020 MFF
Regulation on 2 December 2013.
In its initiative report on 'Negotiations on the MFF 2014-2020: Lessons to be learned and the way
forward', adopted by Parliament during the April II 2014 Plenary sitting, Parliament presented some
considerations and recommendations on political and institutional grounds, as well as on the way
forward, including the preparation of the upcoming review-revision, own resources and possible
changes in the MFF decision-making process.
François JAVELLE
BUDG Committee Secretariat
European Parliament resolution of 13 June 2012 on the Multiannual Financial Framework and own resources; European Parliament
resolution of 23 October 2012 in the interests of achieving a positive outcome of the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020;
European Parliament resolution of 13 March 2013 on the European Council conclusions of 7/8 February concerning the Multiannual
Financial Framework.

2
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1. EP powers over the European budget after the Lisbon Treaty

The battle for an own resources system

INTRODUCTION
The own resources system of the EU provides the necessary financing for the implementation of EU
policies. Even though it has a direct link with expenditure, where the Parliament is placed on an equal
footing with the Council, the revenue side of the budget is subject to different rules which give fewer
powers to the Parliament. Article 311 TFEU lays down the provisions for decision-making in the field
of revenue: unanimity in the Council after consultation of the Parliament on the own resources
decision and QMV with consent of the Parliament for the implementing measures for the own
resources system. Furthermore, the same article stipulates that the Union budget should be wholly
financed from own resources. However, in contrast to the spirit of the Treaties, in fact less than 15%
comes from genuine own resources, while the majority stems from national contributions.
The current system of own resources has been widely criticised by Parliament on grounds of
complexity, opacity and pressure from national treasuries. Therefore, the reform of the revenue side of
the Union budget became a central element in the negotiations on the 2014 - 2020 Multiannual
Financial Framework. With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, Parliament used its right of
consent to the MFF regulation and the implementing measures on own resources as leverage to obtain
a political agreement to examine a reform of the revenue side.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The main issues at stake during the negotiations on the reform of the own resources system were:


Simplification of the existing system: the current system consists of four different sources of
revenue (traditional own resources, VAT contributions, GNI contributions and other revenue:
taxes on EU officials salaries, fines for breaching the rules of the internal market, etc.) and
several different rebate mechanisms (the UK rebate, the correction on the UK rebate for
Austria, Germany, Sweden, the Netherlands and soon Denmark, reduced VAT and GNI
contributions for some Member States);



Transparency: due to its complexity the current system is incomprehensible to EU citizens
and lacks the necessary democratic scrutiny by both arms of the budgetary authority (no real
debate on revenue in the annual budgetary procedure, despite the attempts by Parliament to
launch one by making amendments to the revenue side in the 2011 and 2014 budgetary
procedures);



Fairness: the Parliament was strongly pushing to improve the fairness of the own resources
system by putting an end to existing rebates and other correction mechanisms;



Creation of genuine own resources without increasing the fiscal burden on national
treasuries and citizens: will ensure sustainability of the EU budget and will bring back the
system of own resources to the letter and spirit of the Treaty. Such a step would also decrease
the dependence of EU budget revenue from discussions on national contributions and would
lead to the elimination of the "fair return" principle.
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KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
1. Commission proposals for a reform of the own resources system
In 2011 the Commission put forward the following draft legislative proposals for a reform of the own
resources system, aimed at reducing the share of Member States' GNI-based contributions to the EU
budget to 40 % by 2020:


Commission proposal for a Council decision on the system of own resources of the EU COM
(2011)739 - consultation;



Commission proposal for a Council regulation laying down implementing measures for the
system of own resources of the European Union COM (2011)740 - consent;



Commission proposal for a Council regulation on the methods and procedure for making
available the traditional and GNI-based own resources and on the measures to meet cash
requirements (recast) COM (2011)742 - consultation;



Commission proposal for a Council directive related to a common system of taxation of the
financial sector COM (2011)0594 - consultation;



Commission proposal for a Council regulation on the methods and procedure for making
available the own resource based on the financial transaction tax COM (2011)0738 consulation;



Commission proposal for a Council regulation on the methods and procedure for making
available the own resource based on value added tax (COM (2011)0737) - consultation.

On 23 October 2012 the Commission published a proposal for enhanced cooperation in the area of
financial transaction tax since no agreement could be found in Council to apply the FTT in all Member
States. It was followed by a proposal for a decision implementing enhanced cooperation in the area of
financial transaction tax (FTT) submitted by the Commission on 14 February 2013.
2. Parliament's resolutions on own resources:


European Parliament resolution of 29 March 2007 on the future of the European Union's own
resources (Initiative Report);



European Parliament resolution of 8 June 2011 on investing in the future: a new Multiannual
Financial Framework (MFF) for a competitive, sustainable and inclusive Europe (SURE
committee);



European Parliament legislative resolution of 23 May 2012 on the proposal for a Council
directive on a common system of financial transaction tax and amending Directive 2008/7/EC;



European Parliament resolution of 23 October 2012 in the interest of achieving a positive
outcome of the Multiannual Financial Framework approval procedure;



European Parliament legislative resolution of 23 October 2012 on the proposal for a Council
regulation on the methods and procedure for making available the own resource based on the
value added tax;



European Parliament legislative resolution of 12 December 2012 on the proposal for a Council
decision authorising enhanced cooperation in the area of the creation of financial transaction
tax;



European Parliament resolution of 13 March 2013 on the European Council conclusions of 7-8
February 2013 concerning the Multiannual Financial Framework;
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European Parliament resolution of 3 July 2013 on the political agreement on the Multiannual
Financial Framework 2014-2020;



European Parliament legislative resolution of 3 July 2013 on the proposal for a Council
directive implementing enhanced cooperation in the area of financial transaction tax;

Key players in the Parliament:
The co-rapporteurs for the own resources system in the Parliament are Jean Luc DEHAENE (EPP,
Belgium) and Anne E. JENSEN (ALDE, Denmark).
3. Council's reactions:
In mid-February 2014 the Council transmitted to the Parliament its draft texts on the three legislative
proposals concerning the own resources system - the own resources decision, the implementing
measures regulation and the regulation for making own resources available in the EU budget. The main
modifications compared to the existing own resources system are:


Change of the own resources ceiling for payment appropriations to 1,23% (as compared to
1,24% until now), and for commitment appropriations to 1,29% (as compared to 1,31% until
now);



Change of the percentage of collection costs Member States retain from traditional own
resources to 20% (as compared to 25% until now);



The UK rebate is maintained, as well as the rebates on the rebate for Austria, Germany, the
Netherlands and Sweden and the reduced VAT-rates of call for DE, NL and SE; In addition
NL, SE and DK will have lump-sum rebates for the duration of the next MFF, while AT will
have one only for the first three years (until 2016);



Insertion of a provision allowing for laying down implementing measures;



The implementing regulation contains less provisions than the Commission draft of November
2011

The legislative process is now in the hands of the European Parliament, which has to give its consent
on the implementing regulation and is consulted on the own resources decision and the making
available regulation. The three draft reports are scheduled for adoption in the last plenary session of the
current legislature. After that the Own Resources Decision will be subject to ratification on all 28
Member States.
RESULTS


High Level Group on own resources
The victory for the Parliament in the area of own resources reform is the joint declaration
between the three institutions to establish a High Level Group on own resources. The Group,
chaired by Mario Monti, will be composed of members appointed by the three institutions,
meeting at least every six months and will take into account all existing or forthcoming input
which may be brought by the three European institutions and by National Parliaments. The
Group will undertake a general review of the Own Resources system guided by the overall
objectives of simplicity, transparency, equity and democratic accountability with the objective to
have a first assessment available at the end of 2014 in order to be taken into account in the
context of the MFF review. An inter-institutional conference with National Parliaments is
foreseen for 2016 to assess the outcome of the High Level Group's work.
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On the basis of the results of this work and in parallel to the review of the MFF Regulation the
Commission will assess if new Own Resource initiatives are appropriate and consider making
proposals for the next MFF.


FTT enhanced cooperation - 11 Member States (Belgium, Germany, Greece, Spain, France,
Italy, Austria, Portugal, Slovenia and Slovakia) requested the authorisation of the enhanced
cooperation mechanisms in the area of the establishment of a common system of financial
transaction tax and are examining if it could become the base for a new own resource for the
EU budget (legally and practically it is possible to do so according to the Commission's
assessment);



On-going discussion in the Council on the rest of the elements composing the system of own
resources. Nevertheless, the following changes appear as agreed in European Council's
conclusions of 7&8 February 2013:
o Collection costs for Traditional own resources down to 20% (from 25%)
o Reduced VAT rate of call at 0.15% for Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden
o No termination of the UK rebate
o Annual gross GNI contribution reductions for Denmark (new) (EUR 130 million), the
Netherlands (EUR 695 million) and Sweden (EUR 185 million) for the full duration of
the 2014 - 2020 MFF, and for Austria for the first three years of the MFF (EUR 30
million in 2014, EUR 20 million in 2015 and EUR 10 million in 2016)
Velyana TOPALOVA
BUDG Committee Secretariat
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1. EP powers over the European budget after the Lisbon Treaty

The new positioning for the EU annual budget:
The 2010-2013 payments crisis

INTRODUCTION
The entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty modified a number of features of the annual budgetary
procedure. One of them was the end of the split of competence between the EP and the Council
according to the ‘compulsory’ or ‘non-compulsory’ nature of expenditure.
Against a backdrop of fiscal consolidation in national budgets, and with the EP and Council on equal
footing in deciding on all budget items, 2011, 2012 and 2013 Budgets were adopted with a level of
payment appropriations far below the Commission’s Draft Budget estimates, following Council’s
insistence to limit the level of national contributions to the EU Budget.
This came despite previous commitments that were entered in the annual budget by the budgetary
authority, corresponding legal obligations or new initiatives / activities and resulted in a budget
payment crisis, the consequences of which are still visible.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
A technical problem which became a political issue
The dissociation between commitment and payment appropriations, which also applies in a number of
national budgets, stems from the existence of multiannual programmes and the time gap between the
budgetary commitments and the moment when the disbursements (payments) take place, in accordance
with the rules and criteria laid down in the Financial Regulation and any relevant sectoral regulation.
The multiannual character of all EU policies, and in particular of cohesion policy, implies a rising
profile of payments towards the end of the period whereas commitments are entered on a more linear
basis.
Accordingly, the rhythm and profile of payments depends on the concrete implementation of projects
and the fulfilment of eligibility criteria, which are often out of the budgetary authority’s control and
even of the Commission’s. In particular, the slow start of 2007-2013 programmes, notably in the area
of cohesion policy, and the impact of the economic downturn resulted in particularly low level of
payments during the first half of the programming period. These postponed payments have to be made
in the final year of the current period and during the next period.
Since 2011 Budget and the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, a situation emerged where the
economic crisis and the pressure on national budgets brought Member States representatives within
Council to decrease Commission’s best estimates for payment appropriations, which integrated detailed
implementation forecast, by programmes and projects, on the basis of past commitments agreed.
Departing from this bottom-up approach, Council defined “absolute” figures for the overall level of
payments which it constantly defended as a red line during budget negotiations with Parliament.
Each year, Parliament severely criticised such cuts, disconnected from the reality of budget
implementation on the ground and from EU obligations and past commitments, up to a point where,
until 2013, the conciliation committee failed, two times out of three, to reach an agreement on a joint
text. Parliament did not manage to significantly modify Council’s figures for payments (situation
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however changed for 2014 Budget, see below). Indeed, for the sake of continuity of EU actions and
budget, and because it got several commitments to address any shortage of payments as they arise, as
well as other concessions from Council, notably regarding commitments3, it not did reject the budget as
it could according to Treaty provisions.
Received ‘bills’, including from Member States, having to be paid, these payments were in fact each year
postponed to the next, reducing the payment appropriations available to honour that year’s needs. This
led to the situation, widely considered as unsustainable, where, over the last three years, the level of
unpaid, although legitimate, claims under Cohesion policy at year-end grew from 5 billion in 2010, to
11 billion end of 2011, 16 billion end of 2012 and a likely 20 billion end of 20134. In parallel, the level
of outstanding commitments increased from 194 billion to an estimated 230 billion at the end of 2013,
soon making the disconnection unsustainable between political priorities and the adopted level of
payments.
In the past years indeed, under-budgeting in payments has had a negative impact on the Commission's
ability to swiftly reimburse Member States and to pay to final beneficiaries within agreed payment
deadlines, with serious cash flow constraints early in the year. This also put the credibility of the EU at
risk, casting doubts on its ability to deliver on its past commitments.
CHRONOLOGY
Parliament’s achievements and recent developments
What soon became the EU Budget ‘payment issue’ was raised and deplored in every EP budgetary
resolution over the last 3 years. It was relayed up to the highest authorities in Parliament, President and
Conference of Presidents, until becoming a major condition for EP to approve the 2014-2020 MFF.
In the early 2010s, EP could accept Council’s commitments to actively monitor the situation of
payments, notably through dedicated ad hoc interinstitutional meetings, and to propose remedial action
to address any problems as they arise.
With the worsening of the situation, Parliament’s position became tougher, with a view not to further
dig any implementation deficit, that would go against Treaty provisions and in particular its Article 323
(TFEU)5. While in 2012, EP could accept the adoption of Commission’s Draft Amending Budget
(DAB) 6/2012 for an amount of 6 billion out of a requested total of 9 billion, EP set in 2013 the full
acceptance of an additional EUR 11.2 billion in 2013 payments, i.e. the margin left below the MFF
payment ceiling, as a precondition for giving its consent to the 2014-2020 MFF regulation.
In the end of 2013, Parliament obtained satisfaction on these additional 11.2 billion, which were almost
entirely financed through additional national contributions. Similarly, end of 2013, Parliament put an
end to the previous years’ acceptation of Council’s level of payments, with a 2014 Budget set at EUR
135.5 billion in payments, almost half way between Council’s and Parliament’s respective positions.

Parliament secured each year a certain number of concessions, for instance President Buzek’s seven points, specific
declarations to ensure that Council would take any prompt position on DABs to avoid any shortage in payments, the
endorsement of a number of EP priorities in commitments
3

4 It should be noted that there is structurally a "normal" shifting in payments to the following year since the payment claims
received in the last days of the year cannot in any case get paid the same year (operational DGs' control and validation,
eligibility checks, etc).

‘The European Parliament, the Council and the Commission shall ensure that the financial means are made available to
allow the Union to fulfil its legal obligation in respect of third parties’

5
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KEY PLAYERS:


The general rapporteurs on the Commission’s Budget, since budget year 2010 (Sidonia Elżbieta
JĘDRZEJEWSKA (EPP, Poland), Francesca BALZANI (S&D, Italy), Giovanni LA VIA
(EPP, Italy), Anne E. JENSEN (ALDE, Denmark),



The coordinators of the political groups in the Committee on Budgets,



Chairman Alain LAMASSOURE (EPP, France),



President Martin SCHULZ.

RESULTS
This agreement on 2014 Budget put an end to previous years ‘ practice to end up the budget year with
payments finally budgeted up to Commission’s and Parliament’s figures, not during the annual
budgetary procedure, but in the course of the year through amending budgets. Although this was easier
for Council to accept (‘hard’ figures available with concrete bills coming in, and calls for funds from
national budgets postponed to following year) and allowed to avoid default by the Commission, this
remained a second best solution. Indeed, budgeting should not take place on the basis of received bills
(treasury management) but is about annually ‘forecasting and authorising’.
The new MFF provisions on payments (global margin in payments, institutionalised dedicated
meetings, discussion of each institution’s estimates, etc.) are expected to address at least some of the
recurrent problems encountered at the end of the 2007-2013 programming period, and, in particular,
allow for effective catching up in case programmes’ implementation is delayed.
Tense negotiations are however likely to repeat in the context of upcoming EU budgetary procedures.
In particular, the question of the treatment of payments related to the mobilisation of special
instruments (Flexibility instrument, EU Solidarity Fund, Globalisation Adjustment Fund, Emergency
Aid Reserve) is likely to be much debated between Parliament and Council in the coming months.
However, new available tools, together with EP awareness raising and an increased sensibility and
responsibility among the institutions (as demonstrated by the full satisfaction of EP request for 11.2
billion more in 2013 and a fair compromise between EP and Council figures in payments for 2014) will
help the Parliament, as one arm of the budgetary authority, to have the adequate tools to tackle the
payment issue and come back to a situation where payments are the logical consequence of previous
commitments agreed.
This would no doubt help the budgetary authority to focus on political priority setting and the
allocation of scarce resources, rather than on the management of payments, which is of a more
technical nature since bills received simply have to be paid. Bringing it high on EP’s political agenda
was necessary to make that clear to all institutions.
François JAVELLE,
ECON Secretariat
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1. EP powers over the European budget after the Lisbon Treaty

Parliamentary scrutiny (and control) of the implementation
of the European budget: The battle for a new Financial Regulation

INTRODUCTION
The Financial Regulation is the main point of reference for the establishment and implementation of
the EU annual budget, as well as the control of the European Union’s finances (see Article 1). This
means that the Regulation applies to all revenue and expenditure of the Union, including the
administrative expenses incurred by its Institutions and bodies, from the CFSP, and the operational
expenditure of the Union and of the European Atomic Energy Community (Article 7, par. 1b).
Exceptions are the European Development Fund and the activities of the European Central Bank (see
recital 3 of Regulation 2012/966 of 26 October 2012).
Articles 322, par. 1a (TFEU) and 106a (Euratom Treaty) are the legal bases for its adoption and
modification but also Article 14 par. 1, Article 16 par. 1 and Article 17 par. 1 of the Treaty on European
Union (and its Articles 40-41 TEU for the financing of the CFSP) and Articles 310-325 TFEU, as well
as the Treaty establishing the European Atomic Energy Community (Articles 106a and 171) have to be
taken into account when it comes to parliamentary scrutiny and control of the EU budget.
The big battle for the review of the Financial Regulation 2011/12 was not the first time that Parliament
and Council together had amended the EU's budgetary rules according to the ordinary legislative
procedure: in 2010, Parliament and Council Regulation 1081/2010 of 24 November 2010 had already
modified the Financial Regulation of 2006 in order to reflect the creation of a new institution, the
European External Action Service.
At the very end of Parliament’s 7th term, provisional agreements between Parliament and Council were
reached on two parallel revisions of the Financial Regulation to incorporate the impact, in terms of
budgetary mechanisms and procedures, of the MFF 2014-2020 agreements, as well as of the latest
agreement on the funding of political parties and foundations.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The new Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the Union and repealing Regulation
(EC, Euratom) 1605/2002 entered into force on 1.1.2013. Since 1977, it had been revised in 2002 and
2006 but then as a simple Council Regulation.
This time the role of the European Parliament was much stronger and the main issues at stake were:


Simplification of eligibility rules and financial processes: the complexity of the eligibility rules
often discouraged potential beneficiaries from applying for EU financial support. In addition, in
the past this complexity constituted a significant source of errors as pointed out by the Court of
Auditors in several of its audit reports. During the legislative process (with one single reading)
the rules were clarified, ensuring their consistency with the sectorial legislation (the EU
Financial Regulation encompasses the nearly 60 programmes of the 2014 -2020 EU Multiannual Financial Framework).
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Reinforcing Member States' accountability when implementing the funds of the European
Union: it had become evident over recent years that the main bulk of errors that were detected
by the European Court of Auditors were in projects and payments managed by Member States,
as it is their administrations which implement almost 80% of the European funds. The EP also
managed to achieve tighter controls on how the money is used, requiring Member States to
conduct more detailed checks when spending EU funds on behalf of the European
Commission.



Sound Financial Management and fighting fraud: the Parliament insisted that the responsibility
of the various financial actors should be better defined and outlined. The Commission received
more rights and duties over national payment agencies and controlling authorities. Audit rules
and sanctions of irregularities were also streamlined, with the aim of harmonising the financial
rules and suspending disputed cases at an early stage.



Enabling easier grant applications for EU-funded projects and a faster processing of
applications by the European Commission: under the new rules, applications for EU grants can
be made online, and applicants will receive notice, at the latest six months after the deadline,
whether they are eligible for EU funding. Universities, city and regional councils, clubs and
associations asking for EU funding will all benefit from this legal security.



Improvement of existing rules on financial support for infrastructure projects and EU
development aid: thanks to the EP’s insistence, the new Financial Regulation will expressly
allow the use of private capital and EU funds in the framework of public-private partnerships.
In order to improve the impact of EU development aid, the EU will be able to pool its own
resources with those of individual Member States by establishing multi-donor trust funds, thus
giving added effectiveness and visibility to EU aid, e.g. after natural disasters in third countries.

KEY PLAYERS:
Ingeborg GRÄSSLE (EPP, Germany) and Crescenzio RIVELLINI (EPP, Italy), BUDG and CONT
Rapporteurs (Art 51)
RESULTS
The adoption in First Reading of the new EU Financial Regulation was a milestone for a better
European budget policy and a signal that the EP is able to act quickly and decisively, even when dealing
with an extremely complex legislative file.
After it had rejected a first proposal from the Commission and then received a modified proposal, 9
months of intensive negotiations with two different Council Presidencies followed, involving more
than 500 amendments from the EP. However, Council and Parliament then rapidly agreed on a
common text by means of a so-called First Reading agreement.
Thanks to the commitment of the EP rapporteurs, its political groups and various experts in the
different departments of its General Secretariat, for the first time, new financial provisions for rules on
financing instruments such as project bonds – including a definition of their scope – control and
reporting duties, as well as financial risks for the EU budget, could be agreed.
As to the EU’s external action, (the EU is one of the world's largest donors) the EU has, in the past,
merely been able to contribute to existing funds from the United Nations or the World Bank. As a
result of EP’s intervention, EU visibility of its own work and priorities will be much improved.
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In the future, the EU will also be able to buy its own properties using loans rather than having to rely
on financial intermediaries, thus being able to bring down financing costs for office space used by its
Institutions in headquarters and delegations.
VAT will be finally eligible for reimbursement for many beneficiaries of EU funds.
Another innovation of the new Financial Regulation is the creation of “incentive prizes” as a new tool
for enhancing research projects aimed at creating incentives for innovation.
Udo BUX, BUDG Committee Secretariat (at time of writing)
Francçois JAVELLE, BUDG Committee Secretariat
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1. EP powers over the European budget after the Lisbon Treaty

EU financial instruments for external action

INTRODUCTION
New proposed regulations for European Union (EU) financial instruments for external action are due
to apply from 1 January 2014. They are aimed at enabling the EU to reinforce its role in the world and
promote its interests and values. In December 2011, the European Commission (EC) published the
"Global Europe" Communication and a package of proposals for EU instruments for external action
for the period 2014-20. The instruments are set in the context of the recently agreed Multiannual
Financial Framework (MFF) 2014-20, notably its heading 4 with resources of €66.3 billion (in current
prices), or 6.12% of the total. This is a 3% increase compared to the previous MFF, but 16% less than
the EC's initial proposal.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The main legal bases are Articles 209(1) TFEU (development cooperation programmes) and 212(2)
TFEU (economic, financial and technical cooperation with other third countries). Instruments may
have additional legal bases. Agreement on the MFF led to changes in the financial envelopes initially
allocated by the EC. The new regulations should apply from 1 January 2014. The EP Committees
responsible (AFET and DEVE) approved the texts agreed in trialogue negotiations with the Council
and the EC. Strategic dialogue with the EC will ensure the EP is better involved during programming,
implementation and in any substantial revision.
MFF 2014-20 - Heading 4, "Global Europe"
(Commitments in million euros (current prices))
2014
Development
2 309.51
Coop. Instr. (DCI)
Euro.
2 112.97
Neighbourhood
Instr. (ENI)
Instrument for
1 573.77
Pre-Accession
(IPA)
Stability (IfS)
314.47
EIDHR
179.30
Partnership
113.30
Instrument (PI)
Other
1 731.69
subheadings*
Total
8 335.01
Source: European Commission

2015
2 467.69

2016
2 636.07

2017
2 805.41

2018
2 988.23

2019
3 180.13

2020
3 274.60

Total
19 661.64

2 027.28

2 084.40

2 159.84

2 243.24

2 358.38

2 446.52

15 432.63

1 605.25

1 637.35

1 670.10

1 703.50

1 737.57

1 771.13

11 698.67

320.77
182.89
119.23

327.27
186.60
126.33

333.90
190.07
134.39

340.53
193.84
143.87

347.36
197.73
154.68

354.43
202.32
162.96

2 338.72
1 332.75
954.76

2 025.90

2 144.96

2 138.30

2 211.80

2 292.15

2 298.03

14 842.83

8 749.01

9 142.98

9 432.01

9 825.01

10 268.00

10 509.99

66 262.00
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KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
The legislative package comprises nine geographic and thematic instruments, and a horizontal
regulation setting common implementing rules for six of them:
1. Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA II), rapporteur Libor ROUCEK (S&D, Czech
Republic)
2. European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI), rapporteur Eduard KUKAN (EPP, Slovakia)
3. Partnership Instrument for cooperation with third countries (PI), rapporteur Antonio LOPEZ
ISTURIZ WHITE (EPP, Spain)
4. Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI), rapporteur Thijs BERMAN (S&D, Netherlands)
5. Instrument for the Promotion of Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), rapporteur
Alexander Graf LAMBSDORFF (ALDE, Germany)
6. Instrument for Stability and Peace (ISP), Reinhold BÜTIKOFER (G/EFA, Germany)
The structure of previous instruments is retained, with some changes: more differentiation (assistance
given according to a country’s needs, commitments, performance and potential EU impact);
concentration of external spending; more flexibility; simplified rules and procedures for programming
and delivering assistance; and greater focus on human rights, democracy and good governance.
Common implementing regulation, rapporteur Elmar BROK (EPP, Germany): for the first time a
horizontal regulation sets common, simplified rules and procedures for the external action instruments.
EC financing decisions will take the form of action programmes based on multiannual programming
documents. In certain situations, individual measures or special measures not included in programming
documents can be adopted, as well as measures to support implementation. Moreover, the EC may set
specific rules for some instruments (e.g. ENI, IPA II). The regulation also sets out the conditions for
access to assistance. The new Financial Regulation governs the instruments, and the types of financing
may include innovative approaches, some already in use (blending of grants and loans, equity and risksharing instruments). The common regulation and each instrument will be reviewed by end-2017.
IPA II: helps countries in the enlargement process to prepare for EU accession. IPA II replaces IPA I
(2007-13). Its main objectives are to provide support for political reforms; for economic, social and
territorial development; and for alignment with the EU acquis. It aims to be more flexible (dropping
differentiation by "candidate" and "potential candidate" status), simpler, more coherent, and
conditional on improved governance and country ownership. It also includes an incentive-based
approach.
ENI: replaces the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) which addressed the
16 partner countries covered by the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP). While it retains the
structure of the ENPI (bilateral, multi-country and cross-border cooperation (CBC) programmes), the
ENI builds on the 2011 review of the ENP, introducing significant changes. These include increased
differentiation and an incentive-based approach ("more for more"); modification of geographical scope
(ENI no longer covers bilateral assistance to Russia, but it remains eligible for regional and CBC
programmes); simplification and reduced time for programming; increased coordination between EU
and national programmes; and amended provisions on CBC.
PI: a new instrument, replacing the Instrument for cooperation with industrialised and high-income
countries. It will be the main instrument for cooperation with middle and upper income countries,
including Russia, China, Brazil and India. Although its scope is worldwide it should mainly apply to
strategic partner countries that are not covered by other instruments. The PI will be used to implement
the international dimension of the Europe 2020 agenda, including cooperation with partners on issues
of global concern; to facilitate market access, trade, investment and other business opportunities for
EU companies; and to improve the EU's visibility internationally through public diplomacy.
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DCI: its various programmes cover all developing countries. The new DCI takes into account the EU’s
“Agenda for change” in development policy and focuses primarily on combating poverty. Its structure
has: geographic programmes to support bilateral and regional cooperation (not for ENI, IPA II and
European Development Fund countries); two thematic programmes (“Global public goods and
challenges” and “Civil society organisations and local authorities”); and a new Pan-African programme
to support implementation of the Joint Africa–EU Strategy. Countries graduating from bilateral DCI
programmes to new partnerships with the EU will remain eligible under the thematic and regional
programmes. Bilateral cooperation with those "graduating" countries will be eligible under the PI. EU
assistance will be directed to those countries most in need and where it can have greatest impact.
EIDHR: its added value comes from providing assistance to improve the situation of human rights
and fundamental freedoms in countries where they are at risk, independent of those countries'
authorities. The new EIDHR focuses on the most problematic countries, on more flexibility and
swifter response, through grants for human-rights defenders in urgent need of protection and direct
grants in countries where calls for proposals are impossible. An EU Human Rights Defenders
Mechanism is also created.
ISP: contributes to preventing and responding to crises or global/trans-regional security challenges.
The name was changed from the original IfS to underline its role also in conflict prevention. It
nevertheless maintains the key elements of its predecessor, but increases its flexibility (e.g. extending
the maximum length of crisis response measures and enabling a second Exceptional Assistance
Measure in protracted conflicts).
RESULT
As co-legislator, the EP put forward changes to the EC proposals, aimed at ensuring clear impact of the
instruments and results on the ground; transparency in planning and implementation including a more
prominent parliamentary control; a greater role for civil society organisations and local authorities of
beneficiaries; more conditionality; synergies among instruments and with EU policies, as well as more
coordination between the EU, its Member States and other donors; rapid reaction to unforeseen
events; and more democratic scrutiny. The Committees responsible (AFET and DEVE) approved the
texts agreed in trilogue negotiations with the Council and the EC. Strategic dialogue with the EC will
ensure the EP is better involved during programming, implementation and in any substantial revision.
Katarzyna SOCHACKA,
Cabinet of the Secretary General

33

34

2. Control on international agreements and negotiations

International agreements

INTRODUCTION
The Multiannual Financial Framework 2007-2013 was adopted in 2006 with a clause stipulating a broad
review in 2008/2009 of both the expenditure and revenue side of the budget. By the time that the
Commission presented this review (in October 2010), the MFF had already been revised several times
(to cover for extra needs for Galileo, the EIT, the food facility and the European Economic Recovery
plan), the financial crisis was at a peak and public budgets under pressure. At the same time EU budget
discussions had to take into account new policy priorities and competences flowing from the Lisbon
Treaty as well as the Europe 2020 strategy with its headline targets.
The Treaty of Lisbon (ToL) resulted in a major status upgrade for the European Parliament, giving it
an enhanced role in international agreements. In terms of the assent procedure (now, since the TOL,
known as consent procedure), the ToL extended the list of subjects falling under its remit, including:


All agreements covering the ordinary legislative procedure or special legislative procedure;



Association agreements between the EU and third countries;



Agreements creating specific institutional framework by organising cooperation procedures;



Agreements for notable budgetary implications for the EU;



Agreement on EU membership of the European Convention on Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms;



Agreements on the Accession of the State to the EU.

The ToL also mandates that the EP 'shall be immediately and fully informed of all stages of the procedure'.6
Procedurally, the EP considers a draft act forwarded by the Council, deciding whether to approve it (by
an absolute majority of votes) or reject it. As a result of post-Lisbon inter-institutional practices and
agreements, the Parliament is also informally involved in the preceding stages of the procedure.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
In the aftermath of the ToL, the European Parliament has been providing democratic scrutiny of the
negotiation and adoption processes of international agreements. When deciding on its adoption or
rejection of such agreements, its decisions have been guided by a range of concerns, including human
rights and civil liberties, as well as strategic interests and priorities of the EU. Internally, the EP has
been developing a methodology allowing it to ensure it has adequate access to information and insights
about the negotiation processes, in order to have a complete picture of the situation when making its
consent decision. The relevant committees have been debriefed by the negotiators on the progress, the
Members were able to gain access to relevant information regarding the basis of inter-institutional
agreements from its partners in the Commission and the External Action Service (EEAS).The EP is
working towards strengthening cooperation with all the relevant partners to ensure it gains insight to
the implementation process when international agreements are already signed. In this context, the EP
6

Treaty of Lisbon, Article 218, Paragraph 10, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/treaty-of-lisbon.aspx?lang=en.
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relies on the information provided by its inter-institutional, third country and civil society partners. The
Members also exercise political control on the occasion of their visits to third countries, as well as the
interactions with the relevant stakeholders in Brussels and Strasbourg.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
While not all recent cases can be described here, in which the EP has exercised its power of consent,
the below-mentioned selected recent cases of international agreements offer a quick snapshot of a
variety of issues at stake and outcomes of the international agreements the EP has been involved in:
30 March 2012: The Ukraine Association Agreement (AA) was initialled. However, the EU Foreign
Affairs Council (FAC) outlined in December 2012 three areas in which Member States expected
Ukraine to progress to allow for the signature of the agreement: reforming the electoral system,
addressing selective justice and pursuing the Association Agenda reforms. In the run-up to the Vilnius
Summit, Ukraine appeared remarkably close to fulfilling the EU's conditions for signing the AA; the
only remaining stumbling block being the lack of solution regarding Yulia Tymoshenko's case. When
the government finally announced on 21 November 2013 that it would put on hold the signature of the
AA, this decision took many by surprise and precipitated the country into a deep political crisis. After a
three months crisis, the Yanukovych's regime collapsed and led to a political transition process. Following
the dramatic events that occurred in Crimea, the new Ukrainian authorities and the EU signed the
political provisions of the AA on 21 March 2014. While the DCFTA is expected to be signed after the
presidential elections, the European Commission decided to introduce a draft regulation on the unilateral
reduction or elimination of customs duties on goods originating in Ukraine, thus advancing the
implementation of the tariffs section of the AA/DCFTA through autonomous trade preferences. The EP
has been actively monitoring the developments in the country, through inter alia its initiative reports on
the Association Agreement (Rapporteur Ryszard LEGUTKO, ECR, Poland), the work of its EUUkraine Parliamentary Cooperation Committee (co-Chair Paweł KOWAL, ECR, Poland) and its
election observation mission in October 2012 (lead by Paweł KOWAL). EP President SCHULZ has
been personally involved in high level political outreach with the Ukrainian authorities. Two ad-hoc EP
Delegations also visited Ukraine in January and February 2014.
09 December 2011: The EP in its plenary session decided to withhold its consent for the conclusion of
the Protocol to the EU-Morocco Fisheries Partnership Agreement (FPA), upholding the original
recommendation of the Rapporteur Carl HAGLUND (ALDE, Finland). This was due to concerns
related to the environmental sustainability and macro-economic impact of the Agreement, particularly
as impacting Western Sahara.
RESULTS
Since the ToL, the EP has been empowered to give consent in a wide range of international
agreements. It has since worked towards making the most of these new powers and helping to shape
the Union's external policies. Through this process, the EP has helped to defend the right of citizens to
privacy, upheld the human rights of vulnerable populations in third countries, and to shape a
responsible global rules and order. The abovementioned processes lead to enhancing inter-institutional
cooperation with its key partners, including the Commission and the External Action Service (EEAS),
as well as institutional and civil society partners in third countries, as well as within the EU. Internally,
the EP has been solidifying its working methods to ensure it is well-equipped to exercise scrutiny and
control over the processes and negotiation and implementation of international agreements.
Wanda TROSZCZYNSKA-VAN GENDEREN with input from Valerie RAMET
DG EXPO, Policy Department
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2. Control on international agreements and negotiations

The European Parliament and the Fisheries Partnership Agreements

INTRODUCTION
Fisheries partnership agreements (FPAs) are bilateral agreements with third countries in which the EU
gives financial and technical support in exchange for fishing rights. They are intended to allow EU
vessels to fish for surplus stocks in that country's exclusive economic zone (EEZ), in a legally regulated
environment. The agreements are supplemented by a protocol which defines the conditions of their
application.
FPAs are negotiated and concluded by the Commission on behalf of the EU. With the entry into force
of the Lisbon Treaty, the European Parliament gained an entirely new role in concluding the EU’s
FPAs. While previously the Parliament was only consulted on international agreements, now the EP
must give its consent for an agreement to be concluded. The Parliament must also be fully and
promptly informed on the same basis as the Council of Ministers while agreements are drafted,
negotiated and adopted.
FPAs comprise two main components that should be beneficial to both the EU and the third country
involved in the procedure: (1) regulated access for the EU fleet to resources that the partner country’s
national industry does not fully exploit, and (2) a financial contribution from the EU, part of which
should be devoted to improving the fishery sector of that country and supporting sustainable fishing in
its EEZ. FPAs can contribute to general development targets beyond the fisheries sector by installing
new monitoring techniques, suggesting scientific research and assisting the modernisation of fishing
vessels. Obviously, EU fishing vessels have obligations too. For instance, they have to land a certain
part of their catch for processing in the partner country and to take on board local fishermen.
KEY ISSUE AT STAKE
The FPAs allow the EP to pursue its policy priorities, including securing access to strategic fishing
zones and resources for European fishermen, helping maintain employment in the EU fisheries sector
and providing adequate fishery products for European markets. The agreements also help enforce
environmentally sustainable practices. They should be compatible with the EU's development and
human rights policies, as well as encouraging international cooperation in the field.
Reconciling these often-competing objectives has proven extremely complex and challenging. While
the EP has provided a platform for the debates and has shed light on relevant problems, found viable
compromises and steered the negotiations, the conclusion of the agreements is not always a smooth
and easy process. Indeed, the two most important FPAs drawn up during this Parliamentary term, the
one with the Islamic Republic of Mauritania and the one with the Kingdom of Morocco, both passed
through long and difficult discussions before finally being concluded. Nevertheless, both cases illustrate
how the EP has made a difference to the EU's fisheries agreements.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
8 October 2013: the EP approved a new fisheries agreement with Mauritania
The agreement with Mauritania is the largest of the EU's FPAs in terms of volume, financial
contribution and variety of fisheries products. Its main purpose is to set out fishing opportunities for
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EU vessels in Mauritanian waters within the limits of the available surplus, and the financial
contribution provided by the EU. Another important point in this agreement is that it aims at
establishing a sustainable fisheries policy and preventing the exploitation of fisheries resources in
Mauritanian fishing zones. The annual fishing opportunities for European vessels from 12 member
states cover a wide variety of fishery products, but exclude cephalopods fisheries which are reserved for
the Mauritanian fleet.
The financial contribution of this agreement is highly significant, with a total of €70 million per annum.
This contribution consists of €67 million for access of EU vessels to fisheries resources and of €3
million in development assistance for Mauritania´s fisheries sector. The ship owners’ fees for access
licences, which could reach some €41 million, should be added to this figure in order to obtain a global
picture of the benefits for Mauritania.
From the outset, the EP actively shaped the agreement. One of the Parliament’s important
interventions took the form of a resolution adopted on 12 May 2011, requesting that the agreement
provide controllable measures to ensure the sustainability of the fish stocks. The Members insisted that
scientific evidence would have to demonstrate that there was a surplus in fish stock for EU vessels to
be allowed to fish in Mauritania's waters.
Two years later, on 29 May 2013, the Parliament’s Committee on Fisheries rejected the agreement on
the grounds that the EP’s concerns had not been taken on board (Rapporteur Gabriel MATO
ADROVER, EPP, Spain). MEPs also demanded a review of the financial terms, arguing that the
revised costs of access rights for ship owners were unjustifiably higher than in the previous protocol.
Further negotiations eventually led to modifications, including reduced fishing fees for EU fleets. When
the agreement finally received a 'yes' vote in the Plenary, on 8 October 2013, most MEPs had come to
believe that the new protocol ensured the sustainable exploitation of fish stocks and could be
considered ethical and fair for the stakeholders involved.
The protocol, initialled on 26 July 2012, has been applied provisionally since 1 August 2012 by seven
EU countries, with Spain being the main beneficiary and will be in force until the end of 2014.
10 December 2013: the EP approved the protocol to the EU-Morocco FPA
In February 2011, on the basis of a mandate from the Council, the Commission proceeded to renew
the protocol to the FPA between the EU and Morocco for one year, until 27 February 2012, and a new
protocol was initialed. The budgetary implications of renewing this protocol were €36.15 million for the
extended year.
In June 2011 a new legislative proposal, based on a Council decision, was tabled. The protocol was
signed in accordance with the Council decision and was applied on a provisional basis from 28
February 2011.
EP Rapporteur Carl HAGLUND (ALDE, Finland) recommended rejection of the protocol, arguing
that it was too expensive and environmentally unsustainable. However, on 22 November 2011 the
Committee on Fisheries reversed this recommendation and suggested that the EP should give its
consent to the conclusion of the new protocol.
During all the different debates, the question of the introduction of a human rights clause – regarding
especially the rights of the people of Western Sahara – remained unresolved, and represented a
particularly controversial issue, along with the cost-effectiveness of the protocol and its assessment of
surplus stocks.
On 14 December 2011, the Plenary voted against the recommendation of the Committee on Fisheries
and upheld the initial recommendation of the Rapporteur. The vote withholding EP's consent to the
conclusion of the new EU-Morocco FPA put an end to the provisional application of the protocol.
Shortly afterwards, the EP issued a new resolution setting the limits of the future agreement.
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The European Commission re-opened negotiations for a new protocol, which was submitted to the EP
for consent on 12 February 2013. After considering the revised proposal under Rapporteur Carmen
FRAGA ESTÉVEZ (EPP, Spain), the Parliament's Committee on Fisheries on 27 November 2013
approved the renewal of the agreement. Finally, on 10 December 2013 also the EP Plenary approved
the new EU-Morocco agreement.
The EP´s remarks regarding the unsatisfying environmental and economic issues have been taken into
consideration by the Commission in its new proposal. In this respect, the rejection of the previous
protocol, and the modified Commission proposal duly taking into account the criticism of the EP, is an
encouraging illustration of the EP’s new powers in fisheries policy following the coming into force of
the Lisbon Treaty.
RESULTS
These recent cases underscore how the new provisions in the Lisbon Treaty have led the EP to play an
important role in shaping fisheries agreements. The greater involvement of the EP has also led to closer
cooperation with the European Commission. By voicing its positions early in the negotiating process
through parliamentary resolutions, the EP has effectively helped draft negotiating mandates. The
Parliament has also been particularly active on issues such as sustainability and the fair management of
resources. The EP has not hesitated to withhold its consent when it felt its views were not taken on
board.
Through its involvement in international fisheries agreements, the EP has tried to reconcile the various
interests in fisheries policy: protecting the interests of European fishermen and consumers, while also
safeguarding fish stocks and the environment, respecting human rights in partner countries and
encouraging sustainable development.
Irina POPESCU, Ollivier GIMENEZ ESPINOS,
Wanda TROSZCZYNSKA-VAN GENDEREN and Marika ARMANOVICA
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2. Control on international agreements and negotiations

The European Parliament’s monitoring activities
in the field of civil aviation (agreements with third countries)

INTRODUCTION
A judgment of 5 November 2002 of the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) – called the
‘open skies’ judgment – paved the way for the EU to create a genuine external aviation policy. And
with the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, the European Parliament (EP) – now a co-legislator
on equal footing with the Council – gained power of consent over international civil aviation treaties.
EU policy – significantly shaped by the European Parliament in recent years – has made a real
difference to travellers. Thanks to the Union’s efforts, travellers today enjoy better, more varied and
affordable services, both in the EU and abroad. The EU aviation policy has made flying to countries
outside the Union safer and often less expensive. In addition, more destinations have become
accessible.
In principle, the EU concludes three types of civil aviation agreements with third countries or
organisations: Horizontal air agreements aiming at replacing "national designation" clause with "EU
designation clause" in bilateral agreements between Members States and third countries;
comprehensive air agreements with strategic partners seeking to liberalise the ownership of airlines
and to promote regulatory convergence; Common Aviation Area agreements aiming at extending the
EU aviation rules to its neighbouring countries; and safety agreements concluded with main aircraft
producers' countries, such as US, Canada and Brazil, aiming at reducing economic costs of certification
procedures.
Since 2005, the EU has negotiated a set of comprehensive air transport agreements with a number of
key trading partners: the United States, Canada and Brazil. These agreements aim to ensure market
opening, enhance fair and open competition through regulatory convergence, secure the liberalisation
of ownership and control of airlines, and resolve common business issues.
A first-stage agreement with the United States was signed in April 2007, followed by a second-stage
agreement in June 2010, following the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. The EU-US agreement
was one of the first international aviation agreements to move beyond issues of market access
negotiations. For the first time, a major international agreement acknowledged that conditions for
competition have to be addressed and harmonised to ensure fair competition. In this regard, the EU
and the US jointly developed a new template agreement that facilitates the role of aviation.
ISSUES AT STAKE
While granting its consent to a number of bilateral agreements with other countries (see below), the EP
has made it clear that the EU should use air agreements to ensure that the relevant international
legislation on social and labour rights and environmentally friendly policies are respected. In the
Parliament’s view, international air agreements should guarantee fair competition and promote
regulatory convergence, particularly concerning air safety standards.
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Non-exhaustive list:
24 March 2011: The EP consented to the conclusion of the Protocol to Amend the Air Transport
Agreement between the United States of America, on the one hand, and the European Community and
its Member States, on the other hand (Rapporteur Artur ZASADA, ECR, Poland).
24 March 2011: The EP consented to the conclusion of Agreement on Air Transport between the
European Community and its Member States, of the one part, and Canada, of the other part
(Rapporteur Silvia ŢICĂU, S&D, Romania)
15 November 2011: The EP consented to the conclusion of the common aviation area of the
EU/Georgia Agreement (Rapporteur Thomas ULMER, EPP, Germany).
15 November 2011: The EP consented to the conclusion of the: Euro-Mediterranean Aviation
Agreement of the EU/Jordan agreement (Rapporteur Olga SEHNALOVÁ, S&D, Czech Republic).
Under consideration in the Parliament: EU/Israel Euro-Mediterranean Aviation Agreement
(Rapporteur Petri SARVAMAA, EPP, Finland).
Under consideration in the Parliament: EU/USA/Iceland/Norway Air Transport Agreement; and
EU/Iceland/Norway Ancillary Agreement on the application of the Air Transport Agreement
(Rapporteur Brian SIMPSON, S&D, UK).
RESULTS
The larger ‘revolution’ in air travel, which has made the world smaller while creating greater business
and leisure opportunities, has been made possible by through the efforts of the EU institutions.
The European Parliament has come to play an important role in this process. Given the importance of
air transportation for a modern and dynamic economy, the Parliament has achieved significant results
and ensured that the air transportation system is more open to regulatory convergence and fair
competition.
And at the level of ordinary citizens, the change has been significant. By shaping aviation policy, the
EP’s has preserved EU citizens’ interests – improving their safety, protecting their pocketbooks and
their privacy, respecting the environment and enforcing social and labour standards. At the same time,
the EU’s agreements have brought people together, changing their notion of their ‘neighbourhood’ and
expanding their horizons.
Roberto BENDINI
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2. Control on international agreements and negotiations

The European Parliament and the Doha Round

INTRODUCTION
The Doha Round of world trade negotiations was launched during the 4th WTO Ministerial
Conference in Doha (Qatar) in November 2001. Named the Doha Development Agenda, this round of
trade negotiations is targeted at further liberalising trade, whilst facilitating the integration of developing
countries, particularly Least Developed Countries (LDCs) into the WTO multilateral system.
The Committee on International Trade (INTA) closely follows these negotiations, and the European
Parliament has adopted several resolutions expressing its view on these negotiations since they were
first launched. The European Parliament has also contributed to the setup of a particular world-wide
body for this purpose. The Parliamentary Conference on the WTO was initiated by the adoption of a
Final Declaration by Parliamentarians present at the 4th WTO Ministerial Conference in Doha in
November 2001. It is a joint undertaking of the European Parliament and the Inter-Parliamentary
Union (IPU), aimed at strengthening democracy at the international level by bringing a parliamentary
dimension to multilateral cooperation on trade issues and to the WTO.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The main issues at stake in the Doha Round are:


Reforming agricultural subsidies;



Ensuring that new liberalisation in the global economy respects the need for sustainable
economic growth in developing countries;



Improving developing countries' access to global markets for their exports.

At the Ministerial Conference in Geneva in July 2008 the Doha Round came very close to a modalities
agreement on tariff cuts for industrial goods and agricultural products and a comprehensive package of
farm reform in developed countries. However, the negotiations broke down over a disagreement on the
precise terms of a 'special safeguard measure' to protect farmers from surges in imports. Since then, the
Doha Round has been more or less stalled. Currently, WTO Members are working on finding an
agreement on a limited set of issues under the Doha mandate, notably an agreement on trade
facilitation, in order to ease customs procedures and to facilitate the movement, release and clearance
of goods. This would cut bureaucracy and corruption in customs procedures and would speed up trade
and make it cheaper.
The European Commission needs the formal authorisation of the Council and the European
Parliament to sign an agreement negotiated at the WTO. The European Parliament should be informed
at all stages of the negotiations of an agreement according to the Lisbon Treaty. However, other
parliaments are not necessarily in the same situation, and trade negotiations, the Doha Round included,
are often considered to lack transparency. This was one of the reasons leading to the creation of the
Parliamentary Conference on the WTO, as a forum in which members of parliaments from all over the
world could exchange opinions, information and experience on international trade issues and provide a
parliamentary dimension to the WTO by: i) overseeing WTO activities and promoting their
effectiveness and fairness, ii) promoting the transparency of WTO procedures and improving dialogue
between governments, parliaments and civil society, and iii) building capacity in parliaments in matters
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of international trade and exerting influence on the direction of discussions within the WTO. The
Parliamentary Conference on the WTO revolves around regular sessions held once a year, and on the
occasion of WTO Ministerial Conferences.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


The Chair of the INTA committee, Vital MOREIRA (S&D, Portugal), is also the Co-chair of
the Steering Committee of the Parliamentary Conference on the WTO.



The Steering Committee is the Board of the Parliamentary Conference on the WTO. It is
composed of 22 Members, 6 of them from the European Parliament, from different regions of
the world. The Steering Committee usually meets twice a year and on the eve of the Annual
Session of the Parliamentary Conference on the WTO.



The EP Members of the Steering Committee started meeting since 2002 on a regular basis, i.e.
monthly in Strasbourg, in a format called the Steering Group. Whereas the meetings of the
Steering Group are open to all Members of the European Parliament interested in WTO
negotiations and, in particular, in the parliamentary dimension of the WTO, its main members,
including Co-chairs Vital MOREIRA (S&D, Portugal) and Pablo ZALBA (EPP, Spain), are
Paul RÜBIG (EPP, Austria), Jörg LEICHTFRIED (S&D, Austria), Niccolo RINALDI
(ALDE, Italy) Helmut SCHOLZ (GUE/NGL, Germany) and Robert STURDY (ECR, UK).

RESULTS
In 2011, the Parliamentary Conference on the WTO took place for the first time at the premises of the
WTO. This represents an implicit recognition of it being the de facto parliamentary dimension of the
WTO and of the importance of the WTO in involving parliamentarians more closely and reaching out
to a wider public.
Eight annual sessions, with more than 300 parliamentarians from around 60 countries participating,
have so far taken place, with active participation of the WTO Director-General, Ministers and senior
WTO negotiators. At the annual session, an outcome document is adopted and transmitted to
negotiators. An example of the increased visibility and importance of both the European Parliament
and the Parliamentary Conference on the WTO, was that most candidates for the post of the new
WTO Director-General were eager to meet MEPs.
This Parliamentary Conference is a practical example of how regular parliamentary scrutiny can be
carried out at a multilateral level, combining the day-to-day work of the European Parliament and its
relevant committees with an outreaching and inclusive approach.
Heikki SUORTTI
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2. Control on international agreements and negotiations

The European Parliament and Bilateral Trade Agreements

INTRODUCTION
Parliament needs to be fully informed on international negotiations at all stages. Its powers in this area
were significantly increased by the Treaty of Lisbon. Parliament's consent is needed before any
international agreement can enter into force. It is not at all excluded that Parliament may decide not to
give consent to a negotiated agreement, if its views and positions are not respected, as was
demonstrated by the non-consent on the ACTA. Currently, the Commission conducts a very intensive
bilateral agenda.
Concrete results have been achieved by the Transatlantic High Level Working Group, in supporting
growth, jobs and competitiveness, including a recommendation to launch negotiations for a deep and
comprehensive Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership.
Deep and comprehensive free trade agreement (DCFTA) negotiations have also been launched with
Japan. Parliament has insisted that significant progress needs to be achieved in dismantling Non-TariffBarriers (NTBs) and opening up the Japanese market. This comes a year after the beginning of
negotiations as part of a review clause, and so before tariffs can be reduced in respect of sensitive
sectors. Parliament has requested a review of the progress achieved in the negotiations as part of the
Commission's negotiation directives in order to assess whether conditions for continuing the
negotiations are met.
The conclusion of the negotiations with Canada and India are awaited. As regards the ASEAN agenda,
negotiations have been launched with Malaysia, Vietnam and Thailand and trade relations with the
Philippines are undergoing a preliminary scoping. The Commission has concluded negotiations with
Singapore, with the exception, at this stage, of an investment chapter, and has begun the process of
legal scrubbing of the text with a view to initialling the text as soon as possible. The EP has also
blocked the entry into force of the EU-Uzbekistan additional protocol on textiles on the ground of the
alleged use of forced and child labour during the cotton harvest in Uzbekistan, calling for ILO
monitoring to establish the facts on the ground. .
The EU-Ukraine Association Agreement, encompassing a DCFTA, has been presented by the
Commission to Council and Parliament ahead of its possible signature at the Eastern Partnership
Summit in Vilnius on 28-29 November 2013. Progress has also been achieved in the DCFTA
negotiations with other Eastern Partners, namely Georgia, Moldova and Armenia.
Parliament has actively promoted the initiatives being taken to expand and deepen our trade and
economic relations with the euro-Mediterranean countries, launching the DCFTA with Morocco as a
strong signal of its unwavering commitment to further improve market access and the investment
climate in the region. As well as working to expand further and would like to see a greater association
of Parliament in expanding the individual DCFTA negotiations with the broader other southern and
eastern Mediterranean countries, when right conditions are met.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
It is worth highlighting the shift of focus from the multilateral agenda to bilateral, plurilateral and
regional agreements, which has taken place since the beginning of the legislature. The obvious reason
for this is the stalemate of the Doha Round in the WTO.
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Parliament has successfully organised its work with a view to make the most of its new competencies
and contribute to create growth and job opportunities for the European economy.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


INTA has promoted Parliament's involvement in the negotiations of the trade and investment
agreements already at an early stage, in particular by adopting its positions in a resolution on the
definition of the negotiating mandates after their presentation by the Commission but before
their adoption by the Council. This has now been the established institutional practice in
relation to opening of negotiations, as demonstrated by the case of Japan (resolution of
October 2012) and the United States (resolution of May 2013).



December 2011: the follow-up of trade negotiations was organised in the INTA Committee in
Monitoring Groups comprising a Standing Rapporteur and shadow rapporteurs covering
bilateral and regional negotiations. Currently, there are 24 active monitoring groups, and by
June 2013 these groups met in 64 meetings. Monitoring Groups discuss regularly with chief
negotiators, representatives of third countries, civil society and stakeholders. They report
regularly to the Committee, and the Committee may take swift action if need be.

The following are the rapporteurs for the previously mentioned FTAs. Canada: Peter STASTNY (EPP,
Slovakia), Central America: Pablo ZALBA BIDEGAIN (EPP, Spain), India: Maria BADIA I
CUTCHET (S&D, Spain), Japan: Metin KAZAK (ALDE, Bulgaria), Maghreb: Marielle DE SARNEZ
(ALDE, France), Malaysia: Niccolo RINALDI (ALDE, Italy), Mercosur: Andres BAREA (S&D,
Spain), Moldova: Hermann WINKLER (EPP, Germany), Russia: Robert STURDY (ECR, UK),
Singapore: Syed KAMALL (ECR, UK), Thailand: Franck PROUST (EPP, France), Ukraine: Paweł
ZALEWSKI (EPP, Poland). and George CUTAS (S&D, Romania).
RESULTS
On Peru-Colombia FTA, Parliament requested increased focus on human rights and sustainability,
both before signature of the agreement and in the implementation phase. Consequently, the two
partners presented specific Road Maps for implementation of a wide range of human rights issues. As a
result of Parliament's positions, monitoring mechanisms were introduced in the safeguard regulations
as well as in the bodies foreseen in this regard.
On the same vein, the EP withheld its consent to the entry into force of the additional protocol on
textiles to the EU-Uzbekistan PCA on the ground that the Central Asia country has failed to meet basic
labour and human right standards when allegedly imposing forced labour to children during the
cotton's crop season. As a result of the EP's line of action, Uzbekistan has recently agreed to allow ILO
inspectors to travel across the country with a view of establishing the facts on the ground and
preventing potential violations of basic conventions on labour rights and working towards a solution in
Uzbekistan
The EU is using negotiations to deepen our trade relations with the countries belonging to the Eastern
Partnership as an incentive to push forward their modernisation process with fundamental reforms in
areas such as the rule of law, the judiciary or respect for fundamental freedoms and democratic
standards in exchange for their integration in and access to the EU market. In the case of Ukraine, it is
also a way to anchor Ukraine in a European perspective and prevent the alternative of a rapprochement
to the Russian authoritarian system.
Heikki SUORTTI
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2. Control on international agreements and negotiations

Trade Agreements: The case of the EU-KOREA FTA

INTRODUCTION
The EU-Korea Free Trade Agreement was the first of 'the second generation' Free Trade Agreements
(FTAs) negotiated by the EU after the WTO negotiations (Doha Development Agenda) failed to result
in any positive outcome. These new generation FTAs include a meaningful chapter on trade in services
and investment as well as chapter on "trade and sustainable development" which include
comprehensive commitments on labour standards and environmental clauses. The agreement also
includes strong provisions on geographical indications and on regulatory issues (such as protection of
intellectual property rights, government procurement and regulatory transparency).
This agreement is part of the Commission's communication "Global Europe - Competing in the
world", which inter alia proposed a series of trade policy initiatives to complement efforts to re-launch
WTO negotiations. Among these, it proposed the negotiation of carefully selected and prioritised
FTAs. Following the adoption of negotiating guidelines by the Council, on 23 April 2007, negotiations
with Korea began in Seoul on 6 May 2007. These negotiations were completed with the initialling of
the FTA, in Brussels, on 15 October 2009, after less than two and a half years of discussions.
Parliament was kept regularly informed of the progress of the discussions by its Committee on
International Trade (INTA). On 13 December 2007, Parliament adopted a resolution on economic and
trade relations with Korea, which served as an important contribution to the negotiations.
The EU-Korea FTA sets down the measures needed to establish a free trade area in accordance with
the provisions of Article XXIV of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT 1994). The
two parties agreed to implement very rapidly the commitments to liberalise trade and will eliminate
98.7% of customs duties, in trade value, both for the industrial sector and for agriculture in the coming
five years. The remaining customs duties will be eliminated almost entirely over longer transitional
periods, with the exception of a small number of agricultural products. The agreement is intended to
remove up to EUR 1.6 billion of customs duties. The biggest benefit for the EU economy will be in the
service sector. Exports of selected industrial goods and processed food are also deemed to benefit from
the Agreement.
The Commission also submitted ordinary legislative procedure of a regulation introducing a bilateral
safeguard mechanism between the EU and Republic of Korea to be used in case of abnormal surge of
imports resulting from trade liberalisation result in a serious damage to specific EU industry sector
(Rapporteur: Pablo ZALBA BIDEGAIN, EPP, Spain). This regulation entered into force on 31 May
2011.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The parliament was asked for the first time since the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon to provide
its consent for an international trade agreement treaty. The Treaty of Lisbon in fact granted full
legislative powers to the EP on EU trade policy on equal footing with the Council. The EU Common
Commercial Policy was already an exclusive competence of the European Union, resulting from the
creation of a customs union between the Member States with a common custom tariff, but prior to the
Lisbon Treaty the EP had no legislative powers on international trade and the decisions were taken by
the Council or to a lesser extent by the Commission.
47

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Chronology
9 April 2010: Initial legislative proposal published
20 August 2010: Legislative proposal published
10 September 2010: Debate in Council
19 October 2010: Committee referral announced in Parliament, single reading
7 February 2011: Vote in committee, single reading
9 February 2011: Committee report tabled for plenary, single reading
16 February 2011: Debate in Parliament
17 February 2011: Decision by Parliament to grant consent, single reading
17 February 2011: Results of vote in Parliament
11 April 2011: Act adopted by Council after consultation (agreement) of Parliament
Key players
Committee responsible INTA
Rapporteur

Robert STURDY (ECR, K)

Shadow Rapporteurs

Paweł ZALEWSKI (EPP, Poland)
Bernd LANGE (S&D, Germany)
Michael THEURER (ALDE, Germany)

Committee for opinion (ITRE, Industry, Research and Energy)
Rapporteur for opinion

Daniel CASPARY (EPP, Germany)

RESULTS
On 17 December 2011 the EP adopted by 465 votes to 128, with 19 abstentions, a legislative resolution
in which it gave its consent to the conclusion of the EU-Korea FTA.
The EP adopted an assertive though reasonable position which resulted in the quick entry into force of
the Agreement. By making use of its new legislative powers in the field of international trade, the EP
became a central player in the external economic relations of the EU and allowed a democratic scrutiny
of what had traditionally been a rather technocratic sector driven by the EC and the Council for
decades.
Roberto BENDINI
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2. Control on international agreements and negotiations

Withholding consent as ultimate ratio:
Case Study on ACTA

INTRODUCTION
The Anti-Counterfeiting Trade Agreement (ACTA) was motivated by the perceived lack of progress of
multilateral enforcement of intellectual property rights (IPRs). Building on the equivalent provisions in
EU and US bilateral and regional free trade agreements (FTAs), the ACTA parties sought to establish
best practice international standards to which other countries could aspire or adhere. Proponents
stressed the need to combat the increase in global piracy and counterfeiting, drawing on estimates of
the scale of the problem. Formal negotiations were launched in October 2007 and concluded after 11
rounds in October 2010 in Tokyo, Japan. Negotiating parties included: Australia, Canada, Japan, the
Republic of Korea, Morocco, New Zealand, Singapore, Switzerland, Mexico, the United States, and the
European Union. The major emerging economies, China, Brazil and India were not formally invited to
participate.
The ACTA was motivated by a desire to establish equivalent provisions in international trade
agreements containing rules on anti-counterfeiting. This was considered important at a time when free
trade agreements are being negotiated by different parties. At the same time international agreements
on IPRs will only be sustainable when they have the support of all parties. It became evident that there
were concerns in relation to ACTA regarding the non-transparent way it was negotiated and whether it
would be compatible with the existing acquis communautaire and the World Trade Organisation’s Trade Related aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) Agreement.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
ACTA was controversial both in terms of the process and the substance of the negotiations. The
decision to maintain secrecy until the release of the draft text in mid-2010 was to prove a significant
handicap to public understanding and support for the treaty. The secrecy allowed significant
misapprehensions to develop, while making it difficult for negotiators to communicate the actual scale
and content of what was being achieved.
There were also concerns related to; when documents would be made public; whether public interest
groups had the same access as business and right holder groups; what effect and relationship ACTA
would have with the TRIPS Agreement, when and how much time the European Parliament would
have to exercise its duties and prerogatives to properly evaluate the treaty. Substantive areas of concern
covered a range of issues including: the potential negative effect of ACTA on fundamental human
freedoms and privacy; the possibility of requiring cut off of internet access to consumers that infringe
the agreement; imposing liability on internet service providers that carry content that infringes the
agreement; the potential negative effect of ACTA on access to medicines in Europe and in third
countries.
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KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Parliament rejected ACTA on 4 July 2012. In so doing, it followed its International Trade Committee,
which recommended on 21 June, by 19 votes to 12 with no abstentions, that Parliament should indeed
reject it.
25 April 2012: David MARTIN (S&D/UK), the MEP responsible for steering the ACTA dossier
through Parliament, presented his recommendation for the European Parliament to reject ACTA. He
referred to concerns of the possible unintended consequences of the ACTA, text specifically on
individual criminalisation, the definition of “commercial scale”, the role of internet service providers
and possible interruptions in the supply of generic medicines. David Martin stated that 'the intended
benefits of this international agreement are far outweighed by the potential threats to civil liberties.
Given the vagueness of certain aspects of the text and the uncertainty over its interpretation, the
European Parliament cannot guarantee adequate protection for citizens' rights in the future under
ACTA. Your rapporteur therefore recommends that the European Parliament declines to give consent
to ACTA'.
Four other committees had also delivered opinions suggesting that ACTA should be rejected: the
Industry, Research and Energy Committee (rapporteur Amelia ANDERSDOTTER, G/EFA, Sweden),
the Legal Affairs Committee (rapporteur Evelyn REGNER, S&D, Austria), the Civil Liberties, Justice
and Home Affairs Committee (rapporteur Dimitrios DROUTSAS, S&D, Greece) and the
Development Committee (rapporteur Eva JOLY, G/EFA, France).
On 19 June the Petitions Committee debated 5 petitions from citizens calling on MEPs to reject
ACTA, one signed by over 2.8 million people from all over the world. The 5 petitions were kept open,
meaning that citizens will continue to have a clear means to appeal if they feel that ACTA does not
comply with EU law.
The Commission decided to ask the European Court of Justice on 4 April 2013 for its opinion on
whether the Anti-Counterfeiting Trade Agreement was compatible with the treaties and in particular
with our Charter of Fundamental Rights
RESULTS
Parliament rejected ACTA on 4 July 2012 following the recommendation by the Committee on
International Trade. In relation to ACTA, this means that the agreement cannot enter into force in its
current form. A new agreement of such kind would require a new negotiating result which, in order to
be successful, should address the concerns raised by Parliament and civil society along the way. On the
other hand, IPRs enforcement will remain a key issue for our economy and right holders.
In the inter-institutional context and as regards Parliament's new prerogatives, the non-consent to
ACTA was a strong indication that
1) Parliament plays a key role in relation to international trade negotiations;
2) Parliament's powers as regards the final approval are strong and concrete;
3) Parliament is willing to listen to the positions of the civil society, and act accordingly if it sees it
appropriate;
4) It is in the interest of the other institutions to take account of Parliament's positions in the course of
the negotiating, otherwise risking the approval of the result.
Heikki SUORTTI
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3. New partners and partnership

European Citizens' Initiatives

INTRODUCTION
The European Citizens' Initiative (ECI) is an important instrument of participatory democracy in the
European Union (EU), introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon. One million European citizens, coming
from at least seven EU Member States, can invite the European Commission to propose legislation
they consider required for the implementation of the EU treaties and on matters where the EU has
competence to legislate. The citizens' initiative right is set out in Article 11(4) of the Treaty on
European Union. EU citizens hence dispose of a right similar to the initiative of the European
Parliament (EP) or the Council of the EU. Regulation 211/2011 established detailed procedures and
conditions for the ECIs. Since the entry into application of the ECI regulation 24 initiatives were
launched, out of which two thirds successfully registered and continue collecting signatures. Two ECIs
were already successful in collecting the necessary number of signatures and were already dealt with in
the European Parliament.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The ECI was of major interest to the European Parliament. Already in the last term and thus before the
entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty it submitted a detailed proposal for the implementation of the
ECI in its resolution of 7 May 2009. After the treaty's entry into force, it was actively involved in the
negotiation of the regulation through its four rapporteurs (Zita GURMAI, S&D, Hungary, and Alain
LAMASSOURE, EPP, France, on behalf of the AFCO Committee and Diana WALLIS, ALDE, UK,
and Gerald HÄFNER, G/EFA, Germany, on behalf of the PETI Committee).
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The Maastricht treaty had originally introduced the concept of EU citizenship from which the ECI was
derived. The concept of citizens' initiative closest to the present one had been already part of the
Constitutional Treaty. After its failed ratification, similar provisions were re-inserted into the Lisbon
Treaty.
A citizens’ initiative has to be backed by at least one million EU citizens, coming from at least 7 out of
the 28 member states. A minimum number of signatories is required in each of those 7 member states.
In order to launch a citizens' initiative, citizens must form a "citizens' committee" composed of at least
7 EU citizens being resident in at least 7 different member states. The members of the citizens'
committee must be EU citizens old enough to vote in the European Parliament elections.
As a first step, the Commission will register the proposed initiative provided that
 the proposed initiative does not manifestly fall outside the framework of the Commission's
powers to submit a proposal for a legal act of the Union for the purpose of implementing the
Treaties
 the proposed initiative is not manifestly abusive, frivolous or vexatious, and
 the proposed initiative is not manifestly contrary to the EU values as set out in Article 2 of the
Treaty on European Union.
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After registration, organizers have a maximum period of twelve months to collect signatures, after
which the organizers must submit them to the competent national authorities for verification. The
authorities then have 3 months to certify the number of valid statements of support.
Once organizers have received the certificates from the competent national authorities demonstrating
that they have collected the required number of statements of support (1 million overall and the
minimum numbers reached for at least 7 member states), they can submit their initiative to the
Commission. After receiving the initiative, the Commission has to publish the citizens’ initiative
without delay in the register and receive the organisers at an appropriate level in order to allow them to
explain in details the matters raised by the citizens’ initiative
Within 3 months after receiving the initiative the organisers will also have the opportunity to present
their initiative at a public hearing in the European Parliament. The Commission will then, finally, adopt
a response spelling out what action it will propose in response to the citizens' initiative, if any, and the
reasons for doing or not doing so. The response, which will take the form of a communication, will be
formally adopted by the College of Commissioners and published in all official EU languages. The
Commission is not obliged to propose legislation as a result of an initiative.
Today, the right to submit a citizens' initiative is a part of title II TEU on the Democratic principles.
The regulation proposal was a result of an extensive consultation carried by the EC's Green Paper. The
draft proposal was submitted to the EP and the Council on 31 March 2010 and the political agreement
was reached on 15 December 2010, allowing for its formal adoption on 16 February 2012 by the EP
and the Council (Regulation EU 211/2011. The regulation entered into force on 1 April 2011.
On 19 November 2012 the Bureau decided on amendments to the EP rules for hearings that are
needed to ensure that the EP can play its role in relation to successful ECIs.
Since 1 April 2012, 46 initiatives were launched. To date, 18 of these initiatives were refused to register
by the EC, mainly on the grounds that the requested legislative initiative falls outside the scope of the
EC's competencies. 12 ECIs became obsolete, 6 of which due to insufficient support, the other 6 were
withdrawn by the organisers. There are currently 9 initiatives registered as open and in the phase of
collection. 7 ECIs are closed with 2 ECIs already having been successful: The Right2Water ECI and
the 'One of Us'. On these two successful ECIs, Parliament has already organised the public hearing on
17 February 2014 on the Right2Water ECI and on 10 April 2014 on the One of Us ECI.
RESULTS
The EP successfully contributed making the ECI a more accessible and citizen-friendly instrument of
participatory democracy. It obtained inter alia a reduction of the minimum number of the Member
States from which the statements of support have to come from the originally proposed one third to at
least 7 Member States, insisted that the verification of admissibility is to be carried out at the preregistration stage and allowed for all European citizens and residents, regardless of their nationality, to
be granted the right to sign an ECI.
After the adoption of the Regulation 211/2011, the European Parliament amended its Rules of
Procedure (especially Rule 197a) through the Gurmai report from 22 April 2012 with regard to the
organisation of hearings on successful ECIs in EP as foreseen in the regulation.
In his letter to President Barroso of 5 December 2012, President Martin SCHULZ required that
Parliament be notified immediately when the Commission publishes a successful initiative in its register.
This formal notification procedure is now in place since December 2012. After the nomination of the
responsible Committee(s), its Chair(s) shall then organise the hearing within three months of the
publication in the Commission register. The Petitions Committee will be automatically associated with
the legislative committee under Rule 50.
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Article 2 of Rules on public hearings (Bureau decision of 18 June 2003, amended in June 2012) makes
the current rules applicable mutatis mutandis to ECIs hearings, stipulating that “ECI hearings shall take
place during regular slots of the organising committee if appropriate or on a Thursday afternoon in a
committee week.” The committee responsible can invite three organisers of the initiative and three
independent experts, whose expenses will be covered. Although ECI hearings are exempt from the
need for Bureau approval, the President is to be notified of any ECI hearing in advance. This is to
ensure the availability of rooms and interpretation as well as to prevent scheduling conflicting events so
that maximal visibility of the event can be achieved. The Commission should be represented at such a
hearing at the highest level. This has been confirmed by Commission Vice-President Maroš Šefčovič on
23 April 2012.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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3. New partners and partnership

The European External Action Service (EEAS):
- asserting parliamentary oversight on security and defence

INTRODUCTION
The European Union (EU) plays an important role in international affairs through diplomacy, trade,
development aid and working with global organisations. The EU maintains diplomatic relations with
nearly all countries in the world. It has strategic partnerships with key international players, is deeply
engaged with emerging powers around the globe, and has signed bilateral Association Agreements with
a number of states in its vicinity. Abroad, the EU is represented by a number of EU Delegations, which
have a similar function to those of an embassy.
The Lisbon Treaty led to major developments in the area of external action, with the creation of the
post of High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, and the
establishment of the EU's diplomatic arm - EEAS.
The High Representative (HR) – a post currently held by Lady Catherine Ashton – exercises, in foreign
affairs, the functions previously held by the six-monthly rotating Presidency, the High Representative
for Common Foreign and Security Policy and the European Commissioner for External Relations.
The EEAS assists the HR in ensuring the consistency and coordination of the EU's external action as
well as by preparing policy proposals and implementing them after their approval by the Council. It
also assists the President of the European Council and the President as well as the Members of the
Commission in their respective functions in the area of external relations and ensures close cooperation
with the Member States. The network of EU delegations around the world is part of the EEAS
structure.
The establishment of the EEAS can be seen as one of the major political successes achieved by the
European Parliament in foreign policy. The idea of combining prerogatives and policies hitherto shared
between the European Commission, the Council and the Member States finds its origins in the
European Convention, with the European Parliament strongly supporting it.
Despite the fact that the Treaty granted Parliament only a consultative role on the decision establishing
the Service, the EP managed to maximise its influence by combining its legislative and budgetary
powers (i.e de facto co-decision) into a single negotiating package.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Regarding the new obligation under the Lisbon Treaty to set up the EEAS, the European Parliament
(EP) treated all files related to the creation of the service as a package, that is the EEAS regulation
(which fell under the consultation procedure) together with amendments to the financial and staff
regulations (which had to be treated under the codecision procedure).
The key intention of the EP's negotiation team was to provide the EU with a service that has resources
and powers sufficient to increase the consistency and effectiveness of the EU's external action but
which is, at the same time, closely linked to the Community method and the European Commission
(EC) and subject to the full democratic control of the EP.
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One of the key objectives pursued by the EP negotiators was to ensure that this "hybrid" service,
combining classic "community" competences with "intergovernmental policies", would be
democratically accountable and equipped to meet the challenges of 21st century diplomacy.
The European Parliament had already secured that the HR/VP of the Commission should be subject
to a parliamentary hearing like all other Commissioners. This created a relationship of political
accountability between the HR/VP and the Parliament which did not exist before, when foreign policy
was in the hands of High Representative Solana and the rotating Presidency of the Council.
By analogy, the negotiators wanted to ensure that the Service of the HRVP would also be accountable
to Parliament for its political choices and actions. This was crucially important since the Service was
taking over from the Commission certain responsibilities like the definition of the strategic priorities for
the Union's external financial assistance programmes, for which Parliament is a co-legislator with the
Council.
The negotiation team managed to successfully steer the EP's positions through the negotiation process
with strong emphasis on the EP's scrutiny role of the new service. The final agreement, and more
specifically the declaration by the HR on Political Accountability, satisfies a number of institutional
demands made by the EP.
CHRONOLOGY/KEY PLAYERS:
November 2009 – Lady Catherine Ashton (UK) chosen as future EU High Representative by EU
leaders, created by the Lisbon Treaty. The appointment was later endorsed by a large majority in the
European Parliament (2009/880/EU) - OJ L 315/49 - 2.12.2009.
July 2010 – European External Action Service established on 26 July 2010 by decision of the Council
of Ministers – based on a proposal from the High Representative endorsed by the European Parliament
on 8 July 2010. (2010/427/EU - OJ L 201/30 - 2.10.2010).
European Parliament report on institutional aspects of setting up EEAS 20/10/2009 2009/2133(INI)) based on a report drafted in AFET committee by Elmar BROK (EPP/DE).
The European Parliament had earlier adopted a resolution on the proposal by a large majority on 8 July
2010 - Report on the proposal for a Council decision establishing the organisation and functioning of
the European External Action Service (08029/2010 – C7-0090/2010 – 2010/0816(NLE)) based on
BROK report (AFET Committee).
Parliament was represented by three negotiators, Elmar BROK (Germany, EPP), Roberto
GUALTIERI (Italy, S&D) and Guy VERHOFSTADT (Belgium, ALDE) acting in close cooperation
with five committees (Foreign Affairs, in the lead, together with Legal Affairs, Budgets and Budgetary
Control, Constitutional Affairs).
Negotiations lasted approximately six months (February to June 2010) and involved 'quadrilogues', i.e.
quadripartite meetings between the HRVP or her representatives, the Council Presidency, the
Commission and the European Parliament, numerous internal meetings, several debates in the Foreign
Affairs Committee, also in the presence of the HR/VP, and even an exchange of views with the
representatives of the Parliaments of the 27 Member States.
December 2010 – Senior EEAS management team nominated and staff transferred from other EU
bodies
January 2011 – EEAS officially launched

56

RESULTS
As a result of the "package approach" (combining consultation with legislative and budgetary powers),
the European Parliament not only succeeded in determining that the new Service was accountable to
Parliament but also established the powers, budget and shape of the new Service. In addition, the
negotiating team obtained from the HRVP a "Declaration on the political accountability of the
Service", which set out a number of principles guiding relations between the European Parliament and
the EEAS.
1. Hearing for new EU Ambassadors: first of all the HR/VP committed herself to consulting
Parliament on newly appointed EU Ambassadors before they take up their duties. This has led to the
established practice of holding an exchange of views with selected EU Ambassadors (generally those
sent to strategic partner countries) and EUSRs before the Foreign Affairs Committee. These
appearances are followed up by an evaluation letter from AFET to the HRVP which serves to
strengthen links between the EP and delegations as well as set out a baseline for assessing the
Ambassador's work in the host country. In addition, this practice underlines the fact that Heads of
Delegation are Union Ambassadors and represent all EU citizens and institutions abroad.
2. Political control of CFSP: the Declaration enhances the a priori consultation of the EP on crucial
decisions in the area of CFSP. This has contributed to improving the quality of information and
exchange between the European Parliament and the Political and Security Committee (PSC) of the
Council (which prepares all CFSP Decisions). The Joint Consultation Meetings on CFSP (involving the
Chairs of AFET and the Budget Committee and the Chair of the Political and Security Committee)
have become the forum in which the preparation and launch of crucial Common Security and Defence
Policy (CSDP) missions, such as in Mali or Libya, are discussed in detail. Parliament combines its
political and budgetary roles to give parliamentary legitimacy on the scope and responsibilities of these
important security and defence missions. In addition, the EP carries out fact finding missions to assess
the effectiveness and local legitimacy (including from host government, parliaments and civil society) of
these sensitive missions and then debates its findings with its PSC counter-parts (e.g. with the EULEX
mission in Kosovo or the recent missions in Niger and Mali).
3. Budgetary control of CFSP leading to full parliamentary scrutiny through budget discipline:
Parliament obtained the guarantee that the new budgetary procedure introduced by the Lisbon Treaty
will apply fully to the CFSP budget. The EEAS is fully subject to the EP's budget and budget discharge
rights. This is valid for the administrative costs and the operative means. The HR also guaranteed to
work towards greater transparency on the CFSP budget including, inter alia, the possibility to identify
major CSDP-missions in the budget (such as missions in Afghanistan, Kosovo and Georgia).
4. Reinforcing accountability in the area of security and defence: in addition to the political and
budgetary oversight through JCMs, the EP has also established rights to access sensitive information in
the area of security and defence including through a Special Committee. The HR/VP recognised this
important right of parliament by committing herself to review arrangements governing access by
Members of Parliament to classified documents in the area of CFSP/CSDP, with emphasis being
placed on the "need to know" principle. Negotiations are currently still ongoing, with the EP delegation
wanting to build on current practices and ensure that selected Members have unconditional access to
such documents. This would complement agreements already reached with the Commission and
Council for areas other than CFSP.
5. EU delegations to service the needs of EP delegations: The EEAS must ensure that contact
persons in the EU delegations are available to guarantee cooperation with the EP, for example, in
order to foster parliamentary contacts in third countries or with international organisations. The EU
delegations are generally making contact persons available to assist in view of delegations and improved
parliamentary contacts.
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6. Opening the EEAS for the EP staff as from 2013: During negotiations, the EP achieved access
from 1 July 2013 to EEAS posts for officials from other EU institutions such as the EP. At full
capacity, EU officials should represent at least 60% of EEAS staff at administrator level, so that the
composition of staff reflects the community method. In addition, the revised staff rules approved by
the EP state that EEAS staffing arrangements should ensure an "appropriate and meaningful presence
of nationals from all the Member States" as well as equal opportunities for women and men. The
revised staff rules, together with changes to the EU financial regulation and the 2010 budget, were
voted in one package by the EP.
7. Commitments for an improved access by the EP to classified information: While the system of
providing confidential information on CSDP missions and operations on the basis of the InterInstitutional Agreement of 2002 (ESDP EP Special Committee) was in force, the HR agreed to provide
access to other documents in the CFSP area on a need to know basis to other Members. These
Members must have due security clearance in accordance with the applicable rules, such access
being necessary for the exercise of their institutional function and at the request of the AFET
Committee Chair and, if appropriate, the President of the EP. In this context, the HR has stated the
intention to review and, where necessary, propose adjustment of the existing provisions on access for
the MEP's to classified documents and information in the field of security and defence policy. For
military CSDP operations financed by the Member States, information will continue to be provided
through the Inter-Institutional Agreement of 2002 ESDP EP Special Committee subject to any revision
of the Inter-Institutional Agreement.
Katarzyna SOCHACKA
Cabinet of the Secretary General
Silvio GONZATO
DG EXPO, AFET Secretariat
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3. New partners and partnership

The European Parliament and its relations with National Parliaments

INTRODUCTION
The Treaty of Lisbon accords for the first time a formal role to national Parliaments (NPs) in assuring
"the good functioning of the Union" (Art 12 TEU). The Treaty introduced an early warning system, i.e.
a new mechanism for national parliaments to watch over the respect of the subsidiarity principle in new
legislative proposals (Protocol No 1, on the role of national parliaments in the European Union, and
Protocol No 2, on the application of the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality). It gives a
majority of chambers the possibility to block a new Commission proposal, with the final decision
remaining up to the European Parliament and the Council of Ministers. The Treaty also contains new
articles clarifying the role of national parliaments in the European institutional set-up (Articles 10 and
12 TEU). Since the inception of the EU’s sovereign debt crisis in March 2010, the role of Eurozone
NPs in the ratification of rescue packages, or their modification, has underlined the importance of close
cooperation and a permanent exchange of information between them and the European Parliament.
This new role with its entailed powers and responsibilities for NPs required a new level of cooperation
with the European Parliament to meet the objectives set by the Treaty. Promoting constructive
relations with national Parliaments and taking into account their new role under the new Treaty led the
European Parliament to review and modify its Rules of Procedure and administrative structures.
Furthermore, in 2009, the EP Committee on Constitutional Affairs drafted an own-initiative report
dealing specifically with the development of relations between the European Parliament and national
Parliaments under the Treaty of Lisbon. This report, drafted by Elmar BROK (EPP, Germany) led to a
non-legislative resolution adopted by the Plenary on 7 May 2009 which included a series of proposals
for improving further interparliamentary relations. The Conference of Presidents also had set up a
Steering Group on relations with national Parliaments, which reported back its findings and proposals
in October 2010.
Relations between the European Parliament and national Parliaments have thus made important
progress in recent years, as is manifest in relation to a wide range of aspects of interparliamentary
relations.
KEY PLAYERS




Miguel Angel MARTINEZ, Vice-President responsible for the relations with the national
Parliaments (S&D, Spain)
Othmar KARAS, Vice-President (EPP, Austria)
Elmar BROK (EPP, Germany)

KEY ISSUES OF INTERPARLIAMENTARY COOPERATION
a) COSAC
COSAC, the ‘Conference of Parliamentary Committees for Union Affairs of Parliaments of the
European Union’ brings together delegations from the European Affairs committees of national
Parliaments of the Member States and candidate countries and representatives of the European
Parliament. Created in May 1989, COSAC was formally recognized in Protocol No 1 of the Treaty of
59

Lisbon. COSAC meets twice during each EU Presidency, first in the form of a meeting of the
Chairpersons of COSAC and then as a Plenary. In the last years COSAC mainly dealt with the role of
national Parliaments under the Treaty of Lisbon and also discussed and issued contributions on
important subjects including the Union's regional strategies, the economic and monetary crisis, the EU2020 strategy and on the framework agreements between EU institutions.
b) EU Speakers’ Conference
The EU Speakers’ Conference brings together the Speakers of the national Parliaments and the
European Parliament. It provides a forum for the exchange of opinions, information and experiences on
topics related to the role of Parliaments and the organisation of parliamentary functions, as well as for
the promotion of research activities and common action. The aims and tasks of the Conference are set
out in the form of guidelines as most recently revised in Stockholm in May 2010. In the last two years the
Speakers' Conference has gained in importance due to the role attributed to interparliamentary
cooperation by Article 9 of the Protocol (No 1) on the role of national Parliaments and has led the way
in shaping the future of interparliamentary relations. The EUSC has achieved agreements on setting up
two new formats for interparliamentary scrutiny in the area of CSFP/CSDP, following the dissolution of
the WEU Parliamentary Assembly, and on economic governance in 2012 and 2013 respectively as a
counterbalance to the trend of intergovernmental decision making among Member States.
c) The Interparliamentary Conference on Economic Governance of the EU
Recent developments in European economic governance, including the adoption of the Fiscal Compact
(TSCG) and of several legislative measures - the so-called "Six Pack" and "Two Pack" - in reaction to the
economic and financial crisis, have transformed European governance considerably. At the same time,
these developments have raised a number of concerns, in particular about democratic legitimacy and
accountability. While these fundamental principles have to be guaranteed at the level at which decisions
are taken and implemented, the European Parliament has long held the view that interparliamentary
cooperation has a crucial complementary role to play in that respect.
On the initiative of EP Committees involved in the area of economic governance, namely the
Committees on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON), on Budget (BUDG) and on Employment and
Social Affairs (EMPL), and bolstered by the support of the EU Speakers´ Conference for such a meeting,
the EP proceeded to host an interparliamentary conference on the European Semester for Economic
Policy Coordination in February 2012. One year later, in January 2013, the meeting was developed
further and was renamed the European Parliamentary Week on the European Semester. The three
interparliamentary committee meetings organised in the framework of this week were the most successful
meetings in terms of turnout with a participation of an overall 100 members from 33 parliamentary
chambers (from 26 Member States) and around 70 participating MEPs.
In the meantime, the provisions of the Fiscal Compact foresee the organisation of an interparliamentary
conference "…to discuss budgetary policies and other issues covered under [that] Treaty" (Article 13
TSCG). During the Speakers´ Conference in Nicosia in April 2013, an agreement was reached to
implement these provisions. Each year, in autumn, one Conference is to be organised by the Parliament
of the Member State holding the presidency of the Council in its premises. The second is to be jointly
organised by the EP and the Parliament of the Member State holding the presidency of the Council early
each year in the premises of the EP in Brussels.
In line with this agreement, the first Conference on Article 13 was organised in Vilnius, on 16-17
October 2013. The second Conference on economic governance was co-organised by the EP and the
Hellenic Parliament on 20-22 January 2014 in the EP premises in Brussels. The Conference attracted a
record number of participants. Around 150 members of national Parliaments (MPs), 60 Members of the
European Parliament (MEPs) and another 100 officials from national Parliaments took part in the threeday event. The next Conference on Article 13 TSCG is scheduled to take place in Rome in the autumn of
2014.
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d) Deepening interparliamentary cooperation in the Common Foreign and SecurityPolicy
(CSFP) and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP)
Following the Conclusions of the EU Speakers' Conference in Warsaw in 2012 the first
Interparliamentary Conference for Common Foreign and Security Policy (CSFP) and Common Security
and Defence Policy (CSDP) took place in Paphos (Cyprus). In 2013, the second and third Conferences
for CFSP/CSDP took place: in Dublin on 24-25 March organised by the Irish Houses of the Oireachtas,
focussing on conflict prevention, the comprehensive approach in the Horn of Africa and on the Middle
East Peace Process, and on 4-6 September in Vilnius organised by the Lithuanian Seimas, focussing on
the Eastern Partnership, the European Council meeting in December 2013 on defence and Syria. In the
run up to both Conferences, the European Parliament closely cooperated with the presidency parliament,
in organising the Conference (agenda and invited speakers), contributing to the drafting of the
conclusions, as well as in the work on the revision of the current rules of procedure.
e) Meetings held jointly with the national Parliament of the Council Presidency
Joint committee meetings and joint parliamentary meetings are organised jointly between the European
Parliament and the Parliament of the Member State holding the Presidency of the Council of the
European Union, discussing matters of common concern. Recent JCMs have dealt with energy supply,
the Single Market, education and culture, the future of European agriculture and development
cooperation.
f) Interparliamentary committee meetings
Over recent years a set of three main formats of interparliamentary meetings have been developed to
provide fora for the exchange of information and views on chosen topics. Interparliamentary Committee
Meetings (ICM) are meetings that are organised on the initiative of one or more EP committees with the
assistance of the Directorate for Relations with National Parliaments. They bring together Members of
specialised EP committees and corresponding committees of national Parliaments. Joint Committee
Meetings (JCM) or Joint Parliamentary Meetings (JPM), on the other hand, are jointly organised by the
European Parliament and the Parliament of the country that holds the presidency of the Council of the
EU. JPMs are meetings on broad political topics while JCMs are meetings between sectoral committees
of the EP and committees of the national Parliaments and mainly cover the policy areas where the EU
has legislative powers under the ordinary legislative procedure. From 2010 until 2014 49
Interparliamentary Committee Meetings and workshops were organised, with 17 such meetings in 2013
alone marking the the highest number of ICMs ever recorded, involving 14 standing and special EP
committees.
ICMs have largely succeeded as a tool for promoting an effective form of dialogue. They allow MEPs to
meet their fellow Members from national Parliaments who are interested and work on similar subjects
while giving representatives from national Parliaments the opportunity to submit oral and written input
on high-profile legislative files and at an early stage in the procedure, e.g. when doing an own-initiative
report. Ultimately these meetings contribute to improving the quality of EU legislation and enhance
parliamentary scrutiny in line with the general objectives of interparliamentary cooperation. Another
important point on the agenda of ICMs is the implementation of EU law. Currently the European
Commission acts as the main point of reference, updating committees on implementation issues.
However, there is an information gap as regards both the situation in particular Member States and the
views of national Parliaments on these issues. Strengthening the 'implementation debate' through ICMs
could not only give a picture of the state of implementation of EU law but can also inform future debate
on policy and legislation.
g) Bilateral meetings between the EP and national Parliaments
A very common form of inter-parliamentary dialogue is that of bilateral contacts between MEPs and
their national counterparts as well as visits of a committee delegation to national Parliaments. This is by
far the most widely used means of interparliamentary cooperation. Delegation visits by EP committees to
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Member States about to take over the Presidency of the Council, in particular, have a strong tradition.
The EP committees feel that these visits have proved especially fruitful due to their ability to facilitate the
exchange of views on a wide range of subjects, thus serving as a good opportunity to gather ideas and
shape committee discourse.
THE "EARLY WARNING MECHANISM" - PROTOCOL NO 2 TO THE TREATY OF
LISBON
One of the most significant developments in the EU legal architecture over the last years has been the
implementation of Protocol No 2 to the Treaty of Lisbon. The Protocol gives national Parliaments the
right to scrutinise draft EU legislative acts which do not come under the exclusive competence of the
European Union, and oppose their adoption if they consider that the principle of subsidiarity has not
been complied with. The Protocol provides a procedure for compulsory review by the issuing institution,
normally this being the Commission, of a legislative proposal when reasoned opinions received exceed
set thresholds. Two procedures, colloquially known as the "yellow" and "orange" cards, are foreseen.
This "early warning mechanism" has brought about changes to the working methods of the European
Parliament, including modifications to its Rules of Procedure. For instance, Committees must now
refrain from adopting their Reports before the lapse of the scrutiny period of eight weeks which is
provided under Protocol No. 2. All reasoned opinions are translated into all the official languages of the
EU (except Gaelic and Maltese), making the European Parliament the only EU institution which has
such a policy. The recently launched on-line database of reasoned opinions and contributions and
planned further enhancements to Parliament’s IT system also help towards the proper implementation of
the Protocol. A monthly note on the state of play of Protocol No. 2 is prepared by the Directorate for
relations with national parliaments for the attention of the Conference of Committee Chairs during the
part sessions in Strasbourg. Additionally, Rapporteurs, and in many cases also shadow Rapporteurs, are
now systematically informed of national Parliaments’ submissions.
From their side, national Parliaments have used this opportunity to scrutinise not only aspects relating to
the principle of subsidiarity, but a range of other issues, including the substance of legislative proposals.
Reflective of this, is the fact that from the 1546 submissions received from national Parliaments since the
entry into force of the Protocol to the end of December 2013 (on a total of 439 legislative acts submitted
to NPs for scrutiny) only 276 are "reasoned opinions", i.e. submissions opposing the adoption of a
legislative act on the grounds of an alleged breach of the principle of subsidiarity. The remainder 1270 are
what we refer to as "contributions" and discuss all sorts of other issues.
In 2012, for the first time since the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, a Commission proposal
triggered the so-called "yellow card" procedure, followed by the Commission deciding to withdraw its socalled "Monti II" proposal, although not on the grounds of non-compliance with the subsidiarity
principle, but because it had concluded that the proposal was unlikely to "gather the necessary political
support within the EP and the Council to enable its adoption". In 2013 the yellow card was triggered for
a second time. Thirteen reasoned opinions were received from national Parliaments/chambers with
respect to the Proposal for a Council Regulation on the establishment of the European Public
Prosecutor's Office (EPPO). Although, in its analysis of the reasoned opinions, the Commission
concluded that its proposal complies with the principle of subsidiarity, the Commission agreed to take
into account the reasoned opinions during the legislative process.
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ADMINISTRATIVE COOPERATION AND TOOLS
The European Parliament also took important steps to upgrade cooperation at the administrative level
and establish tools promoting interparliamentary cooperation by facilitating the exchange of information.
a) IPEX
IPEX (‘Interparliamentary EU Information Exchange’) constitutes the main platform for the electronic
exchange of information between the Parliaments of the European Union. Officially launched in June
2006, IPEX was relaunched, with the help of a significant investment by the European Parliament, with a
new website on 28 June 2011 offering a powerful tool for exchanging information between Parliaments.
b) ECPRD
The European Centre for Parliamentary Research and Documentation (ECPRD) is responsible for the
exchange of information and policy advice through comparative requests, seminars and surveys. It
consists of 70 parliamentary chambers from 47 countries (40 from the EU) represented by more than
100 correspondents and deputy correspondents. The Centre’s contribution of information to major
reform projects and high level working groups of the EP has been substantial, e.g. in the Working Group
on the attractiveness of the plenary and the Working Group on a Code of Conduct.
c) The representatives of national Parliaments´ administrations
The European Parliament hosts and provides assistance to staff from the various EU Chambers
appointed to act as their administrative representatives. 37 Chambers from 25 national Parliaments are
currently represented in the EP. NP representatives provide to EP officials a valuable source of timely
information about important parliamentary and other developments in the various Member States.
d) The Directorate for relations with national Parliaments
The Directorate responsible for relations with national Parliaments facilitates the exchange of
information and contacts between the European Parliament and national Parliaments and the coorganisation of the interparliamentary meetings held in the European Parliament (together with the
responsible committee secretariats). The Directorate also assists the EP President, the Vice Presidents,
the Steering Group on relations with national Parliaments, EP Members and administrative authorities in
these areas. The Directorate has also launched an on-line database containing all submissions received
from national Parliaments in the context of Protocol No. 2 in all available linguistic versions as well as a
directory of corresponding committees of NPs and the EP.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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3. The challenge of new partners and partnerships

Cooperation agreements with the Committee of the Regions and the
Economic and Social Committee

INTRODUCTION
Tight budgets and a personnel reduction envisaged in the EU institutions of five per cent in the years
to 2017, the development of any new capacities in the European Parliament's administration and the
continued modernisation of existing ones will demand the achievement of important efficiency gains in
current operations.
As a result, following a recommendation of the joint working group of the Parliament’s Bureau and
Budgets Committee, the Bureau has endorsed an ambitious plan to study the development of new
functionality in four areas and the parallel possibilities for potential efficiency gains in seven others (for
more details, see relevant file on p.107).
One of the areas selected for possible efficiency gains was the possibility of providing translation
services to the two advisory committees to the EU Institutions - the European Economic and Social
Committee (EESC) and the Committee of the Regions (CoR) - by the European Parliament. In return,
the European Parliament offers a maximum of 80 staff concerned by the restructuring of the
Committees' Translation Service the opportunity to join Parliament's new Members' Research Service.
CHRONOLOGY
On 14 January 2013, the Bureau charged the Secretary General in the framework of the 2014 EP
Budget guidelines to explore possibilities for inter-institutional cooperation with the Committee of the
Regions and the Economic and Social Committee.
This invitation was subsequently repeated by the Bureau in its decision on the estimates for the EP
budget 2014 on 18 February 2013 and in the adoption of its position on the EP budget 2014 on 9
September 2013.
On 15 April 2013, the Secretary General presented to the Bureau a first analysis of the situation of the
translation service of the two Advisory Committees and the lack of capacities in their respective
political core work. Further, he presented opportunities for possible cooperation agreements that
would strengthen the Advisory Committees' political roles and also he elaborated on possibilities to link
the restructuring of the Committees' Translation Service with the creation of the EP Members'
Research Service.
In parallel, the Joint Bureau and Committee on Budgets Working Group on the EP Budget analysed
the situation in detail at its meeting on 10 April 2013 and since then has closely followed the process of
the preparation of the draft Agreements.
In its resolution of 16 April 2013 on the Parliament's estimates for 2014, Parliament was invited to
prepare for cooperation with the two Committees and in its resolution of 23 October 2013 on the EU
Budget 2014 welcomed the negotiations between Parliament and the two Committees.
The draft agreements with the two Committees were signed by the three Presidents following
confirmation by the relevant political governing bodies.
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MAIN RESULTS
The main objective of the Cooperation Agreements is to strengthen the democratic and scrutiny role of
the three institutions in implementation of their respective mandates under the Treaty of Lisbon.
The Cooperation Agreement with the Committee of the Region foresees the development and
increasing use of this Committee's specific expertise at regional and local level and the valuable
contribution the Committee can provide towards the legislative process, in particular in the field of
impact assessments of European legislation. The Cooperation Agreement with the Economic and
Social Committee, on the other hand, foresees a valuable contribution to the European legislative
process, with the Committee systematically providing information and relevant materials from civil
society on how existing legislation and spending programmes are effectively working so that this may
be taken into account in the legislation making or revision process.
The expertise of both Committees, to be provided systematically and in good time, will facilitate a more
informed position by Parliament when making and revising legislation and EU policy. On the other
hand, Parliament will provide the two Committees with additional expertise and materials via the
European Parliament Members Research Service. The two Committees will be actively involved in
Parliament's European Semester, with one member from each Advisory Committee having a seat in
Parliamentary committee meetings and their rapporteurs being invited to present substantial opinions at
the relevant Parliamentary committee hearings. Also EP rapporteurs will be invited to participate in the
competent bodies of the two Committees. All three institutions will be active partners in the run-up to
European elections.
The administrative cooperation agreed between the EP and the two Committees focuses on five
concrete actions:
(a)

strengthening staff support for political core functions;

(b)

synergies in security services and access to buildings;

(c)

Parliament as standard provider of interpretation services and further cooperation in meeting
space use;

(d)

cooperation in the field of informatics;

(e)

mutual access to canteens.

Most important is the strengthening of support provided by staff for political core functions.
Restructuring of the Committees' Translation Service by increased outsourcing will, firstly, facilitate
strengthening of their respective political core work and, secondly, strengthen the new Members
Research Service. The translation services of the European Parliament, the Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions will agree on a comprehensive and binding system of
workload balancing, providing for mutual support in times of peaks and heavy workload in order to
preserve the working conditions of the staff and to maintain high standards. The European Parliament
offers a maximum of 80 staff concerned by the restructuring of the Committees' Translation Service
the opportunity to join the new Members' Research Service. The Members Research Service will in
return provide free of charge products and services to the Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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3. The challenge of new partners and partnerships

Monetary Dialogue with the ECB

INTRODUCTION
Since 1 January 1999, the European Central Bank (ECB) has conducted the monetary policy for the
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) as a whole. It has been conferred a specific mandate whose
overriding goal is to maintain price stability over the medium term that is, "inflation rates below, but
close to, 2% over the medium term"7. Without prejudice to this goal, the European System of Central
Banks (ESBC) "shall support the general economic policies in the Community with a view to
contributing the achievement of the objectives of the Community as laid down in article 2"8.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
When establishing EMU, the ECB was built on the principle of policy independence as laid down in
Article 130 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). The implications of ECB
independence in practice are that neither the ECB nor the National Central Banks (NCBs), nor any
member of their decision-making bodies, are allowed to seek or take instructions from EU institutions
or bodies, from any government of an EU Member State or from any other body.
In a democracy, an institution with considerable power and an independent status must be
accountable to EU citizens and their elected bodies. The European Parliament (EP), as the institution
which derives its democratic legitimacy directly from the citizens of the EU, plays a key role in holding
the ECB to account. The accountability of the ECB towards the EP necessarily refers to the ex-post
assessment of the policy actions undertaken. For, ex-ante accountability would mean the EP actually
taking part in the ECB decision-making process, which would contradict ECB policy independence.
The ECB must follow a number of reporting obligations laid down in the TFEU and the ESCB
Statute. Within this framework, a monetary dialogue between the ECB and the EP was estabished.
The ECB President appears four times a year before the EP's Economic and Monetary Affairs
(ECON) Committee to report on ECB monetary policy decisions and other policy tasks (Article 284 of
the TFEU). The monetary dialogue starts with an introductory statement by the ECB' President
reviewing recent economic and monetary developments and assessing the challenges that lie ahead.
Thereafter, the ECB President replies to questions by MEPs. Each monetary dialogue lasts about two
hours while the verbatim transcript is released shortly after and published on ECON dedicated website.
The quick availability of the transcripts is instrumental to enhance the transparency of the monetary
dialogue exercise and to increase its visibility. In addition, MEPs may submit written questions to the
ECB via the chairman of the ECON Committee. The answers of the ECB are published in the Official
Journal of the EU and on the ECB's website. ECB Executive Board members may also be heard on
specific issues by the ECON Committee.
As part of its reporting commitments, the ECB President is also required to appear before the EP
plenary session to present the ECB's Annual Report on the activities of the ESCB and on the
monetary policy for both the previous and the current year (Article 113(3) of the Treaty and Article
15.3 of the ESCB Statute). On the ECB's Annual Report, the EP, as a rule, adopts a resolution.
7
8

Monthly Bulletin, ECB, May 2003, p.8.
Article 105, Maastricht Treaty
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Finally, at expert level, informal discussions take place between ECB representatives and MEPs on
ECB policies and other issues where the ECB has specific expertise. To this purpose, over the last few
years a delegation of the ECON Committee has regularly visited ECB officials.
CHRONOLOGY/KEY PLAYERS
The first monetary dialogue between the ECB and the EP took place on 18 January 1999. It is held on
a quarterly basis. Currently, the key players are:


The ECB President (Mario Draghi), who was appointed on 1 November 2011. His mandate
will expire on 31 October 2019



The other five members of the ECB's Executive Board:
o Vitor Constancio (Vice-President of the ECB)
o Benoit Coeuré
o Sabine Lautenschläger
o Yves Mersch
o Peter Praet



The members of the ECON Committee, chaired by Sharon BOWLES (ALDE, UK)

RESULTS
In certain respects, the monetary dialogue improved the level of transparency of the ECB which, in
turn, has proved to be an important element for improving its accountability.
For instance, the ECB decided, to some extent under the pressure from the EP, to publish its staff
projections on a quarterly basis and the models used to prepare monetary policy decisions.
Concurrently, the Governing Council clarified both its mandate through a quantified inflation target
and the role of its two-pillar strategy. Ultimately, this has helped to assess the overall performance of
the ECB.
Further transparency has also been observed with regards to the new bond-buying programme
(Outright Monetary Transactions) devised by the ECB in September 2012. Indeed, the ECB agreed to
release the details of its bond purchases (i.e. maturity and issuing government) under this programme,
thus contrasting with the former bond-buying programme, namely the Securities Market Programme.
Moreover, monetary dialogues have aimed at explaining and justifying the introduction of
unconventional monetary policy measures in the current context of the sovereign debt crisis. They have
also covered diversified topics, besides monetary policy and economic issues, which are related to the
establishment of a banking union, financial stability or the enlargement of the Euro area for example.
Further operational improvements of the monetary dialogue may include a better visibility in terms of
media reporting, more structured interventions addressed to the ECB President, a greater focus on a
limited set of relevant issues and an improved use of the monetary experts panel to review ECB'
performance relative to its primary goal. But, overall, the ECB appears to cooperate fully with the EP
in the context of the monetary dialogue and to fulfil its accountability obligations. The established
practice of the quarterly meetings allows the ECB and the EP to have a general and up-to-date
discussion on key monetary policy issues.
Stanislas DE FINANCE,
Economic Governance Unit

68

3. New partners and partnership

The IIA between the European Parliament and the ECB on the Single
Supervisory Mechanism (SSM)

INTRODUCTION
The Single Supervisory Mechanism is the first pillar of the Banking Union. The European Commission
proposed in September 2012 two regulations, one conferring supervisory powers on the ECB and the
other amending the regulation on the European Banking Authority (EBA) to take account of the ECB
new supervisory powers. The key issues at stake were the sharing of responsibilities between the ECB
and national supervisors, the governance and decision-making of the Supervisory Board to be
established within the ECB, the separation between the ECB monetary and supervisory tasks, the
accountability of the single supervisor and the relationship between euro and non-euro area Member
States.
This conferral of supervisory tasks implies a significant responsibility for the ECB to contribute to
financial stability in the Union, using its supervisory powers in the most effective and proportionate
way. At the same time, Parliament took the clear position that any such conferral of supervisory powers
to the Union level should be balanced by appropriate accountability requirements; in this case making
ECB accountable for the implementation of the Regulation to Parliament and the Council as
democratically legitimised institutions representing the citizens of the Union and the Member States.
The regulation therefore already provided that the ECB is to cooperate sincerely with any investigations
by Parliament, and, upon request, the Chair of the Supervisory Board of the ECB is to hold
confidential oral discussions behind closed doors with the Chair and the Vice-Chairs of Parliament’s
competent committee concerning the ECB’s supervisory tasks where such discussions are required for
the exercise of Parliament’s powers under the TFEU.
The Interinstitutional Agreement between the EP and the ECB on the practical modalities of the
exercise of democratic accountability and oversight over the exercise of the tasks conferred upon the
ECB within the framework of the SSM goes, in fact, far beyond these provisions as stipulated in the
Regulation. It provides for a high degree of accountability of the ECB in the exercise of its tasks under
the Single Supervisory Mechanism (SSM) vis-à-vis the European Parliament as well as adequate
safeguards for the protection of confidential information. The draft Interinstitutional Agreement
provides in particular for strong parliamentary oversight of the ECB’s supervisory tasks through regular
exchanges of views with Parliament's responsible committee, confidential oral discussions with the
Bureau of that committee, and further access to information including to a record of proceedings of
the Supervisory Board. ECB cooperation with the European Parliament in the framework of its
investigations is also ensured. In addition, the IIA specifies the parliamentary involvement in the
selection procedure of the Chair of the Supervisory Board, giving Parliament the right to hear, approve
and, consequently, also reject proposed candidates.
CHRONOLOGY



May 2013: vote in plenary on the political agreement between the EP and the Council on the
SSM
May to September 2013: negotiations between the European Parliament and the ECB on the
Interinstitutional Agreement (IIA) on the practical modalities of the exercise of democratic
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accountability and oversight over the exercise of the tasks conferred upon the ECB within the
framework of the SSM.
The Conference of Presidents endorsed the negotiations on the IIA on 12 September 2013.
Plenary adopted the report by the AFCO committee (rapporteur Carlo CASINI, EPP, Italy) on
the IIA on 9 October 2013.
President Martin SCHULZ and ECB President Mario DRAGHI signed the IIA on 6
November 2013.

MAIN RESULTS
The ECB will submit every year a report to Parliament on the execution of the tasks conferred on it by
the SSM Regulation, presented by the Chair of the Supervisory Board at a public hearing. The Annual
Report shall cover, inter alia, the execution of supervisory tasks, the sharing of tasks with the national
supervisory authorities, the cooperation with other national or Union relevant authorities and the
separation between monetary policy and supervisory tasks.
The Chair of the Supervisory Board will also participate in two public hearings on the execution of the
supervisory tasks on request of Parliament’s competent committee. In addition, the Chair of the
Supervisory Board may be invited to additional ad hoc exchanges of views on supervisory issues with
Parliament’s competent committee. Also special confidential meetings can be held, where necessary for
the exercise of Parliament’s powers under the TFEU and Union law and on request of the Chair of its
competent committee. The ECB is also obliged to cooperate with Parliament if it launches an
investigation into a supervisory matter.
The ECB shall specify and make public the criteria for the selection of the Chair of the Supervisory
Board, including the balance of skills, knowledge of financial institutions and markets, and experience
in financial supervision and macro-prudential oversight. Parliament’s competent committee will be
informed two weeks before the ECB’s Governing Council publishes the vacancy notice of the details,
including the selection criteria and the specific job profile. Parliament’s competent committee will then
be informed by the ECB’s Governing Council of the composition of the pool of applicants for the
position of Chair and will subsequently be provided with the shortlist of candidates, giving the
committee the possibility to submit questions to the ECB relating to the selection criteria and the
shortlist of candidates.
As concerns the approval process itself, the ECB first has to convey its proposals for the Chair and the
Vice-Chair to Parliament together with written explanations of the underlying reasons. Parliament will
then hold a public hearing of the proposed Chair and Vice-Chair of the Supervisory Board in the
competent committee. Parliament has then to decide on the approval of the candidate proposed by the
ECB for Chair and Vice- Chair through a vote in both the competent committee and in plenary. If the
proposal for the Chair is not approved, the ECB may decide either to draw on the pool of candidates
that applied originally for the position or to re-initiate the selection process.
In case Parliament sets up a Committee of Inquiry, the ECB will assist such a Committee of Inquiry in
carrying out its tasks in accordance with the principle of sincere cooperation.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary-General
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3. New partners and partnerships

The Parliamentary dimension of G20

INTRODUCTION
While the G8 represents in a certain way the "old world" and has been criticised for its insufficient
representativeness, the G20 brings together the industrialised countries and the most relevant emerging
economies. The G20 reflects the current multi-polar world and can take decisions with flexibility. It has
become de facto one of the most efficient setups for global governance.
The legitimacy of the G20 has gained from this relative geographical balance. However, the legitimacy
of the G20 still suffers from its predominantly intergovernmental nature and the lack of democratic
scrutiny. That is why it is so essential to develop a sound parliamentary dimension for the G20.
The European Parliament, because of its position as a lawmaker at continental level and its unique
network of inter-parliamentary relations covering almost the entire world, is well placed to assume the
lead and ensure that the work of the G20 is accountable to parliamentary scrutiny.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
A full institutional setup with a parliamentary assembly scrutinising the activities of the G 20 Leaders, is
not to be within reach at this point in time. Operational and institutional obstacles are likely to be
extremely hard to overcome. Moreover this setup would clash with the structure of the Leaders'
summits that have been intentionally kept at an informal level. Therefore the European Parliament
should gradually aim at developing a balanced parliamentary dimension in the framework of the G20
and favour a step-by-step approach, rather than engaging in a battle that is not likely to be won.
There are different levels of action:


The Speakers' Consultation meeting as initiated under the Canadian presidency in 2010 provide
for a situation where representatives of G20 National Assemblies are invited to come together,
discuss issues of common interest and adopt a final declaration. The Speakers' Consultation
meeting has been the first step towards the development of a G20 parliamentary dimension.
The EP has always sent a high-level representative to these meetings. This has guaranteed the
opportunity to present our Institution's legislative work (e.g. the integration of Basel III set of
rules, and the so-called six pack legislation) as well as entering a plea for a stronger multilateral
approach, .



A stronger engagement vis-à-vis other global players achieved inter alia through the official visits
of the President of the European Parliament (to the United States, Mexico, South-Africa, etc.).
Standing delegations when meeting their counterparts have also included in their agenda deb



The EP has initiated public debate with G20 Leaders, such as the debate in plenary with the
then British Prime minister in 2009, or with ministers in committee meetings (see e.g. the work
done by the ECON Committee).



Policy advice and research have also been used to propose concrete policy fields where
convergence for common action was needed and to elaborate forward planning beyond the
short term agenda of the individual presidencies. Enhancing cooperation with think-tanks and
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institutions with high-level research capacities, such as the OECD, has been one of the pillars
of this multi-layer strategy.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
24 March 2009: Prime Minister Gordon Brown delivers a speech in the European Parliament. It is the
first time that the chair-in-office of the G20 Leaders engages in a debate with a transnational parliament
ahead of the Summit;
3 - 4 September 2010: First meeting of the G20 Speakers' consultation in Ottawa, Vice President
Stavros LAMBRINIDIS (S&D/EL) represents the European Parliament;
17 - 20 May 2011: G20 Speakers' consultation Seoul, South Korea Vice President Rodi KRATSA
(EPP/GR) and Secretary General Klaus WELLE represent the European Parliament;
21 October 2011: The Secretary General of the European Parliament Klaus WELLE decides on the
creation of a trans-DG Project Team on G20 coordinated by the EXPO Policy department;
25 - 26 February 2012: G20 Speakers' consultation Riyadh, Saudi Arabia Vice President Othmar
KARAS (EPP/AT), represents the European Parliament;
4 June 2012: High level Conference at the European Parliament "G20 an accountable agenda" with Vice
President Othmar KARAS (EPP/AT), Ioan MIRCEA PASCU (S&D/RO), Vital MOREIRA
(S&D/PT), the Mexican presidency, Gabriela Ramos (OECD G20 Sherpa), Daniel Gros (Director of
the Centre for European Policy Studies), Lorenzo Bini Smaghi (Professor Harvard University’s Centre
for International Affairs);
4 - 5 April 2013: G20 Speakers' consultation Mexico City, Mexico, Vice President Othmar KARAS
(EPP/AT) represents the European Parliament.
RESULTS
In engaging strongly on this issue, the European Parliament has managed to promote elements of
accountability in the framework of the G 20. The executive branch increasingly becomes aware that
without a strong link with the people's representatives, their actions lack legitimacy and that the
involvement of parliaments may actually represent a major asset in support of their work.
A major move has been initiated by the European Parliament G20 Speakers' consultation Mexico City
in 2013 when it was agreed that the final declaration should be conveyed to the Leaders summit in Saint
Petersburg in September 2013. For the first time, a clear link has been established between the
parliamentary activity and the Leaders' summit.
The European Parliament is currently working to convince its partners that the Speakers' consultation
should always take place in the country of the Presidency in office, ahead of the Summit.
Etienne BASSOT
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3. New partners and partnerships

The BRICS and the Programme developed by DG-EXPO
to further the understanding of key governance structures
of emerging foreign policy actors

INTRODUCTION
The central role of the High Representative/ Vice President (HRVP) and the creation of the EEAS
provided the institutional framework for forward-looking strategic analysis and reflection on select
foreign policy issues. In this context, the European Parliament quickly underlined the need for a
strategic reflection on the policy stance and strategic framework vis-à-vis Brazil, Russia, India, China
and South Africa and other emerging global players (the BRICS). Such reflection was warranted by a
number of meetings in 2011 of the Heads of State and Government of the BRICS to coordinate their
stance vis-à-vis issues of global concern, their demands for the reform of global governance structures,
with particular reference to the United Nations and the International Monetary Fund, and the
increasing central role of the G20. How should the EU respond to the increasing role of the BRICS?
Was this the beginning of a new era where the EU and established powers would lose their centrality
and would not be able to promote universal values and interests? Parliament was particularly concerned
and believed that reflection on the policy stance towards the BRICS was highly needed.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The primary issue at stake was whether the emergence of the BRICS as relevant economic players on
the global scene required the policy stance of the EU and dialogue to be framed primarily in economic
and international trade terms. In its analysis and reflection together with the EEAS and the
Commission on an effective policy stance, Parliament stressed that the EU must go beyond the
economic dimension and frame its relations with the BRICS in political terms, not only in
consideration of the shared interest with the BRICS in ensuring an effective system of global
governance, but with a view to creating a framework for dialogue and political exchange in order to be
able to tackle together issues of common concern. The objectives are political dialogue, an effective
interface and the possibility of achieving a common policy or regulatory platform.
The second fundamental issue was whether any strategy of engagement by the European Union vis-àvis the BRICS had to be construed of as a collective approach, i.e. considering the BRICS as a formal
group or whether any such engagement should instead be built on bilateral dialogue. Parliament clearly
set forth that the BRICS and other emerging economies could not and should not be considered as a
formal grouping of countries designed to play a specific role in international affairs. Any such approach
would not take into proper consideration the divergence of positions and the political and economic
competition between some of the BRICS (as in the case of Brazil and China or Mexico and China) and
would reinforce the risk of hegemonic ambitions within the BRICS, to the detriment of the strategic
interests of the EU and the possibility for the EU to build on longstanding political, cultural and
economic ties and synergies with some of the BRICS as in the case of Brazil, Mexico or India. The EU
should therefore develop a relationship with each of the BRICS, taking note and building on the
singularity and specific foreign policy objectives and aims of each country. Relations with BRICS
should be built upon bilateral dialogue focussing on and fostering close political ties and, where
applicable, on support by the EU to further democratisation and the consolidation of the rule of law,
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good governance, regulatory convergence, coordination of common positions in international fora and
intensified relations with the European Union.
This primary strategic prong is to be complemented by a second prong seeking to promote
convergence of positions and a common stance in the framework of the G-20 both at Governments'
level and at the level of inter-parliamentary dialogue. A third prong would focus on strategic dialogue
with traditional Transatlantic partners, such as the United States and Canada on a broader Transatlantic
political and security cooperation platform extending to relevant actors in Latin America and therefore
covering not only the North Atlantic dimension but the Southern Atlantic one as well. South Africa
may be an important anchor in this broader platform with particular reference to stability and security
in Africa and the Antarctic. In order to support Members of Parliament in pursuing closer ties and
understanding with the BRICS, relevant Parliament staff will receive ad hoc training, in order to
develop specialised competence and appropriate analytical tools and an in-depth understanding of the
BRICS and their core governance structures.
These key elements for the policy stance of the EU vis-à-vis the BRICS were set out in the Resolution
of the European Parliament of 2 February 2013 on the EU foreign policy towards the BRICS and other
emerging powers (P7_TA(2012)0017)
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Jacek SARYUSZ-WOLSKI (EPP/PL) - Rapporteur EP Resolution of 2 February 2013 on the EU
foreign policy towards the BRICS and other emerging powers.
Francisco José MILLÁN MON (EPP/ES) - Rapporteur EP Resolution of 13 June 2013 on the role of
the EU in promoting a broader Transatlantic Partnership was adopted in June 2013.
RESULTS
Parliament's resolution of 2 February 2013 on the EU foreign policy towards the BRICS and other
emerging powers was instrumental in triggering an inter-institutional reflection on the policy stance visà-vis the BRICS, the appropriate strategic framework and the instruments to support it, both in foreign
policy terms and in terms of additional resources to assist Members of Parliament. The European
Commission, in consultation with the EEAS, took stock of the importance of pursuing bilateral
relations with the BRICS. These relations are built upon political dialogue, the pursuit of common
objectives and public diplomacy, as signified by Parliament. Thus, the Commission and in its proposal
for the financial instruments for the external action of the EU foresaw one instrument, the Partnership
Instrument (2011/0411(COD)), as a dedicated tool to promote political dialogue and convergence as
well as closer ties with countries, which are strategic for the interests of the EU. As stressed by
Parliament, the instrument is also set to support global governance and the implementation of
decisions taken at multilateral level, with particular reference to the United Nations and the G-20. The
Committee on Foreign Affairs has held regular exchanges of views with key interlocutors from BRICS
countries. A delegation of Members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs travelled to Brazil in April
2013 to hold high level meetings with Government and Parliament representatives. A resolution on the
role of the EU in promoting a broader Transatlantic Partnership was adopted in June 2013. Exchanges
and training possibilities for Parliament staff, as an opportunity to gather valuable insight and adequate
analytical tools with regard to the governance structures and policy orientations of the BRICS have also
been devised by the Directorate General for External Policies of the European Parliament. Indonesia
and India have been the first target countries. A high level management programme has been organised
with Brazil and a programme for Russia is under consideration.
Luca DI PRESO
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3. New partners and partnerships

Participation in the Fiscal Compact negotiations

INTRODUCTION
As the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) has failed to deliver credible incentives to maintain sound
public finances since the introduction of the euro, EMU Member States decided to tighten fiscal
discipline in late 2011 by introducing a new Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the Economic
and Monetary Union (TSCG), commonly referred to as 'Fiscal Compact'. By setting up strict rules on
budget deficit and public debt, the Fiscal Compact aims at restoring trust about medium- to long-term
stability which would, ultimately, bring about economic recovery in the short term.
Negotiations on this new treaty proved to be tough between Member States. Following the threat of a
veto by UK's PM David Cameron concerning a treaty change, it was decided to introduce an
intergovernmental treaty, ultimately adopted by 25 Member States (excluding Czech Republic and the
UK). Although this new treaty, aimed at strengthening EU's economic and fiscal governance, has
turned out to be outside the institutional framework of the EU, the European Parliament played a key
role during the negotiations.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The rationale behind the Fiscal Compact has been to introduce more effective and strict rules
concerning fiscal discipline than the SGP. Indeed, breaking these rules would lead automatically to
financial sanctions. Negotiating parties also sought to strengthen economic and budgetary policy
coordination through the Fiscal Compact, which would, ultimately, complement the 'Six-Pack', the
'Two-Pack' and the Euro Plus Pact. In a word, it aims at reinforcing EU's economic governance in
response to the sovereign debt crisis.
An ad-hoc working group was set up in order to negotiate and discuss the draft text of the new treaty.
The working group comprised three MEPs (Elmar BROK, EPP/DE, Roberto GUALTIERI,
S&D/IT, and Guy VERHOFSTADT, ALDE/BE) in addition to delegates from each Contracting
Party and officials from the Council, the European Commission and the European Central Bank.
Importantly, the European Parliament delegation sought to make sure that the new treaty would be
drafted in line with EU legislation and its measures based on EU procedures. It also called for the
respect of the "Community Method" of decision-making which is crucial to ensure democratic control
and accountability. The three MEPs on the working group also stood up for a stronger role for EU
institutions in this treaty.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
09 December 2011: EU Heads of States or Government (excluding UK's PM David Cameron) agreed
on the adoption of a 'Fiscal Compact' at a Council summit
16 December 2011: the European Council's Legal Service approved the text of a draft
intergovernmental agreement on a Reinforced Economic Union to implement the Fiscal Compact
Between 20 December 2011 and 12 January 2012: an ad-hoc working group ─ made up of 3
delegates from each of the Eurogroup-plus group, 3 officials from the Commission, the ECB, the
president of the Council Herman Van Rompuy assisted by 'technicians' and 3 MEPs (Elmar BROK,
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EPP/DE, Roberto GUALTIERI, S&D/IT, and Guy VERHOFSTADT, ALDE/BE), with substitute
Daniel COHN-BENDIT (Greens/EFA/FR) ─ was set up and met three times to discuss and
negotiate the final text of the new treaty. The draft treaty was also discussed at a Eurogroup-plus
meeting on 23 January 2012.
30 January 2012: 25 EU Member States (excluding Czech Republic and the UK) formally agreed the
Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the Economic and Monetary Union (TSCG).
02 March 2012: The TSCG was signed by the leaders of the 25 Member States at a Council summit
01 January 2013: The TSCG entered into force
RESULTS
Although the TSCG is an intergovernmental treaty, the European Parliament's delegation managed to
meet most of its demands. First, the TSCG makes clear reference to the EU treaties. Article 2 states
that EU law has primacy over the Treaty and that "the provisions of this Treaty shall apply insofar as
they are compatible with the Treaties on which the Union is founded and with European Union law.
They shall not encroach upon the competences of the Union to act in the area of the economic union".
Second, "the President of the Euro Summit shall present a report to the European Parliament after
each Euro Summit meeting", thereby ensuring accountability and democratic scrutiny (Article 12(5)). In
addition, the President of the European Parliament may also participate in Euro Summit meetings.
Third, cooperation between the European Parliament and national parliaments has been reinforced.
Indeed, conferences of MEPs and States Parties' national MPs may be organised in order to discuss
budgetary and economic issues (article 13). Fourth, the Commission also managed to secure a stronger
role in many of the Treaty provisions as wished by the European Parliament. For instance, the
Commission has been given power, only at the end of the negotiations, to issue a report showing that a
Contracting Party has failed to comply with transposing into national law the balanced budget rule
(Article 8(2)). Introducing reversed qualified majority voting on Excessive Deficit Procedure has also
strengthened the Commission's role.
Last but not least, this new treaty will be incorporated into EU law "within five years following the
entry into force" (Article 16). It thus shows that Contracting Parties shifted towards further respect of
the Community Method ─ strongly defended by the European Parliament and the Commission ─ as
there was no such provision mentioned in the very first draft text.
Stanislas DE FINANCE,
Economic Governance Unit
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3. New partners and partnerships

The achievements of the Fiscal Compact

INTRODUCTION
Following the turn of the financial crisis into a sovereign debt crisis, EU and euro area leaders decided
to strengthen the economic governance framework. Firstly, the Stability and Growth (SGP), that failed
to incentivise Member States to maintain sound fiscal policies, has been strengthened through the
introduction of the 'six-pack' legislation in late 2011. The latter has also reinforced the surveillance of
macro-economic imbalances. Secondly, the introduction of the Fiscal Compact, which is part of the
Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the Monetary Union (TSCG), has aimed at
providing further fiscal discipline. In particular, it compels contracting parties to transpose into national
law (preferably on constitutional level) a balanced-budget rule, under the threat of financial sanctions to
be imposed by the European Court of Justice. The contracting parties face a greater automaticity of the
correction mechanism should they fail to meet deficit targets. In addition, financial assistance from the
European Stability Mechanism (ESM) will only be provided to Member Sates having ratified the TSCG.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
As shown by the sovereign debt crisis, the Economic and Monetary Union requires Member States to
implement sound fiscal policies along with a price stability-oriented monetary policy so as to ensure a
proper and smooth functioning. In this respect, needless to say that the Stability and Growth Pact was
not sufficient: Member States did not take advantage of good economic times before 2007 to secure
budgetary surplus, violating on several occasions the deficit and debt criteria. As a result, the
implementation of countercyclical economic policies by Member States following the 2007 financial
crisis led public finances onto an unsustainable path, along with negative spill over effects between
Member States. In turn, the financial stability of the euro area as a whole was threatened.
The EU economic governance framework needed to be reinforced in response to the sovereign debt
crisis. In complement to the '6-pack' legislation and the Euro Plus Pact, the Fiscal Compact seeks to
strengthen fiscal discipline by addressing the need to increase the national ownership of the SGP,
particularly in the EMU. This should also help to prevent macro imbalances which would, in turn,
generate negative spill over effects on other Member States. In addition, the rationale behind the Fiscal
Compact is about restoring confidence through a medium- to long-term political commitment to
implementing sound fiscal policies and enhanced EU economic governance.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
09 December 2011: EU Heads of States or Government (excluding UK's PM David Cameron) agreed
on the adoption of a 'Fiscal Compact' at a Council summit
30 January 2012: 25 EU Member States (excluding Czech Republic and the UK) formally agreed the
Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the Economic and Monetary Union (TSCG), which mainly
incorporates the Fiscal Compact.
02 March 2012: The TSCG was signed by the leaders of the 25 Member States at a Council summit
01 January 2013: The TSCG entered into force after 12 EMU Member States have ratified it (as at 1
January 2013, four non-EMU Member States have also ratified it).
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RESULTS
While the TSCG has entered into force since 1 January 2013, public finances in the EMU have
improved significantly despite economic downturn. Budget deficit in the euro area decreased from
6.4% of GDP in 2009 to 3.7% of GDP in 2012. Excluding support for financial institutions,
government deficit amounted to 3.1% of GDP in the euro area last year. However, public debt has
continued to increase in the euro area in spite of on-going fiscal consolidation, from 80.0% of GDP in
2009 to 90.6% of GDP last year. It is expected to reach a peak in 2013-2014 before decreasing
progressively.
The Fiscal Compact has also tackled some moral hazard issues. Indeed, both tighter fiscal discipline
and enhanced coordination of economic policies have paved the way for a very accommodative
monetary policy stance by the ECB to some extent. While monetary policy has sought to support the
recovery in the euro area near-term, it is crucial that governments continue to implement pro-growth
reforms, sound fiscal policies and further coordination of economic policies, as contained in the Fiscal
Compact.
Finally, the Fiscal Compact foresees some degree of transparency and democratic accountability
through conferences of representatives of relevant committees of both national parliaments and the
European Parliament on issues covered by the Fiscal Compact. In addition, the President of the
European Parliament may attend Euro Summits, while the President of these Euro Summits must then
report back to the European Parliament. Along with the transposition of a budget-balanced rule into
the national legislation, this has incentivised commitment to fiscal discipline and enhanced the
reinforced SGP.
Budget balance in EMU Member States (% of GDP)
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Stanislas DE FINANCE,
Economic Governance Unit
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3. New partners and partnerships

The issues with the EFSF and the ESM

INTRODUCTION
In response to the escalating sovereign debt crisis, the European Council decided to set up two
temporary instruments in 2010 aimed at providing financial support to Member States: the European
Financial Stabilisation Mechanism (EFSM) and the European Financial Stability Mechanism (EFSF).
Greece, Ireland and Portugal indeed benefited from these mechanisms to cover their financial needs
thereby preventing sovereign defaults. By contrast, the European Stability Mechanism (ESM) has been
established by an intergovernmental Treaty on a permanent basis, thus replacing the EFSM and EFSF,
and has become operational since October 2012. Spain and Cyprus in particular have already requested
financial assistance through the latter instrument whose effective lending capacity stands at EUR 500
billion.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The loans issued under these instruments are fully backed up by the Member States, thereby involving
taxpayers' money. Accordingly, key democratic principles of checks and balances should apply to these
instruments. First, accountability in the form of scrutiny of the operations by the European Parliament
and national parliaments is required. Likewise, decision-makers should be held accountable and
therefore testify before the relevant bodies of the European Parliament and national parliaments.
Second, transparency with regards to the information on the use of public funds and the instruments'
risk exposure should be ensured. Third, an appropriate public audit should be performed so as to
assure and inform the public on the use of taxpayers' money. Within the framework of both
instruments, the European Commission - in liaison with the ECB - has been tasked to negotiate the
conditionality attached to the financial programmes and carry out review missions on a quarterly basis
assessing the fulfilment of this conditionality.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
May 2010: the European Council decided to establish the EFSM and the EFSF
7 June 2010: the EFSF was founded
4 August 2010: the EFSF became fully operational
2 February 2012: the ESM Treaty was signed
8 October 2012: the ESM was inaugurated following ratification by all 17 euro area Member States
20 June 2013: euro area Member States agreed to allow the ESM to recapitalise banks directly ─ in
accordance with article 19 of the ESM Treaty under certain strict conditions.
13 March 2014: Latvia became 18th member of the ESM with capital contribution of €1.94bn.
Among the key players are the Member States, the European Commission, the ECB, the European
parliament, national parliaments, the Board of Governors of the ESM; the Board of Auditors of the
ESM, the Board of the EFSF.
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RESULTS
As far as public audit is concerned, the EFSF and the ESM have met the above-mentioned criteria.
Indeed, an independent external auditor has been reviewing EFSF accounts ─ as required by
Luxembourg Law under which the EFSF falls ─ while an internal auditing process has also been put in
place in order make sure to management that the organisation has been operating properly and
efficiently. External audit reports are then made publicly available. With regards to the ESM, external
public audits are performed by a Board of Auditors - that includes, in particular, a member from the
European Court of Auditors and two members from the Supreme Audit Institutions (articles 29 and 30
of the ESM Treaty) - to review the ESM accounts. In turn, the Board of Auditors reports to the Board
of Governors of the ESM. Then, the Board of Governors sends the audit report to national
parliaments and the Supreme Audit Institutions (article 30). In addition, an internal audit is also carried
out (article 28). Note that annual reports are made accessible to the national parliaments, the European
Parliament, the European Court of Auditors and Supreme Audit Institutions of the ESM members,
thus enhancing transparency.
However, the EFSF and the ESM prove to be lacking accountability due to their intergovernmental
structure notably. Indeed, being established outside the EU treaty framework does not oblige these two
instruments to be accountable to national parliaments and the European Parliament. As a result, public
scrutiny turns out to be limited and only exists through the accountability of Finance Ministers to their
national parliament.
The above-mentioned instruments contrast sharply with the EFSM in terms of accountability,
transparency and public auditing. Firstly, it must be mentioned that the EFSM has served the same
purpose as the EFSF/ESM that is to provide financial assistance to Member States under financial
stress through funds borrowed by the European Commission on capital markets (up to EUR 60 billion)
and backed up by the EU budget. As the loans under the EFSM are covered by the EU budget, the
Commission must be accountable to the European Parliament. Reports of the quarterly reviews
assessing the fulfilment of conditionality as contained in the Memorandum of Understanding are
published. Similarly, the Commission issues regular reports to the EP and Council on the borrowing
and lending activities. In addition, the European Court of Auditors has the right to audit Commission's
activities related to the EFSM. All in all, the three key principles of accountability, transparency and
public audit are fulfilled in the context of the EFSM.
A recent ruling of the German Federal Constitutional Court ruled of 18 March 2014 stated that
regarding the capital contributions to the ESM "the budgetary autonomy of the German Bundestag is
sufficiently safeguarded. However, arrangements under budgetary law must be made to ensure that possible capital calls
pursuant to the ESM Treaty can be met fully and in time within the agreed-upon upper limits, so that a suspension of
Germany´s voting rights in the ESM bodies is reliably excluded". The Court also pointed out that the ESM staff
must not be in a position to refuse provision of comprehensive information to either the Bundestag or
the Bundesrat on the grounds of professional secrecy.
Overall, the EFSF and the ESM raise crucial issues as roles played by national parliaments and the
European Parliament are limited. Therefore, democratic control could be improved in this respect.
Stanislas DE FINANCE,
Economic Governance Unit
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4. Appointment of and check on the Executive at European level

The election of the Commission President and the consequences of
Declaration n°11 of the Treaty of Lisbon

INTRODUCTION
The European Parliament is the only European institution whose Members are directly elected by
universal suffrage. Each revision of the Treaties, and notably the Lisbon Treaty, has seen an increase in
the power of the European Parliament in relation to the other institutions. This increase is not only in
terms of legislative powers but also in terms of inter-institutional governance of the Union.
The upcoming European Elections 2014 will trigger new rules enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty which
have never been put in practice yet, as the Lisbon Treaty came into force on the 1st of December 2009,
ie only after the last European elections in June 2009 and thus also after the last procedure to get the
European Commission into office. In fact, the Lisbon Treaty has very much changed the legal basis for
the process on how to get the European Commission into office. This new process, with all its political
and procedural implications, has been ratified by 28 Member States when they adopted the Lisbon
Treaty.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Under the new rules of the Lisbon Treaty the European Parliament will elect the Commission
President, based on a proposal by the European Council. The use of the word 'elect' is a new element
in the Treaty, giving the European Parliament a higher political and legal impact on the procedure to
get the new European Executive in office.
The Treaty establishes that "Taking into account the elections to the European Parliament [...] the
European Council [...] shall propose to the European Parliament a candidate for President of the
Commission". (Article 17 TEU). This is a completely new element. The European Council is no longer
completely free in its choice but is legally constrained to take into account and interpret the 'outcome
of the European elections'.
Finally - or rather as the actual starting point of the process - Declaration n°11 of the Lisbon Treaty
lays down that the President of the European Council and the European Parliament have to set up a
mechanism to consult on which name is to be proposed for Commission President by the European
Council. These consultations must logically happen between the European Elections end of May and
the European Council making its proposal end of June. This step is of crucial importance, not only to
the overall procedure, but indeed to the political importance to the European citizens. The consultation
mechanism laid down in Declaration n°11 is a public recognition that the outcome of the European
elections matters and that the different political forces in the European Parliament have to express
themselves about which one of the potential candidates could also have a parliamentary majority. That
is, in essence, very similar to what is already longstanding practice in many EU Member States when
searching a stable majority to form the Executive.
The exact format and timetable of these consultations have not been established as yet. The plenary of
the European Parliament has nevertheless already clearly expressed its opinion on the matter in a
resolution tabled by Andrew DUFF (ALDE/UK) and adopted on 4 July 2013.
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The resolution clearly refers to Declaration n°11 and the legally binding obligation of the President of
the European Council to hold consultations with the European Parliament. Further on the resolution
proposes that detailed arrangements for the consultations between Parliament and the European
Council on the election of the new Commission President should be agreed by common accord in
good time before the elections. Plenary also expressed its expectation that, in this process, the candidate
for Commission President put forward by the European political party that wins the most seats in the
Parliament will be the first to be considered, with a view to ascertaining his or her ability to secure the
support of the necessary absolute majority in Parliament.
RESULTS
The changes enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty, in combination with the fact that the European political
parties have decided to put forward lead candidates on the European level for the European election
(for more information on this topic see the following file), have brought forward a completely different scenario
to the traditional one in which citizens where asked to vote first and told just afterwards what might be
the potential consequences of their vote.
Citizens will have a clear choice for the European elections 2014 - and their vote will not only be
reflected in the composition of the next European Parliament but also in the European Executive itself.
The European Parliament has prepared for this different scenario by aligning and in fact centring its
information activities for the European elections 2014 around the main message 'This time it's
different'.
Based on the "Political guidelines for the institutional information and communication campaign on the
European Elections in 2014", adopted by the Bureau on 9 May 2012, the aim of the campaign is to
raise awareness not only of the elections of the European Parliament as the only directly elected EU
institution, but also that, for the first time, the result of the elections will be taken into consideration for
the election of the next President of the Commission.
The institutional information activities of the European Parliament will thus focus on communicating
that voters will be more influential than ever as they will choose the future executive power of the
Union, and, additionally, that different politicians champion different outcomes affecting EU citizens in
their daily lives. Therefore, by voting, citizens decide what kind of Europe they want and do make a
difference in the future EU governance.
It is also to be expected that there might be a different process in the European Parliament after the
European elections. In the context of the described overall and fundamental legal and procedural
changes by which the European Parliament elects a proposed candidate for Commission President, and
after an election campaign focussing on European lead candidates, the vote in Parliament could be
more than just a vote on a person.
The election of a candidate proposed by the European Council for Commission President might also
be a vote on a political programme for the next five years. This in itself was started in some fashion
already five years ago, when President Barroso submitted his own political programme to the European
Parliament. Such a process could become much more detailed and specific next time around with
candidates that have been presented for a popular vote.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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4. Appointment of and check on the Executive at European level

Lead candidates for the European elections

INTRODUCTION
The upcoming European Elections 2014 will trigger new rules enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty (as
described in detail in the previous note), handing for the first time the election of the Commission
President to the European Parliament. In close connection to and in fact consequence of these Treaty
changes is the willingness of the European political parties to put forward lead candidates for
Commission President. As of now, nearly all European political parties have the intention to put
forward lead candidates. This not only changes the set-up of the political parties' campaigning on the
European and possibly also the national level, it most of all means that the person who could be
leading the European executive as Commission President will not come as a surprise after the event,
but can be known to the electorate in advance.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Under the new rules of the Lisbon Treaty the European Parliament will elect the Commission
President, based on a proposal by the European Council. The use of the word 'elect' is a new element
in the Treaty, giving the European Parliament a higher political and legal impact on the procedure to
get the new European Executive in office.
Secondly, what has changed, compared to five years ago, is that the need for democratic legitimacy has
dramatically increased. European citizens have understood now that the European Union is not
touching on their lives just on the fringes or through the accumulation of several pieces of legislation
transposed into national law often years after their original adoption by the European Parliament and
Council. Today and especially in the framework of dealing with the fallout of the economic and
financial crisis, major changes are now discussed at European level, that may affect citizens in a very
concrete fashion, and sometimes very drastically. Citizens are very much aware of that there are strong
expectations from the European Union level which have a direct impact on their economic and social
living conditions. And if the European Union and its institutions are intervening directly on those kinds
of issues, then the European Union and its institutions need a different degree of legitimacy.
Thirdly - as a logical consequence of the different legal base - European political parties have decided to
put forward lead candidates on the European level for the European election. Those lead candidates
will compete with the ambition to take the office of Commission's President.
As a final point there might be a different process in the European Parliament after the European
elections. It might be rather unlikely that Parliament will only vote on the candidate alone which shall
be proposed by the European Council for Commission President. It is entirely possible that Parliament
might wish to enlarge on a concept already put in place in 2009, when President Barroso submitted his
own political programme as pre-condition for his approval by the European Parliament.
This process could become much more detailed and specific with candidates that have been presented
for a popular vote, leading potentially to a vote in the European Parliament also on a political
programme and the initiatives requested in the next five years.
As a consequence, a primary function of Parliament - which is getting the Executive to take its position
- the European elections will bring along a complete change, based on a new Treaty, based on a new
economic and social reality, based on a new practice in the European political parties.
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The importance of this change lies in the potentially increased appreciation of European citizens for the
European elections. Contrary to national elections, where citizens also vote for their national
parliament, but in fact are thinking of the government they want to see in office, participation in
European Parliament elections left it rather unclear as to the European executive that would emerge
from the ensuing setting up of the Commission. What has changed since the Lisbon Treaty is therefore
massive.
KEY PERSONALITIES/CHRONOLOGY
1. European People's Party (EPP)
The leaders of the EPP, who met in Vienna on 20 June 2013 for a Summit of heads of state and
government, discussed the preparations for the 2014 electoral campaign and decided that the EPP will
launch its European campaign and decide on its lead candidate at its Dublin Congress on 6-7 March
2014. During this Congress, the delegates elected the former Luxembourg Prime Minister and
Chairman of the Eurogroup, Jean-Claude JUNCKER, as EPP frontrunner and candidate for the post
of next EU Commission President.
2. Party of European Socialists (PSE)
At the end of 2011, the Party of European Socialists (PES) decided on an indicative timeline to ensure
both public awareness of their prospective candidate and the efficiency of their campaign: On 1
October 2013 the nomination process was formally opened, giving member parties the opportunity to
nominate their candidate for PES frontrunner. On 6 November 2013, the PES Presidency confirmed
Martin SCHULZ as PES 'Candidate designate'. The official election of the PES frontrunner took place
at the PES Election Congress in Rome on 1 March 2014.
3. Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe Party (ALDE)
The Alliance for Liberals and Democrats for Europe (ALDE) Party have decided on its candidate for
President of the European Commission at a special electoral Congress held in Brussels, Belgium on 1
February 2014. Candidates could be formally nominated by at least two member parties from more
than one member state or by 20% of ALDE Party Congress voting delegates until 20 December 2013.
Nominations had been discussed by the leaders of the European liberal parties at an ALDE Summit
meeting on 19 December 2013. Two nominations have been received, namely those of Olli REHN,
Vice-President of the European Commission, and Guy VERHOFSTADT, leader of the ALDE Group
in the European Parliament. The decision of the ALDE party nominated Guy VERHOFSTADT as the
party's candidate for Commission President and Olli REHN as ALDE candidate for other high-ranking
posts
4. European Green Party (EGP)
In summer 2013, the European Green Party (EGP) announced its intention to organise an innovative
open online primary to select its lead candidates for the 2014 European elections. Member Parties
could nominate their candidates between 4 September and 20 October 2013, with valid nominations
acquiring the support of at least four and a maximum of eight of the 33 EGP Member Parties from the
EU. Between November 2013 and the end of January 2014, everyone living in the EU above the age of
16 and sharing Green values was eligible to participate in the primaries. Through an online process,
participants could directly choose their two leading Green candidates. From the four contenders being
nominated, namely José BOVÉ (FR), Monica FRASSONI (IT), Rebecca HARMS (DE) and Franziska
KELLER (DE), José BOVÉ (FR) and Franziska KELLER (DE) received the most online support and
were consequently chosen as Green lead candidates at the Green Electoral Convention on 22 February
2014 in Brussels.
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5. European Left Party (ELP)
Alexis TSIPRAS, President of the Greek party SYRIZA, had been nominated by the IV. Congress of
the EL in Madrid on 15 December 2013 as EL candidate for president of the European Commission.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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4. Appointment of and check on the Executive at European level

Hearings of the commissioners:
Case Study on the replacement of the nominated commissioner
in charge of International Cooperation, Humanitarian Aid
and Crisis Response

INTRODUCTION
Under Article 17 TEU, "the President, the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and
Security Policy and the other members of the Commission shall be subject as a body to a vote of
consent by the European Parliament". The Treaty does not give Parliament the power to reject an
individual candidate commissioner, but prior to the confirmation of the commissioners in 2010, an
undertaking had been made by the re-appointed President of the Commission, Jose Manuel Barroso,
that, following the confirmation of the College of Commissioners, he would require the resignation of
any individual commissioner whose removal was requested by Parliament. It was in this context that
the European Parliament committees organised hearings for candidate commissioners in 2010.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The most important issue at stake was the ability of the Parliament to reject an individual candidate
commissioner, in addition to its power to deny consent to the Commission "as a body".
Among the candidate commissioners proposed for the 2010-2014 Commission, there was particular
controversy surrounding the nomination of Ms. Rumiana Jeleva, then Foreign Minister of Bulgaria, as
commissioner for International Cooperation, Humanitarian Aid and Crisis Response. Prior to her
hearing, there had been rumours of irregular business dealings on the part of her husband, but the
Committee on Development, responsible for the hearing, was not aware of these having been
investigated.
Following established practice, a questionnaire was sent to the candidate commissioner prior to her
hearing; the replies were not considered to be of the highest quality. This trend was continued, during
the hearing itself when her replies were considered bland and her geographical knowledge poor.
Questions were raised about her suitability to represent the EU in third countries as Commissioner for
International Cooperation, Humanitarian Aid and Crisis Response. Following lengthy debates and
examination of further information (see below), the Coordinators of the Committee on Development
decided not to give a positive recommendation on the appointment of the candidate commissioner.
CHRONOLOGY
22 December 2009: Written replies by candidate Commissioner Jeleva made available to Members of
the Committee on Development.
12 January 2010: Committee on Development hearing with candidate Commissioner Jeleva, following
which Coordinators meet to evaluate her candidacy with an inconclusive result.
13 January 2010: Further meeting of Committee on Development Coordinators to evaluate candidate
commissioner Jeleva; result inconclusive.
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13 January 2010: Legal opinion requested by Committee on Development Chair Eva Joly (France,
Greens) on whether Ms Jeleva had complied fully with her obligations under the Code of Conduct for
Commissioners.
14 January 2010: Following a request from the Committee on Development, European Parliament
President Jerzy Buzek (Poland, EPP) writes to Commission President Jose Manuel Barroso to ask if
Ms. Jeleva has complied with her obligations under the Code of Conduct for Commissioners.
15 January 2010: Reply received from Commission President Barroso saying that Ms. Jeleva had
confirmed that she had complied with the Code of Conduct for Commissioners and that her probity
was guaranteed by virtue of her having served as an MEP.
18 January 2010: Legal opinion issued on Ms. Jeleva's compliance with the Code of Conduct for
Commissioners and, during a previous period as an MEP, her compliance with the Rules of Procedure
of Parliament relating to her declarations of interest.
18 January 2010: Committee on Development Coordinators decide by majority not to give a positive
recommendation on the appointment of candidate commissioner Jeleva.
19 January 2010: Ms. Jeleva resigns as candidate commissioner; Commission President Barroso
withdraws her nomination.
3 February 2010: Committee on Development hearing with candidate commissioner Georgieva,
nominated in place of Ms. Jeleva, following which the committee's Coordinators give a positive
recommendation.
KEY PLAYERS
Eva JOLY (G/EFA/FR), Chairwoman of the DEVE Committee and the coordinators of the political
groups Filip KACZMAREK (EPP/PL), Gay MITCHELL (EPP/EI), Thijs BERMAN (S&D/NL),
Charles GOERENS (ALDE/LU), Nirj DEVA (ECR/UK), Catherine GRÈZE (G/EFA/FR),
Gabriele ZIMMER (GUE/DE), Francesco Enrico SPERONI (EFD/IT)
RESULTS
The practical effect of the hearing and subsequent evaluation of candidate commissioner Jeleva was
that the European Parliament achieved the replacement of an individual candidate without rejecting the
group of nominated commissioners as a whole. However, this result was achieved by political rather
than legal means. The formal power of Parliament remains the granting or withholding of consent to
the Commission "as a body": it was the risk that the negative assessment of Ms. Jeleva by the
Coordinators of the Committee on Development could lead to this result that brought about the
political move of her resignation and replacement by Ms. Georgieva.
Although Parliament does not have the power to reject an individual candidate commissioner de iure, it
was able to exercise this power de facto.
Anne MCLAUCHLAN
Committee on Development

88

4. Appointment of and check on the Executive at European level

Revision of the regulation on the financing of
European political parties

INTRODUCTION
The current regulation 2004/2003 on the financing of European political parties was adopted in 2003
and provides a framework for the funding of political parties at European level. In 2007, the regulation
was amended by regulation 1524/2007 including the political foundations in the scope.
On 10 January 2011 the Bureau adopted a note by the Secretary General's which proposes a set of
measures which would reform the entire financing system with a special focus on the need for a
uniform European legal form for political parties and foundations. The organisational convergence can
only be achieved through a common political, legal and fiscal status of the European political parties.
On 6 April 2011 an AFCO report drafted by Marietta GIANNAKOU (EPP, Greece) was adopted in
plenary. The report highlights the need for reform and for having a legal personality in order to bridge
the gap between fiscal treatment of the European political parties and that applied to the European
institutions. It also draws up a list of recommendations to improve the current system.
On 12 September 2012 the Commission adopted its proposal for a revision of the regulation. The
Commission took on board the Parliament´s request to have a proper legal status for European
political parties as well as making the funding system more transparent and easier to manage by the
political parties.
Ms GIANNAKOU then drafted a legislative report which is adopted on 15 April 2013 in the AFCO
Committee.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The report underlined that European political parties, as they stand now, cannot fully fulfil their roles.
It calls for a common European legal statute for European political parties and their foundations,
which would permit them to obtain legal personality under EU law.
The main novelties of the new regulation are the following:


EU legal statute

The creation of a European legal status for European political parties and political foundations,
ensuring high standards of transparency and accountability.


Respecting EU values a necessary condition

Requiring respect of the fundamental principles and values of the EU, as defined in the Treaty of the
European Union.


More financial flexibility

The maximum donation from natural or legal persons will go up to 18,000 euros, while European
political parties will have the opportunity to transfer unused funds to the following year. It should be
noted that the regulation will not cause an increase in the share of the EU budget distributed to
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European political parties. The percentage of co-financing from the EU budget will remain unchanged
at 85%.


Stricter sanctions to ensure compliance

The European Parliament and an independent authority would be in charge of assessing compliance
with these rules. Parliament would enforce punishments in case of misuse of EU funding, e.g. in cases
of failure to comply with reporting and transparency requirements or of criminal conviction.
RESULT
The agreement is scheduled to be adopted during Parliament's April 2014 plenary session. The
Commission should table a proposal for improving the rules by mid-2018. The regulation is to apply
from 1 January 2017.
Karen FREDSGAARD
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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4. Appointment of and check on the Executive at European level

The US Congress benchmark on scrutiny

INTRODUCTION
The Joint Bureau and Committee on Budgets Working Group on the European Parliament Budget
requested the Secretary General to provide a comparison between the European Parliament and the US
Congress in the field of budget and functions.
A study has been carried out in collaboration with the European Parliament Liaison Office with the US
Congress in Washington DC. This comparative study on the US House of Representatives and the
European Parliament contained as one focal point an in-depth analysis of the oversight functions of the
US Congress, thus describing and setting an ambitious benchmark for further development and
administrative reform in the European Parliament.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The oversight of the Executive is largely internalised within Congress while so far almost non-existing
in the European Parliament. Oversight activities have been responsible for the development of
specialised permanent offices and agencies of Congress.
Oversight of the Executive is exerted jointly by the two Houses under growing public pressure to
increase accountability and plays an important role in the political process. The oversight work also
includes the scrutiny of Executive Agencies that often play an important role in implementing
legislative acts. Through oversight activities, the minority regains some rights against the majority
principle. Members not senior enough to impact on legislation may gain public coverage and wider
recognition.
The functions related to the oversight of the Executive are wide-reaching:


Relevance check on implementation by the Executive on the basis of efficiency and
effectiveness of programmes carried out and financed;



Budgetary check on cost-benefit ratios;



Provide also a substitute assessment of the implementation of legislation and regulation when
the mechanisms set by the Executive branch to do so (usually through Executive agencies) are
considered inadequate by Congress.

As a result, Congress powers and rights in the field of oversight are important:


The Congressional Review Act enables Congress to review and disapprove agency rules and
regulations ex ante;



The Congress performs ex-post impact assessment through compulsory and regular hearings in
certain fields. Hearings generally address the efficiency of agencies and programmes;



The Congress often decides on ad-hoc investigations concerning allegations of wrongdoing,
lack of agency preparedness or competence, fraud, abuse, conflicts of interest;



The Congress may de-authorise a federal agency and terminate a programme;
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The Congress may cut-off or reduce funding of a federal agency;



The Senate confirms nominees at top positions in federal agencies.

Congress instruments in oversight activities are well established and funded, Congress can choose from
a variety of techniques in carrying out its oversight responsibilities:
Chamber Rules
The House has a rule requiring all standing committees to prepare at the start of each US Congress an
oversight plan that, among other things, ensures to the maximum extent feasible that "all significant
laws, programs, or agencies within its jurisdiction are subject to review every 10 years". In 2009 the
House amended its rules "to require each standing committee to hold at least three hearings per year on
waste, fraud, and abuse [in the programs and agencies] under each respective committee's jurisdiction."
Hearings and Investigations
Hearings and investigations into executive branch operations scrutinise how effectively federal
programs are working and how well agency officials are responding to legislative or committee
directives. Hearings focus generally on the efficiency and effectiveness of federal agencies and
programs, while investigations focus on allegations of wrongdoing, lack of agency preparedness or
competence, fraud, abuse or conflicts of interest.
The Authorising Process
The US Congress can pass authorising legislation that establishes, continues (a reauthorization), or
abolishes (a de-authorization) a federal agency or program.
The Appropriations Process
The US Congress probably exercises its most effective oversight of agencies and programs through the
appropriations process. By cutting off or reducing funds, Congress can effectively abolish agencies or
curtail federal programs. By increasing funds, appropriators can build up neglected programme areas.
Inspectors General
The US Congress has created statutory offices of inspectors general (IGs) in nearly 70 major federal
entities and departments. Granted substantial independence, these officials are authorised to conduct
investigations and audits of their agencies to improve efficiency, end waste and fraud, discourage
mismanagement, and strengthen the effectiveness and economy of agency operations.
Government Accountability Office
The Government Accountability Office (GAO) was established by the Budget and Accounting Office
of 1921. With about 3,100 employees, GAO functions as Congress's investigative arm, conducting
financial and programme audits and evaluations of executive activities, operations, and programs. The
GAO conducts field investigations of administrative activities and programs, prescribes accounting
standards for the executive branch, prepares policy analyses, adjudicates bid protests, makes
recommendations for legislative action, evaluates programs, and provides legal opinions on government
actions and activities. The office submits hundreds of reports to Congress annually, describing ways to
root out waste and mismanagement in executive branch programs and to promote programme
performance. One of its traditional reports to Congress is on government programs and activities that
are "high risk," that is, they require significant improvements in their operations and performance.
Reporting Requirements
Numerous laws require executive agencies to submit reports periodically, and as required by specific
events or certain conditions, to Congress and its committees.
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Senate Confirmation Process
High-ranking public officials are chosen by the US President "by and with the Advice and Consent of
the Senate," in accord with the Constitution. Nomination hearings establish a public record of the
policy views of nominees, on which they could be called to account at a later time.
Programme Evaluation
Programme evaluation is an approach to oversight that uses social science and management
methodology, such as surveys, cost-benefit analyses, and efficiency studies, to assess the effectiveness
of ongoing programs. This type of analysis is often conducted by the GAO, IGs, and the agencies
themselves.
Impeachment and Removal
The ultimate check on the executive (and judicial) branch is impeachment and removal from office, and
it is vested exclusively in Congress. The House has the authority to impeach an official by majority
vote, although the process of impeachment and removal is complex and cumbersome.
RESULT
The European Parliament itself has successfully started to develop its own Impact Assessment
functions independently from the impact assessments carried out by the European Commission, in
similar directions: ex-ante evaluation, ex-post impact assessment.
The European Parliament also tries to identify potential or lacking European Added Value and to
define the Cost of Non-Europe.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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4. Appointment of and check on the Executive at European level

Scrutiny of delegated and implementing acts as well as of measures
under the Regulatory Procedure with Scrutiny (RPS)

INTRODUCTION
On the basis of the powers delegated or conferred to the Commission in the basic acts, the
Commission transmits to the Parliament (and the Council) delegated acts, implementing acts or
'Regulatory Procedure with Scrutiny' (RPS) measures. The Parliament can veto delegated acts by an
absolute majority (usually within a deadline of two months, extendable by two months), "object" to
implementing acts if the Commission exceeds it powers, and veto RPS measures by an absolute
majority and subject to certain criteria (within a deadline of three months).
In the Parliament, the acts and measures are first referred to the committee responsible for the basic act
and, where relevant, the associated and joint committee(s). In recent years, the Parliament has sought to
further improve its scrutiny procedures.

Delegated acts - Annex 1 of the revised Framework Agreement 2010
INTRODUCTION
Delegated and implementing acts replace the pre-Lisbon “comitology” regime, which referred to the
implementing powers given to the Commission to, for example, define procedural rules, update
annexes, formats for reporting, and technical and market standards, and set and update quotas. Under
the Regulatory Procedure with Scrutiny (RPS), a comitology procedure introduced in 2006, the
Parliament for the first time acquired a right of “veto”, subject to certain criteria. With the introduction
of delegated acts in the Treaty of Lisbon (Article 290 TFEU), the prerogatives of the Parliament were
fully strengthened: it can now freely exercise its veto right (within specific deadlines) and, for a given
act, revoke the delegation to the Commission. The Parliament has limited powers (and no right of veto)
for implementing acts (Article 291 TFEU).
As stated in the Framework Agreement on Relations between the European Parliament and the
European Commission9, the Treaty of Lisbon places the Parliament and the Council on an equal
footing in the ordinary legislative procedure. To implement this principle, Parliament sought to obtain
corresponding access rights for EP staff to expert meetings.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
When preparing delegated acts, the Commission consults experts, including from the Member States.
In practice, the same experts may also participate in the comitology committees that deal with
implementing acts or RPS measures. To enable Parliament to exercise its powers and to prepare its
period of scrutiny (normally two months, extendable by two months), the Parliament must have full
and prompt access to information and documentation and be able to attend relevant meetings of
national experts. The Parliament has always stressed the importance of being involved in the
preparatory phase on an equal footing with the Council, as this allows it to signal possible problems at
an early stage and, if necessary, to invite the Commission to the Parliament.

9

Framework agreement on relations between the European Parliament and the European Commission, OJ L 304, 20.11.2010, p. 47

95

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The agreement between the Parliament and the Commission on comitology procedures already
established Parliament's rights to full information and documentation, at the same time as the Member
States10. Under the Framework Agreement, the involvement of the Parliament was reinforced
(paragraph 15 and Annex I), as it requires the Commission to “provide full information and
documentation on its meetings with national experts with the framework of its work on the preparation
and implementation of Union legislation, including soft law and delegated acts. If so requested by
Parliament, the Commission may also invite Parliament’s experts to attend those meetings”. This
represented a significant new development, as up until then Parliament had never been invited to such
meetings.
RESULTS
Parliament's right to be invited to expert meetings that prepare delegated acts and to receive full
information at the same time as the Member States represents an important step forward, which, in
practice, committee secretariats often make full use of. When the Parliament does attend, it is generally
staff members of committee secretariats (as observers), who thereafter brief Members and political
groups, which may decide to invite the Commission to explain or provide more information on certain
issues.
Nonetheless, several points remain under discussion between the institutions. For example, the
procedure to invite the Parliament to attend expert meetings should be simplified (often the
Commission requires a letter from the responsible EP committee Chair for each individual expert
meeting). In addition, the calendar of meetings should be communicated to the Parliament well in
advance, and, as also proposed by Vice-President Šefčovič in a letter of 27 August 2013, a clear
distinction should be made between these meetings and pure comitology committees that discuss
implementing acts. This would help to ensure that the latter, which the Parliament is not entitled to
attend, do not discuss the preparation of delegated acts. Finally, a more structured mechanism for the
transmission of information, documentation and planning related to expert meetings should be agreed,
given that delegated acts are not included in the Comitology Register at this stage.
Edwin KOEKKOEK
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Decisions taken under these acts and measures, albeit often of a technical nature, can be politically
important and have significant impacts on citizens, businesses, the environment, etc. They must
therefore be properly scrutinised and, when there are problems, debated in the Parliament. For
delegated acts and RPS measures, this can result in a veto by the Parliament, or, for implementing acts,
in a resolution indicating that the Commission has exceeded its implementing powers. Due to the large
number of acts and measures, and their sometimes highly technical and detailed nature, effective
scrutiny within relatively short deadlines is a constant challenge for the Parliament, and in particular for
the Committees, which are crucial actors in the process.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Several steps were taken during the seventh legislature to further improve the Parliament's scrutiny of
delegated and implementing acts (DIAs):

Agreement between the European Parliament and the Commission on procedures for implementing Council decision 19999/468/EC
laying down the procedures for the exercise of implementing powers conferred on the Commission, as amended by Decision
2006/512/EC, OJ C 143, 10.06.2008, p1

10
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Amendment of Rules 87a, 88 and 88a of the Rules of Procedure to provide more clarity on,
e.g., how to object, extending the deadline, or “early non-objections”, as well as on the role of
the associated and joint committees.



Good practice developed by the committees of inviting the Commission to explain or provide
more information on matters where they identify potential problems.



Inclusion of delegated acts in the internal database ITER and in the public Legislative
Observatory (“Oeil”), both of which are used for monitoring the decision-making process.



Creation of one specific e-mailbox per committee to ensure that all documents related to DIAs
and RPS measures quickly reach the right people in the committee secretariats.

RESULTS
Coordination within the Parliament on DIAs has significantly improved during the seventh legislature.
The new Rules of Procedure provide an important safeguard on delegated acts by ensuring a role for
the plenary, as it is possible for a political group or 40 Members to table a motion for a resolution for
an objection or to object to a proposed "early non-objection". Despite the large number of draft acts
and measures Parliament receives, the committees normally find out about potential problems, either
through attendance of expert groups, and input by Members and the political groups, which often
receive information from representatives of industry, NGOs and the Member States. In such cases, indepth and well-informed discussions take place, which sometimes result in the preparation of
resolutions opposing delegated acts.
At administrative level, many committees have refined the way in which they keep their Members
informed (e.g. via DIA newsletters), and most committees have more than one DIA expert, who take
part in regular meetings of the 'DIA network' (organised and chaired by the CODE secretariat),
enabling them to exchange best practice and discuss horizontal issues. Finally, the Handbook on
Delegated and Implementing Acts, which was prepared by the CODE secretariat in cooperation with
the Legal Service, is a valuable source of information and guidance on how to exercise Parliament’s
powers on DIAs.
Edwin KOEKKOEK
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Part Two: The European Parliament as stronger player
in a changing actor model for democracy
5. Support for policy related work along the full legislative cycle
 Codecision as a general rule - changes in AGRI, PECH, INTA, LIBE and REGI
 Codecision in practice: Rules 70 and 70a
 Parliament's influence along the whole legislative cycle: Case Study of the Single Market Act
 The European Parliament's budget: Strengthening the role of Parliament and its Members
 Legislative capacity building: staffing increase in committee secretariats
 Policy departments at the service of the political bodies
 The EP Research Service and the new Library concept
 Independent Impact Assessment
 Improving the attractiveness of plenary sessions
 The Washington office
 The European Semester and the Packs
 The Social Dimension of the Economic and Monetary Union
6. Transparency, compliance and exemplarity
 Right to information and access to documents
 The transparency register
 The Code of Conduct for Members
 The European Parliament Environmental Management System: A new governance
7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring
 The Sakharov Prize
 The Sakharov Prize Network
 Election observation
 Early reaction to the Arab Spring
 Libya
 Tunisia
 Resolving the political crisis in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
 The European Parliament and the European Endowment for Democracy
 Directorate for Democracy support
 Joint Parliamentary Assemblies: Euronest and the Union for the Mediterranean
8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online
 Visitors' Services
 Parlementarium
 The House of European History in Brussels
 The Via Europeana in Brussels: a circuit for visitors
 Visitor reception at the European Parliament in Strasbourg
 Celebrating the EU as Nobel Prize winner
 Parliament art collection
 The European Parliament on social media: Staying ahead of the game
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5. Support for policy related work

Codecision as a general rule:
Changes in AGRI, PECH, INTA, LIBE and REGI

INTRODUCTION
When the Treaty of Lisbon entered into force on 1 December 2009, codecision officially became the
'ordinary legislative procedure' and, as its new title indicates, the rule for passing legislation at European
Union level. The change in denomination was accompanied by a further extension of the scope, as a
result of which almost all EU legislation is now adopted jointly by the European Parliament and the
Council. In total, the ordinary legislative procedure covers 85 areas of Union action11, including, since
the Treaty of Lisbon, new legal bases in the fields of agriculture and fisheries, freedom, security and
justice, cohesion policy, and international trade.
While the European Parliament has grown in stature and influence with its emergence as fully-fledged
co-legislator, within the institution the changes introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon have been most
strongly felt by those parliamentary committees responsible for new codecision policy areas, namely the
Committees on Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI), on Fisheries (PECH), on Civil Liberties,
Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE), on Regional Development (REGI), and on International Trade
(INTA).
In parallel, codecision under the Treaty of Lisbon has given the European Parliament certain powers
that extend beyond the drafting of legislation. For example, the consent of the European Parliament is
required for all international agreements in fields to which the codecision procedure applies. This has
meant huge changes for the INTA, PECH and LIBE committees, with the rejection of the SWIFT
agreement the first demonstration of these newly acquired prerogatives. In addition, the Parliament
now has the power to scrutinise delegated acts also for these new codecision areas.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The recognition of codecision as the ordinary legislative procedure, and its nearly all-encompassing
scope, added a further layer of legitimacy to EU law-making. The recent changes were accompanied by
added political responsibility, and a heavy workload - especially in the context of negotiations on the
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for 2014 to 2020. In addition, the challenge of transparency is
ever-present, and common to all institutions. Given the high number of co-decision files now tabled by
the Commission per legislative term, and with the progressive rise of first reading agreements (and
therefore of behind-the-scene trilogue negotiations), it has proved necessary to adapt internal working
methods, also in order to satisfy the democratic ideals that underpin the codecision procedure. The
adoption of new Rules 70 and 70a of the European Parliament's Rules of Procedure is the most recent
in-house attempt to modernise the procedures for inter-institutional negotiations.
Nevertheless, the introduction of the ordinary legislative procedure has sometimes been difficult in
practice. In particular, it has been a constant challenge in certain policy areas to ensure that the
European Parliament is considered and treated as an equal player by the Council and the Commission.

11 For the full list, see Annex E of the European Parliament's Codecision and Conciliation guide:
www.europarl.europa.eu/code/information/guide_en.pdf
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This has been partly due to entrenched attitudes, and, in the European Parliament, an overhaul of
certain committees' working methods.
But sources of discord between the co-legislators have also been of a political and legal nature. For
example, in the framework of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and the Common Fisheries
Policy (CFP), the European Parliament and the Council have disagreed on the interpretation of Article
43(3) TFEU, according to which "the Council, on a proposal from the Commission, shall adopt
measures on fixing prices, levies, aid and quantitative limitations and on the fixing and allocation of
fishing opportunities". As for the LIBE committee, which already had quite substantial experience of
the codecision procedure, the transition following the Treaty of Lisbon has been marked by some
specific problems, with the European Parliament repeatedly calling on the Commission to adopt
proposals to amend the acts of the former third pillar to align them to the hierarchy of norms of the
Lisbon Treaty, to give the Commission the right to launch infringement proceedings, and to extend the
powers of the ECJ in this area.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The Treaty of Lisbon signalled more legislative powers generally within the European Parliament. But,
with the new codecision policy areas unevenly spread across committees, the impact has been greatest
for INTA, LIBE, AGRI, PECH and REGI, whose share of codecision files has, compared to the
previous legislative term, increased during the 2009-2014 legislative period12: 10% for both INTA and
LIBE (32 files each), 6% for AGRI (18 files), 4% for PECH (13 files), 2% for REGI (6 files)13. Most of
these committees have had to adapt and learn quickly. This is particularly true given the magnitude and
significance of the codecision files adopted in the context of the MFF for 2014 to 2020: new codecision
areas negotiated by the AGRI, REGI and PECH committees under the future MFF represent over
80% of the budget for the next financial period. A number of these files have taken more than two
years to negotiate, a good example being the Common Provisions Regulation (REGI committee),
which was adopted following more than 60 trilogue and technical meetings. In addition, the respective
European Parliament committees will continue to be involved in the implementation of MFF
programmes through the scrutiny of delegated acts.
The biggest change has probably been for the INTA committee. Not only is it now responsible for a
relatively large number of codecision files (mostly in areas on which it was previously not even
consulted), it has also acquired powers of consent for a range of international agreements with third
countries.
Who the key committee actors are in inter-institutional negotiations has been clarified by the new Rules
70 and 70a of the Rules of Procedure, which specify that the negotiating team must be led by the
rapporteur and presided over by the Chair of the committee responsible or by a Vice-Chair designated
by the Chair, and that the negotiating team must also comprise at least the shadow rapporteurs from
each political group.
RESULTS
Approaching the end of the 7th legislative term, one can conclude that the European Parliament has
successfully appropriated its new legislative powers, although there has been a degree of frustration in
certain policy areas.

The figures are for codecision files adopted from 14 July 2009 until October 2013.
For the 2004-20049 legislative period: 8% for LIBE (38 files), 1% for both AGRI and REGI (5 files each), 0.5% for both INTA and
PECH (2 files each.)
12
13
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Many codecision files in new areas of competence have been successfully negotiated by the INTA,
LIBE, AGRI, PECH and REGI committees. The AGRI, PECH and REGI committees, in the
framework of the MFF, have negotiated the reform of key policies (CAP, CFP and cohesion policy)
and the distribution of corresponding funds. For the LIBE committee, success stories of note include
the package on procedural rights in criminal proceedings (the right to interpretation and translation, the
right to information, and access to a lawyer), and, although still under discussion, the proposal for a
Regulation on Europol. The INTA committee's key achievements include the Regulations on
generalised tariff preferences and on bilateral investment agreements between Member States and third
countries.
Nonetheless, the 'bras de fer' with the Council and the Commission in certain policy fields is on-going.
For agriculture and fisheries, in the absence of case law from the European Court of Justice, the precise
delimitation of certain legislative competences (in particular Article 43(3) TFEU) between the
European Parliament and the Council remains a matter of dispute. In fisheries, tensions have been such
that the European Parliament and the Commission have brought the matter before the ECJ against the
Council. The LIBE committee, for its part, has been frustrated by the delay of Commission proposals
to amend the acts of the former third pillar, and the European Parliament has, in the meantime,
initiated three proceedings before the ECJ.
The overall assessment is positive, therefore, during a period of intense legislative activity that has been
a steep learning curve for certain MEPs and members of staff. However, it will probably take a few
more years until the precise scope of codecision under the Treaty of Lisbon is definitively clarified and
the Parliament enabled to fully exercise all of its recently acquired co-legislative powers.
Michael BRESLIN
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5. Support for policy related work

Codecision in practice: Rules 70 and 70a

INTRODUCTION
On 10.03.2011 the Conference of Presidents held an exchange of views on negotiations on first-reading
agreements against the background of a clear trend of more agreements at an early stage of the
legislative procedure which has been observed for several years: in the 7th legislative term so far 80% of
the files have been concluded at first reading, 17% at second reading and 3% in conciliation (situation
as of 15.01.2013). Consequently the accountability, the transparency of these agreements both within
and outside Parliament as well as the conduct of these negotiations have become more and more
important.
In its conclusions, the Conference of Presidents invited the Committee on Constitutional Affairs
(AFCO) to review Rule 70 of the Parliament's Rules of Procedure in order to make the procedures on
first reading agreements more effective, more transparent and more inclusive. AFCO was invited to
incorporate key elements of the non-binding "Code of Conduct for negotiating in the context of the
ordinary legislative procedures" in the binding part of the Rules of Procedure.
The Conference of Committee Chairs considered it useful to contribute to the discussion and
elaborated a recommendation on best practices for the application of the Code of Conduct in
December 2010. The AFCO report was adopted by plenary on 20.11.2012 and the revised Rules 70 and
70a entered into force on 10 December 2012. Finally, the CCC produced on 4 March 2013 Guidelines
on the implementation of Rules 70 and 70a on interinstitutional negotiations in legislative procedures.
The Rules 70 and 70a apply to all legislative procedures for which negotiations with other institutions
are foreseen. For dossiers under the ordinary legislative procedure, the new rules apply to negotiations
on first, "early" second reading or second reading agreements. Following the rapporteur's statement
before the vote in plenary on 20.11.2012, the new rules should not apply to files for which a decision
on a mandate and a negotiating team was already taken before the date of entry into force (10.12.2012).
The Code of Conduct (Annex XXI to the Rules of Procedure) is still in force and can provide
additional guidance for aspects which are not covered by Rules 70/70a.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The new rules define two possible procedures for entering into negotiations - committees need to
choose which one to follow, case by case for each dossier. Under both procedures the committees need
to take a formal decision, meaning a vote, by a majority of their members on whether to open
negotiations:
1. A standard procedure (Rule 70) - negotiations on the basis of a report adopted in committee:
the committee adopts a report including the final vote on the legislative resolution by simple majority.
Thereafter, at the same or at a later committee meeting, it takes a decision - by majority of its members
- on whether to open negotiations on the basis of the adopted report/mandate. This decision shall also
determine the mandate - which under this procedure is simply the report adopted in committee - and
the composition of the negotiating team. The decision needs to be notified to the President.
Negotiations can start immediately after the decision.
2. An exceptional procedure (Rules 70 and 70a) - negotiations prior to the adoption of a report in
committee: exceptionally, where the committee considers it duly justified, it may wish to start
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negotiations before it adopts the report in committee. In this case, the mandate may consist of either a
set of amendments (without final vote on the legislative resolution) or, alternatively, a set of clearly
defined objectives, priorities or orientations. The committee votes on this mandate and then takes a
decision - by majority of its members - on whether to enter into negotiations on that basis. The
decision also includes the composition of the negotiating team. For this exceptional procedure, Rule
70a establishes a detailed process of notifying the President and involving the Conference of Presidents
and the plenary: either the Conference of Presidents puts the item for debate and vote on the draft
agenda of the part-session following the distribution of the committee mandate to all Members, or the
item is announced by the President at the opening of that part session. In the latter case, a political
group or 40 Members may request to include the item with debate and vote in the draft agenda of the
part-session following the announcement. If, however, no such request is made, the decision on the
opening of negotiations is deemed to be approved.
Consequently, the committee decision and mandate can be (deemed) approved, modified or rejected by
plenary. Negotiations can only start once the mandate has passed the stages of the Conference of
Presidents and of the plenary.
RESULT
The new Rules 70 and 70a require the committees to reflect case by case on whether to open
negotiations on legislative files by making the relevant decision a formal and binding element. The
introduction of binding elements, such as the adoption of the mandate by the committee or by plenary,
the composition of the negotiating team, the regular-report back to the committee and the formal vote
on the text agreed in trilogue increase the political accountability and the inclusiveness of the
interinstitutional negotiations in legislative procedures. Furthermore, it enhances the visibility of the
mandate and the transparency of proceedings in committee and of the negotiation process in trilogues,
strengthens the role of the committee chair, and has contributed to a more uniform application across
committees of internal working methods on legislative files.
To date, the large majority of codecision files have been negotiated under the standard procedure
(Rule 70); instead of using the exceptional procedure (Rules 70 and 70a) - which has been used only for
the CAP reform and the LIBE committee's MFF files - committees have generally preferred to
combine the standard procedure with a plenary vote solely on the amendments in order to reinforce or
adopt the mandate (combining Rules 70 and 57(2)).
Ana Maria FERNANDEZ PERLES
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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5. Support for policy related work

Parliament’s influence along the full legislative cycle:
Case Study on the Single Market Act

INTRODUCTION
The Single Market is at the heart of the European project since the original Treaty of Rome coming
into force in 1958. A common area between today's 28 EU Member States where goods, services,
capital and persons can circulate freely, the Single Market ensures that European citizens are free to
live, work, study and do business or retire anywhere in the EU, and that consumers can enjoy a vast
array of products from all over Europe. It also fosters higher quality and lower prices for consumer and
growth opportunities for businesses.
The completion of the Single Market was formally marked in 1992; however, in reality it is far from
complete. In addition to the uneven integration, for instance between the areas of goods and services,
citizens and businesses continue to experience obstacles when exercising their rights on a daily basis.
Shortcomings were also highlighted by Mario Monti in his report "A New Strategy for the Single
Market" (May 2010) and by the European Parliament in Louis GRECH'S (S&D/MT) report on
"delivering a single market to consumers and citizens", adopted on 20 May 2010.
These shortcomings, as well as the consequences of the economic crisis, have made it more important
than ever to give the Single Market the opportunity to realize its full potential in boosting growth and
employment and in creating the necessary confidence in the European project. To achieve that goal, in
2010 the EP marked a strong political will to break down obstacles and overcome shortcomings to the
Single Market integration by means of a "Single Market Act".
The European Commission followed with legislative proposals in 2011 (SMA I) and 2012 (SMA II),
offering a decisive contribution to the completion of the Single Market. The European Parliament has
played an instrumental role in launching this initiative and in re-launching the drive towards a better
functioning Single Market for the benefit of consumers.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
To address the problems that stand in the way of the Single Market reaching its full potentials, the
Commission presented a communication "Towards a Single Market Act" in October 2010, and
launched a debate on 50 proposals that were aimed to be put into place by the end of 2012 to make the
Single Market work better. The key priorities identified aimed at:


reaching out to the needs of Europe's businesses, especially SMEs,



putting people at the heart of the Single Market: as consumers, taxpayers, workers, investors,
entrepreneurs, patients or pensioners, and



improving governance and dialogue in the Single Market.

These would further improve the free movement of goods, services, people and capital, and contribute
to developing a truly integrated European market in certain areas. They would also put in place the
missing pieces of legislation. Special attention was paid to administrative obstacles and lack of
enforcement, as well as to boosting the necessary confidence in the Single Market.
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KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The European Parliament's first response on how to re-launch the Single Market was given, under the
leadership of the IMCO committee, with three coordinated resolutions adopted by the Plenary on 6
April 2011. The resolutions corresponded to the three pillars of the Single Market Act: Governance and
partnership in the Single Market (Rapporteur: Sandra KALNIETE, EPP/LV), Single Market for
Europeans (Rapporteur: António Fernando CORREIA DE CAMPOS, S&D/PT), and Single Market
for enterprises and growth (Rapporteur: Cristian Silviu BUŞOI, ALDE/RO).
On 13 April 2011, the Commission published a communication on the Single Market Act: Twelve
levers to boost growth and strengthen citizens' confidence (SMA I) - setting out twelve levers to boost
growth and enhance confidence in the Single Market: (i) access to finance for SMEs; (ii) mobility for
citizens; (iii) intellectual property rights); (iv) consumer empowerment; (v) services; (vi) networks; (vii)
the digital single market; (viii) social entrepreneurship; (ix) taxation; (x) social cohesion; (xi) business
environment; (xii) public procurement. Alongside these twelve key actions, the Commission envisaged
fifty complementary actions.
Looking forward to the presentation of the SMA II, on 14 June 2012 the Parliament adopted a
resolution on a Single Market Act: the next steps to growth (initiated by IMCO in close coordination
with other committees) underlining a number of issues that needed to be addressed.
Following the footsteps of the SMA I, on 20 October 2012 the Commission presented a Single Market
Act II: Together for new growth, which represents a new chapter in the process towards a deeper and
better integrated Single Market. The SMA II is cantered on four main drivers for growth, employment
and consumer confidence: (i) integrated networks; (ii) cross-border mobility of citizens and businesses;
(iii) digital economy; (iv) actions that reinforce social entrepreneurship, cohesion and consumer
confidence.
RESULTS
Since the presentation of the SMA I, the Commission has delivered all key legislative proposals and the
majority of accompanying legislative and non-legislative initiatives. The vast majority of legislative
proposals enshrined under the SMA II have also been presented by the Commission. The twelve key
actions from SMA I should all be adopted by spring 2014.
Despite the late presentation by the Commission, in some cases, and lengthy procedures for the
adoption by the European Parliament and the Council of the legislative proposals, in other cases, the
Single Market Act has significantly marked the current stage of the Single Market integration. In
particular, it confirmed the importance of the joint involvement in setting the policy agenda for the
European Institutions and focusing attention on deliverables for the citizen. This in turn further
strengthened the widely shared political vision on the importance of completing the Single Market for
citizens and businesses alike.
IMCO Secretariat
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5. Support for policy related work

The European Parliament's budget:
Strengthening the role of Parliament and its Members

INTRODUCTION
Endowed with new competencies and responsibilities after the Treaty of Lisbon, the European
Parliament is well on its way to build - in the name and on behalf of the European citizens - a true
transcontinental democracy. To measure where Parliament stands today in this endeavour, Members
requested, in both the EP resolution on the draft general budget 2012 and in their resolution on the
estimates of the 2013 EP budget, a series of studies analysing and comparing the EP's key functions
and their budgetary requirements with the situation in the German Bundestag, the French Assemblée
Nationale, the UK House of Common's and the Italian Camera dei Deputati. A fifth study looked further away
- and further ahead: In an equally comprehensive exercise, key functions and expenditures of the
world's two most influential parliamentary bodies were compared: Those of the European Parliament
and the US Congress, especially the House of Representatives.
The findings of these studies were far-reaching: Not only did they clearly show that in many areas the
European Parliament is spending less for more compared with the national parliaments examined. Yet
they also demonstrated that in several legislative key areas, especially as regards independent scientific
advice and the capacity for scrutiny, the European Parliaments has - in direct comparison - ample room
for improvement. The findings also showed that if the European Parliament was to continue on its
road to avail itself of the full potential of the Lisbon Treaty, then the US Congress as continent-wide
democratic institution is a benchmark the European Parliament could set for itself.
The Joint Working Group on the Parliament's budget between the Bureau and the Committee on
Budgets took over a number of conclusions set out in these comparative studies. On the basis of the
analysis conducted, four main priorities were set for strengthening the role of Parliament and its
Members. These four areas of continuous improvement, namely


Strengthening independent scientific advice



Strengthening the capacity for scrutiny



Improve logistical support for Members



Improve local support for Members

These new priorities are being realised by making further organisational savings without in any way
undermining the quality of the work performed by Parliament. In order to achieve this goal, the Joint
Working Group had also identified seven areas, where Parliament could improve its efficiency in order
to allow the development of the four areas of improved activity in a financially responsible manner:


Develop a system of translation on MEPs' demand of Committee amendments



Explore possibilities for inter-institutional cooperation with the Committee of the Regions and
the Economic and Social Committee



Explore to offer interpretation capacities to other institutions in no-peak times



From Streamline to Sysper2
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Prepare for a more efficient structure of the working rhythm of Parliament



Prepare for a paperless Parliament wherever possible, through best practice and the full
implementation of the e-meeting project



Developing a system of on-request interpretation for meetings other than Plenary

KEY PLAYERS
The main priorities of the future development of the European Parliament's budget were analysed and
discussed in the Joint Working Group on the Parliament's budget between the Bureau and the
Committee on Budgets. The European Parliament's Bureau had nominated 1st Vice-President Gianni
PITTELLA (S&D, Italy) with primary responsibility for EP budget and VP Alejo VIDAL QUADRAS
(EPP, Spain) as its representatives in the Working Group. The Committee on Budgets had nominated
Committee Vice-President Georges LYON (ECR, UK), the Rapporteur on the EP Budget for 2013,
Derek VAUGHAN (S&D, UK) and the Rapporteur on the EP Budget 2014, Monika HOHLMEIER
(EPP, Germany) as representatives. The composition of the BUDG delegation changed with changing
rapporteurship.
Further main actors in developing Parliament's budgetary plans over this legislative period were
 The Chairman of the Committee on Budgets, Alain LAMASSOURE (EPP/FR),
 The coordinators of the political groups in the Committee on budgets,
 the EP Conference of Presidents,
 the EP Bureau.
RESULTS
Whereas the overall process of budgetary implementation of the above described goals and tools is as
yet not fully concluded, the following paragraphs will give an overview of the state of implementation.
A) Four areas of continuous improvement

Strengthen independent scientific advice
The comparative study with four national parliaments and the Congress of the United States has
demonstrated a significant margin for improvement in the support structure to the European
Parliament, particularly in terms of independent scientific advice. Based on the recommendations of the
Joint Working Group, the Bureau has decided, at its meeting of 20 May 2013, to create a new General
Directorate for Parliamentary Research (DG EPRS) in order to provide independent scientific advice
for both political bodies of Parliament and for individual members. This new DG EPRS started its
operations on 1 November 2013 by combining the existing directorates for impact assessment and for
European added value of DG IPOL and the directorate of the library of DG PRES to which was
added a new directorate of Research Services for Members.

Strengthen the capacity for scrutiny
It was also proven necessary and thus agreed that the capacity of parliamentary control over the
executive had to be strengthened. This proposal, developed in the Joint Working Group, was further
developed in the Bureau decision on the EP Budget 2014 and agreed by Plenary. As a result of the
economic and financial crisis, the European Union had swiftly changed in nature from a lowinterventionist to a high-interventionist organisation, with decisions taken on EU level having an
immediate and major social and economic impact on the daily lives of citizens throughout the EU,
110

reaching far beyond the ‘programme countries’. The European Parliament therefore had to give itself
the means and tools to exercise a strong and effective democratic scrutiny. Additionally a closer
scrutiny of how European laws adopted were properly implemented in the Member States and whether
they had desired effect proved to become of ever greater importance. Although there are obvious
differences between the political systems, the observation made in the comparative study was striking
that, while the US Congress has its own agency – the Government Accounting Office – and 3300 staff
to monitor the implementation of legislation, the European Parliament has practically no capacities at
all in this area. This is thus the area in the overall legislative cycle of the European Parliament which
will need major improvements also in the following years. The lack of capacity became very clear in the
field of scrutiny of delegated acts, spending programs and transposition of legislation. Work has already
begun to further strengthen its capacity needs in the area of scrutiny and to create the corresponding
support structures for Members.

Improve logistical support for Members
The comparison has shown that parts of the working environment provided for MEPs are of below
average standard. Whereas in MEPs' offices up to six staff (three assistants and three trainees) may be
required to share 17 m2 of office space, the parliament of the largest Member State has now introduced
a fourth office per member. The Joint Working Group had thus identified the need to allocate more
office space for Members, to accommodate assistants and trainees serving Member in good working
conditions, in full compliance with Belgium laws on working conditions. To this end, the Bureau had
decided to rent the building Square de Meûus, freeing in the spring 2014 about 1,000 offices in the
central buildings. This will allow limiting the occupation of offices to 2 persons maximum.
Furthermore, in accordance with the medium-term property policy, premises for use as offices in
Brussels need to be adapted to meet the needs arising from Parliament’s institutional development,
particularly the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty. After a market search, the Trebel project was
selected on the basis of purchase, the building works have currently begun and the building is
scheduled to be taken into use in 2017.
As to the existing building, the Bureau has taken a decision on 24 March 2010 to renovate and
refurbish the Spaak Building in Brussels as well as the Vaclav Havel Building in Strasbourg, with a view
to moving the Ombudsman's department there and thus freeing up space for Members in the central
buildings in Strasbourg. Finally, work on refurbishing the visitors' arrival and reception facilities in the
ATR (Atrium) building in Brussels will start in 2015, following a Bureau decision of 15 April 2013.
These improved facilities will make it easier to receive groups of visitors, particularly those invited by
Members. A number of meeting rooms will also be constructed to ensure access to the necessary
equipment, which will be all the more important while work is being carried out on the PHS building.

Local support for Members
On average, each MEP has to connect with nearly 700 000 European citizens. This is about the same
number as for members of the House of Representatives in the United States. In contrast, members of
the national parliaments, even in the largest Member States, represent only about 100 000 citizens. Each
Member of the European Parliament has a constituency corresponding to between six and eight
constituencies of members of national parliaments. It is therefore much more of a challenge for MEPs
to remain in close contact with the electorate. Although central visitor facilities similar to those set up
by the US Congress have been created (the Parliamentarium and the future House of European
History), ways of providing Members with more support in their constituency activities will be further
explored by the Bureau, the political groups and the Conference of Presidents, in particular as regards
how Parliament's calendar can be organised more efficiently to enable Members to spend more time in
their constituencies.
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B) Seven areas under budgetary revision
1) A system of translation on MEPs' demand of Committee amendments
At present, all amendments at Committee stage are translated into all 24 languages. Yet the language
profile of Members and Substitutes in Committees does not always necessitate translation into all
languages, as, on average, only 19 languages are represented per Committee. This means that on
average 5 languages are translated but are not actually required by Members or Substitutes of the
specific Committee. Statistics show that out of the 739.761 pages of amendments translated between
November 2012 and October 2013, only 636.688 pages actually corresponded to the language profiles
of the Committees, meaning that the translation of 103.072 pages was not needed. With an average of
30% of amendments adopted, which if not translated at Committee stage will subsequently need to be
translated at Plenary stage, this means that 72 100 pages are translated without obvious need or, indeed,
any clear request. In this context, it is therefore currently proposed to maintain the current practice of
translation for Reports and Motivations of Reports into all 24 languages, but to translate amendments
at Committee stage into each Committee's language profile (that is, corresponding to languages of
Members and Substitutes of the Committee) and on specific request from any MEP not being a
Member or Substitute of the Committee wanting a translation into his language. Thus, a gain of 54.075
in–house translated pages and 18.025 outsourced pages could be envisaged.
2) Inter-institutional cooperation with the Committee of the Regions and the Economic and
Social Committee
An analysis of the efficiency of the two Committees’ translation services revealed much scope for
productivity gains and showed that their translation services consumed considerably more resources
relative to their core tasks than any of their other, political functions. On the basis of these preliminary
observations, in January 2013 the Bureau instructed the Secretary-General to examine, in the context of
Parliament's budget guidelines, options for interinstitutional cooperation with the Committee of the
Regions and the Economic and Social Committee.
The Bureau agreed in December 2013 to a negotiated cooperation project, under which the European
Parliament will offer a maximum of 80 officials affected by the restructuring of the Committees’
translation services the option of working for Parliament’s new Parliamentary Research Service. These
transfers will take place on a voluntary basis in response to a call for expressions of interest specifying
the relevant requirements in terms of academic record and professional experience. In addition,
political cooperation arrangements will be set up, with the aim of strengthening the democratic role and
oversight remit of the three institutions in implementation of their respective mandates under the
Treaty of Lisbon. Finally, administrative cooperation arrangements will be set up to generate savings by
means of: strengthening staff support for political core functions; synergies in security services and
access to buildings; making Parliament the standard provider of interpretation services; improving
cooperation on the use of meeting rooms; IT cooperation; and mutual access to canteens.
3) Explore to offer interpretation capacities to other institutions in no-peak times
The agreement with the two advisory Committees also foresees that Parliament can develop into the
standard provider for interpretation of these two Committees. Further cooperation agreements are in
preparation with other institutions.
4) From Streamline to Sysper2
Streamline, the main human resources management system used in Parliament, will be replaced with
Sysper2, the system used by virtually all the European Institutions. Replacing it will be a further
interinstitutional cooperation measure and will enable the personnel administration to concentrate on
its main tasks and economise on resources by developing synergies and economies of scale. The
technical preparations have begun with a view to starting to use the new software in autumn 2015.
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5) Prepare for a more efficient structure of the working rhythm of Parliament
Proposals for a more efficient structure of the working rhythm of the Parliament have been developed
by the Joint Working Group. Among others, an efficiency reserve has been identified in the time slots
of the daily meeting rhythm of the Parliament, allowing for a better use of interpretation time by better
arrangement of meeting hours. Other proposals for a more efficient structure of the working rhythm
have been transmitted to the relevant organs as the restructuring of Parliaments' calendar in a more
efficient and more political way.
6) Prepare for a paperless Parliament wherever possible, through best practice and the full
implementation of the e-meeting project
The preparations for a ‘paperless’ Parliament are continuing, with the Bureau having decided to apply,
across the board. the ‘paperless’ good practices of the ENVI and ITRE committees to reduce the
number of versions of working documents distributed on paper and to circulate minutes only in
electronic form. The corresponding annual savings anticipated in 2015 will be 21.5 m sheets of paper
and €648.000. This measure will also make it possible to reduce the carbon footprint by 73 tonnes per
annum and will thus help to attain the EMAS targets.
7) Developing a system of on-request interpretation for meetings other than Plenary
The newly elected Parliament will have to analyse its real needs in interpretation and could come
forward with new proposals for a more efficient use of its in-house and free-lance interpretation
capacities. The decisions that might be taken on the basis of this analysis could be taken into account
during the reading of the budget in autumn 2014.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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5. Support for policy related work

Legislative capacity building:
Staffing increase in committee secretariats

INTRODUCTION
The entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty in December 2009 has had a significant impact in the role of
the European Parliament, who has become a fully-fledged co-legislator on equal footing with the
Council in its legislative and budgetary activity.
The extension of the use of codecision as the ordinary legislative procedure applying to about 95% of
the legislation (from 37 to 86 legal bases, in areas such as freedom, security and justice; agriculture;
fisheries; research; structural funds, common commercial policy), the more frequent use of qualified
majority in the Council, the creation of a number of new legal bases (in areas such as tourism, sport,
energy, space, civil protection and administrative cooperation), or the application of the consent
procedure with regard to the negotiation and conclusion of international agreements, affect not only
the procedure stricto sensu to be applied to a dossier, but all the preparatory and follow up work
related to it.
In addition, with the new budgetary procedure introduced by the Lisbon Treaty, the Parliament has
assumed new responsibilities as regards compulsory expenditures (more than one third of the EU
budget) and monitoring of external relations expenditures. The single reading of the budget requires a
very fine-tuned work with very narrow deadlines from the Parliament’s responsible bodies.
The introduction of delegated acts has conferred new powers to the Parliament in an area which before
was covered by comitology procedures. This entails that now the Parliament has to systematically
monitor the way in which the Commission adopts such acts.
Finally, the reinforcement of the role of national parliaments by the Lisbon Treaty has a direct effect on
the working methods of Parliament, as for example, with the mechanism of enhanced control of the
principle of subsidiarity, the additional safeguard measures introduced by the Lisbon Treaty or the
necessary development of a pre- and post-legislative dialogue with national parliaments on the
implementation and enforcement of the "acquis communautaire".
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The changes, introduced by the Lisbon Treaty, described above, result in an increase of the legislative
activities of the Union in general, and in particular of the European Parliament, with a significant
impact on the workload of the committee secretariats.
The upgraded role acquired by the Parliament in the legislative and budgetary areas required an
immediate enhancement of the assistance and support offered to Members in these activities, in order
to strengthen their role as fully-fledged co-legislators.
Therefore, it was essential that the Parliament Secretariat General could rapidly reinforce its
parliamentary committee secretariats in order to be able to fully assist the Members in exercising the
new powers conferred to Parliament by the Lisbon Treaty without detriment of the quality of the
assistance given to them.
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KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
To be able to offer to Members a reinforced quality assistance in their reinforced legislative and
budgetary activities, soon after the ratification process of the Lisbon Treaty was completed, and even
before its entry into force, the Secretary General proposed to the Bureau in November 2009, through a
draft 2010 amending budget, the reinforcement of the committees’ secretariats.
This reinforcement was considered a pre-condition for assuring the maintenance of a high quality
service to Members, also taking into account the immense means, resources and expertise available in
the different policy areas of the European Commission, as well as the Member States' representatives in
the working groups of the Council.
In May 2010, through the adoption of 2010 amending budget, it was decided to allocate the additional
posts based on three types of committees, taking into account several parameters such as the extent of
the codecision activity under the Lisbon Treaty, the size of the committee and the committee general
workflow:
a) Heavily-legislative committees (committees with more than 45 Members each, carrying out the
most legislative activity)
b) Medium- legislative committees (committees with an important number of Members carrying
out an important legislative and political activity)
c) Standard-legislative committees.
In August 2010, all the new posts received were published and DG IPOL and EXPO initiated a major
operation of recruitment on these posts, with the aim of recruiting, through a mix of internal,
interinstitutional and reserve list candidates, the best candidates available.
By mid-2011, almost all the posts were fulfilled.
RESULTS
The reinforcement of the committee secretariats has allowed them to better assist our Members in their
legislative and budgetary functions.
As regards the generalisation of the ordinary legislative procedure, committee secretariats have assured
a high quality assistance to Members in the legislative files, and successfully integrated this new
legislative role in committees such as PECH or AGRI, when dealing with complicated dossiers such as
the reform of the Fisheries policy and of the Common Agricultural Policy.
The generalisation of first reading agreements was accompanied by a sharp increase in the number of
trialogues organised for each legislative dossier (more than 600 trialogues in 2013). In this context, the
reinforcement of the committee secretariats benefited to the whole Institution by providing an
assistance to EP negotiating teams on a par with the assistance received by Council's negotiators and by
ensuring the necessary transparency of the inter-institutional negotiations in legislative procedures.
It was also beneficial to Parliament as a whole part of the new annual budgetary procedure - with EP
and Council deciding on all budget items on an equal footing- but also, all through the negotiations on
the Multiannual Financial Framework, in supporting EP negotiators coordination on EP legislative and
budgetary priorities.
The implementation of the new provisions on delegated acts and implementing acts also gained from
this reinforcement of parliamentary committee staff including through the DIA network set up to
exchange best practices on key aspects such as the inclusion of provisions for delegated acts in
legislative acts, promoting a coherent approach across all committees and screening the incoming
delegated acts.
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It also helped to set up a network of Transatlantic Legislative Dialogue Officers to support committee
stakeholders in strengthening the level of exchanges between European and American legislators.
The reinforcement of parliamentary committee staff has also allowed the development of an internal
expertise related to communication activities, in particular through upgrading committees’ web
presence on intranet and internet.
Raquel DE VICENTE
DG IPOL, Directorate for Resources
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5. Support for policy related work

Policy departments at the service of the political bodies

INTRODUCTION
Effective parliamentary legislative and scrutiny work requires specialised, objective, high-quality and upto-date information. To fully exercise its new powers, the EP can no longer rely exclusively upon the
expertise provided by the European Commission in respect to legislative proposals as well as to
transposition, implementation and enforcement of EU law.
To develop EP own capacity of expertise, five units known as Policy Departments, are created in 2004
to provide high-level independent research, analysis and policy advice carried out either in-house or by
external researchers. Their activities cover all areas of competence of the European Parliament and its
bodies (committees, delegations, President, Bureau).
ISSUES AT STAKE
Bringing added value to the parliamentary work and enhancing the use of specifically designed expertise
and research by parliamentary bodies represents four crucial challenges:


Providing timely expertise: Policy departments developed ways to answer at short notice to the
political requests expressed by committees through framework contracts set out to facilitate the use
of external expertise in line with public procurement rules, meetings with the rapporteurs all along
the elaboration of studies, and building on their own internal capacity of expertise to produce inhouse contributions. etc.



Ensuring the relevance of the expertise, first in terms of substance: through carefully listening to
political debates, through contacts with Members, assistants and political group advisers, as well as
contacts with all outside stakeholders, Policy Departments have ensured that the topics they are
working on or suggesting address the political concerns of parliamentary bodies. Secondly, in terms
of "translation" of highly academic/specialised knowledge into contributions accessible to a nonexpert audience.



Fine-tuning of the expertise provided: the options available for the Policy Departments range
from concise contributions produced within very short timescales (policy papers and notes), to
more in-depth contributions which are generally linked to an expected legislative proposal (studies)
and to the provision of independent expertise in the form of written contributions discussed with
Members and other experts (workshops).



A dynamic and innovative approach: Policy departments also developed a set of new innovative
tools aiming at spreading knowledge inside the EP (e.g Policy hub open to parliamentary staff,
training for newcomers, assistants, etc.) and contributed to reinforce the reputation of the EP by
participating to high level conferences and workshops organised by renowned academic
institutions.



Demonstrating their credibility based on their own in-house expertise capacity: Policy
Departments have become regular providers of briefings for the President's private office; or have
been asked by the Cabinet of the Secretary General to produce forward thinking papers; they also
produce their own studies and evaluations, including legislative mapping in specific policy areas
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(Financial services). Policy Departments provide recurring work to support the committee
secretariats ("immunities handbook", various tables on the progress made in the Single Market Act).
They are also responsible for regularly reviewing the EU factsheets providing an overview of the
EU policies and the role that Parliament plays in their development.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Policy Departments owe their success to the synergy which they have given impulse to between the
work of multiple actors, basically working as "policy hubs":


Political actors above all (Members and their assistants, political groups advisors): Policy
Departments work on requests made by the committees (coordinators’ decision prepared by the
political groups), even when they make their own suggestions or comments, discuss the terms of
reference of external studies with interested Members/assistants, quasi-systematically present the
result in committee, if needed adapt the timetable of a study elaboration to the timetable of a
committee report etc.



Committee secretariats: they play an essential role in working hand in hand with Policy
Departments. Very frequently, administrators of the Policy Departments attend staff meetings of
the committee secretariats, associate them to the assessment of internal or external studies, include
them in the evaluation committee of public procurement procedures etc. The fact that Policy
Departments and committee secretariats are placed in a thematic Directorate under the authority of
a common Director facilitates this close cooperation and constant synergies.



External experts who belong either to the academic community, to various agencies, think tanks
or to the industry. Regular dialogue with these external experts enables the Policy Departments’
research administrators to stay in front of on-going research activities and to exchange information.
This in turn has considerably benefited the perception of the EP by the external experts, which is
frequently seen as less bureaucratic, more creative and open to dialogue than the European
Commission.



The Policy Departments also cooperate regularly with other in-house services/DG, especially the
Library or the Legal service and with the new DG EPRS

It is worth underlining that building this research capacity and getting these various actors used to make
recourse to the work of the Policy Departments has taken time. In order to become fully operational,
Policy Departments recruited qualified, specialised staff, created new tools from scratch (framework
contracts, calls for expression of interest, ad hoc administrative arrangement with the Joint Research
Centre to benefit from the combination of expertise), standardised working methods and set up a
corporate visual identity.
RESULTS
The most obvious result of the work achieved by the Policy Departments is that most committees
today consider their contribution as a high-quality and reactive expertise indispensable to
parliamentary legislative or scrutiny work. Looking more in detail, one can identify three additional
aspects of the Policy Departments' added value:


Anticipation: Policy Departments tend to explore subjects, with the political support of
committees, before they arrive at the very top of the political agenda (Ex: Foreign direct
investments or Intellectual Property Rights in international trade, Cloud computing, Fair share in
the field of asylum - before the Lampedusa crisis, visions and options for cohesion policy after
2013, dual education, innovative financial instruments for the next MFF etc.) .
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Thanks to the cooperation they have established among themselves, the 5 Policy Departments
promote a more comprehensive approach to certain issues which would otherwise only be
considered through the limited scope of given legislative procedures, or of a given committee
competence (ex: institutional aspects of the enhanced integration due to the euro-crisis;
international and domestic aspects of data protection; Public procurement in cohesion policy;
infrastructure for renewable energies; public and commercial models of access to content in the
digital era, budgetary impact of agencies, analysis of EUs Free Trade Agreements , extensive followup of the "Arab Spring" etc.).



Policy Departments also play their role as forward thinking in-house think tanks, when requested
to do so: in particular they produced highly valued contributions in the exercise "Key Policy issues
2009-2019", and more recently "EP 2025". In the same vein, they contribute to exploring prospects
to upgrade the political role of the EP in international institutions such as the G20.
Danièle RÉCHARD
Policy Department on Citizens' rights and Constitutional Affairs
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5. Support for policy related work

The Parliamentary Research Service and the new Library concept

INTRODUCTION
A New Concept for the EP Library was adopted by the EP Bureau in June 2011, focusing on value for
Members in their parliamentary work. The aim was to increase the Library's engagement with
Members, to increase its visibility and accessibility and to build knowledge capital for the
Parliament.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
On the basis of a comparative study of best practices in National Parliament Libraries and Research
Services (including the US Congress), two areas for improvement were identified:
1. Greater delivery of analytical products;
2. Bringing the Library closer to Members to better respond to their information needs.
KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY



June 2011 - On a proposal from the Secretary-General, the Bureau adopted the New Concept
for the Library due for full implementation by the end of 2013.
May 2013 - On a proposal from the Secretary General, the Bureau creates a new Directorate
General for Parliamentary Research (EPRS) which includes a reorganisation of the Library into
two directorates, one delivering classic on-site and on-line library services, the other producing
analytical products.

RESULT
The implementation of the New Concept was phased over 18 months with a project management
approach (40 projects within a unified programme). Members and other EP services, in particular the
Policy Departments of DGs IPOL and EXPO, were consulted throughout the implementation. The
focus was on moving resources towards serving individual MEPs in their Parliamentary work. Key
projects included:


"Hotline" for MEP requests: Priority to individual Members is now ensured by a new
"Hotline" requests coming from Members' offices. Delivery of information and research
products which are 'fast, frugal and focused'.



"Account Managers": A pilot project was introduced to provide MEPs with "Library
Account Managers", allocating a specific contact person to an MEP's office to help highlight
the Library's contribution to their work and speed up delivery of customised information.



Increased analytical capacity: An increase in analytical staff and internal training. Analytical
work focused on key topics and the pre-legislative, committee and plenary stages. New
information products include Plenary Briefings, Statistical Spotlights and Key Sources.
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New technologies were introduced to serve MEPs better: information alert service, e-books,
e-learning, services for mobile devices. An Internet presence was created to allow Members and
their staff to access Library products wherever they are and easy access to Library products via
search engines.



A new Historical Archives & Research centre in Luxembourg was created, with public
access.



The Library's place in the EP cultural and intellectual life was reinforced through the
introduction of a "Members' book club" and events linked to Council Presidencies.

The experience and lessons learned by the Library throughout the New Concept implementation are
now being built upon in developing the strategy and planning of the new DG EPRS. The aim is to
ensure that the EP as a supranational parliament with serious legislative power can provide proper
research and analytical support to Members in all policy areas, both pro-actively and on demand.
The Members' Research Service is organised into four units, corresponding to clusters of parliamentary
committees:
i.
Economic and scientific policies
ii. Structural and cohesion policies
iii. Intuitional, legal and budgetary affairs
iv. External policies
DG EPRS will also assume responsibility for the EP "Think Tank" website which aims to be a
complete resource of policy documents produced by the EP itself, but also by other EU institutions,
national parliament research services, and European and international think tanks and research
institutions.
The new DG is fully operational since early 2014 and will be able to offer enhanced analytical and
research support to Members in the new legislature as from 1 July. Key elements of the new Members'
Research Service:
 Client-oriented, responsive to the needs of Members.
 A comprehensive and coherent service which is independent, objective and authoritative.
 Clear, simple branding of products and services
Fearghas O'BEARA
EPRS
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5. Support for policy related work

Independent Impact Assessment

INTRODUCTION
The Lisbon Treaty generalised the co-decision procedure for adopting EU laws so that, what is now
called the Ordinary Legislative Procedure is used for adopting almost all legislation. This puts the EP
on an equal standing with the Council as two chambers of a joint EU legislature. With this extra power
comes the responsibility of holding the executive to scrutiny as well as legislating professionally, with
the best advice available. At the same time the Treaty allows the Parliament to ask the Commission to
come forward with legislative proposals. Both of these changes mean that the Parliament needs to take
a view on the policy cycle as a whole, upstream and downstream of its formal adoption.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


The EP has become co-equal with the Council in terms of power over the EU annual budget
and adopting of EU laws.



While on the one hand the EP needs to take due account of the potential social, economic and
environmental impact of any law it wishes to pass, on the other hand it needs to be able to
assure its independence from the executive, over which it has to exercise scrutiny.

KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY


2011 - On a proposal by the Secretary General, the EP Bureau established a Directorate for
Impact Assessment and European Added Value with units for Impact Assessment and
European Added Value, starting operation on 1 January 2012.



May 2013 - The Bureau decides to transfer the Directorate into the new Directorate General
for Parliamentary Research (EPRS).



September 2013 - Creation of an Ex-post Impact Assessment Unit, which starts operating on 1
November 2013.

RESULT


The Directorate for Impact Assessment and European Added Value deals with various
aspects of ex-ante or ex-post evaluation of EU legislation and policies. This work is designed to
strengthen the Parliament's capacity for scrutiny and oversight of the executive at successive
stages in the policy cycle - upstream and downstream of law being adopted - as well as
contributing to the quality of legislation itself.



The Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit checks the European Commission's road-maps on
future legislation and undertakes an initial appraisal of Commission Impact Assessments when
they arrive in the Parliament to check that certain criteria are met and to identify the basic
methodological strengths and weaknesses of the texts.
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At the request of individual committees, the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit may then
provide inter alia the following services, drawing if necessary on outside expertise:
 Detailed appraisals of the quality and independence of Commission Impact Assessments.
 Complementary or substitute impact assessments on aspects of a proposal not dealt with adequately
(or at all) in the original Commission IA.
 Impact assessments on one or more specific substantive amendments being considered by the
Parliament.



The Ex-Post Impact Assessment Unit contributes to strengthening the Parliament's capacity
for oversight of the executive by providing an information centre on the implementation,
application, impact and effectiveness in practice of EU legislation and/or policies, and by
assisting parliamentary committees in their evaluation work in these fields.



For this purpose, it monitors and analyses the activities of the European Commission and other
relevant bodies, and supports EP committees in the preparation of 'implementation reports' on
existing EU legislation, policies and programmes, including the provision to the relevant
committee of a 'European Implementation Assessment' in each case.



The European Added Value Unit analyses the potential benefit of future action by the Union,
providing any or all of the following services to EP committees, again drawing on outside
expertise if necessary:
 European Added Value Assessments to evaluate the potential impacts of, and identify the
advantages of, proposals made in legislative initiative reports by the Parliament. (Specific
research may also be undertaken on other major requests already tabled to the
Commission);
 Cost of Non-Europe Reports on policy areas where there are significant potential possibilities
for greater efficiency and/or the realisation of a 'public good' through common action at
EU level, and where such action is currently absent.
 Analysis of the existing added value of current EU policies in practice.
Fearghas O'BEARA
EPRS
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5. Support for policy related work

Improving the attractiveness of the plenary

INTRODUCTION
On 9 September 2010, the Conference of Presidents decided, on the basis of Rules 23(2) and 25(2) of
the Rules of Procedure, to establish a Working Party to propose measures increasing plenary
attractiveness and improving attendance in the Chamber, in particular at key debates.
The Conference of Presidents based the necessity of establishing this reform process on the fact that
the European Parliament's plenary is the Institution’s supreme body in which its legislative, budgetary
and scrutiny powers are exercised and where Members, on behalf of European citizens, co-decide
European legislation, amend and adopt budgets and scrutinize the other Institutions.
The setting up of the Working Party further reflected a need not only to take on board the implications
of Parliament’s new powers under the Lisbon Treaty and its enhanced position vis-à-vis other EU
Institutions but also to meet the expectations and challenges facing parliamentary institutions in the
21st Century
Drawing notably on the earlier work of the Working Party on Parliamentary Reform, the Working
Party was set to examine the role and functioning of plenary in this new context, it being understood
that rethinking the plenary’s role and functioning should increase its attractiveness and attendance.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
In the mandate for the Working Party as adopted by the Conference of Presidents a wide-ranging brief
had been established. The Working Party was, in particular, to examine:


the rhythm of part-sessions in order to improve, while remaining in full compliance with Treaty
provisions, Members' working conditions;



the structure and content of plenary agendas considering the three-fold role of Parliament as
regards law-making, budgets and democratic scrutiny;



the implications for plenary of the new inter-institutional balance arising from the entry into
force of the Lisbon Treaty;



the organisation of votes and the allocation and management of speaking time.

KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
The Working Party was chaired by Hannes SWOBODA (S&D/AT) and further comprised one
Member from each political group, plus a representative of the non-attached Members, namely Frank
ENGEL (EPP/LU) Diana WALLIS (ALDE/UK), Rebecca HARMS (Greens/EFA/DE), Richard
ASHWORTH (ECR/UK), Marisa MATIAS (GUE/NGL/PT), Francesco SPERONI (EFD/IT),
Angelika WERTHMANN (NI/AT). Two Vice-Presidents, Dagmar ROTH-BERENDT (S&D/DE)
and Rainer WIELAND (EPP/DE), as well as Carlo CASINI (EPP/IT), Chair of the AFCO
Committee, were additionally nominated as observers on behalf of the Bureau and the Conference of
Committee Chairs respectively.
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RESULTS
By letters of 30 May and 1 June 2011, Mr SWOBODA transmitted the final recommendations adopted
by the Working Party, which were subsequently discussed by the Conference of Presidents at its
meeting of 9 June 2011. On that occasion, the Conference approved the recommendations of the
Working Party on the issue of Question Time/Question Hour, and decided to return at a later meeting
to all other elements of the Working Party's proposals.
In a further letter dated 18 October 2011, Mr SWOBODA drew up, in light of the discussions which
subsequently took place within and between the political groups, a compromise package of
recommendations, which were subsequently discussed and endorsed by the Conference of Presidents at
its meeting of 27 October 2011.
The revised package of proposals is set out under four principal headings:

1. Structure of the part-session week
Under this heading, it was set out that, in particular, full meetings of political groups, committees and
interparliamentary delegations should, in principle, not overlap with plenary. A possible future
tightening of the rules the holding of meetings simultaneously with plenary was envisaged. It was
additionally stressed that authorisation of committee meetings in Strasbourg should be on the basis of
justified needs only, and that lists of requests for authorisation for meetings of parliamentary
committees and inter-parliamentary delegations during any given Strasbourg session - along with
information on the justifications furnished in each case - should be available in due time before the
meeting of the Secretaries-General of the political groups on the Tuesdays of weeks preceding
Strasbourg sessions.
On night sittings, it was proposed that Monday sittings during the Strasbourg week should, in principle,
terminate no later than 21.00 and be designated for one-minute speeches and short presentations with,
possibly, a one-hour debate with the Commission on issues of topical importance.

2. Content of the plenary agenda
Recommended measures included improved programming of plenary activity, especially on horizontal
issues, and stronger focus on legislative content as well as topical and newsworthy items on the plenary
agenda. The European Commission should present key legislative proposals and strategic initiatives in
plenary in Strasbourg or Brussels immediately after adoption by the College. It was also recommended
that Rule 70 of the Parliament's Rules of Procedure on the conduct of negotiations on first-reading
agreements should be reviewed by AFCO (for more details on this topic, see the relevant note in this dossier).

3. Conduct of plenary debates
Recommendations under this heading included proposals to reconsider issues relating to the allocation
of speaking time, to look again at seating arrangements in the Chamber (for certain clearly defined
debates, such as the debates on urgencies) and to ensure priority, in catch the eye debates, for Members
who are present throughout.

4. Voting time
Various changes to the conduct of voting time were proposed, including, for example, the scheduling
of votes immediately after two or three key debates per part-session. In addition it was suggested that
Intergroups might be afforded the possibility to meet in Brussels.
Philipp M. SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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5. Support for policy related work

The Washington office

INTRODUCTION
The only European Parliament office outside the European Union, the European Parliament Liaison
Office with the U.S. Congress (EPLO) was inaugurated by President Jerzy BUZEK (EPP/PL) on April
29, 2010, following broad support by the European Parliament (such as the 25 April 2007 European
Parliament resolution of 25 April 2007 to establish such a body). Though in promoting the transatlantic
dialogue EPLO seeks enhanced "synergies" with the European Delegation to the U.S. (both located at
2175 K Street, N.W. Washington, D.C.), it works under Parliament's authority alone in its efforts to
build transatlantic legislative and political cooperation on mutually important issues.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
EPLO seeks to improve communication and cooperation between the EP and the U.S. Congress by
building a network between legislators and staffers in the two legislatures. This includes general
relationship-building between European and American legislators and staff, joint participation in
dialogues and meetings, and long-term legislative planning and "early-warning" regarding important
legislative developments.
EPLO also acts as a two-way conduit for pressing legislative information and facilitates MEP and
Committee visits to the U.S. as well as virtual exchanges. Moreover, it promotes the profile of the
European Parliament in D.C. through relationship-building with leading universities, think tanks, and
the broader policy community. In a city without deep institutional knowledge of the European Union
and the EP's roles within it, this requires extensive and active outreach and awareness-building.
Enhancing the bi-annual Transatlantic Legislators' Dialogue (TLD) is a central concern, including the
range of technical issue in the proposed trade and investment agreement, as well as cyber security,
financial regulation, and climate change mitigation.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


From 1 November 2012, Antoine RIPOLL is the Head of Office. He replaced Piotr
NOWINA-KONOPKA, who established the office in 2010 and managed it since.



The EPLO staff also comprises Deputy Head of Office Geoffrey HARRIS, counsellors JeanLuc ROBERT, Maria Jose FIALHO, Liaison Officers Massimo FARRUGIA (DG COMM),
Christian MAURIN de FARINA (DG IPOL), Eva PALATOVA (DG EXPO), Catarina
CALDEIRA (EPP envoy), three assistants, and American stagiaires (groups of four triannually).

RESULTS
At the beginning of its fourth year, EPLO maintains contacts with most Congressional committees,
Members of Congress and staffs (beyond the foreign affairs committees in both Houses of Congress,
EPLO is in contact with committees with jurisdiction over issues that the EP identifies as transatlantic
political and legislative priorities). Furthermore, EPLO is active in developing contacts and
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networking with the US Administration (Government Departments and Regulatory Agencies) as well as
with international organisations based in Washington (IMF, World Bank, inter alia). Through regular
contact with think tanks (SAIS, CTR, Brookings, Peterson Institute, Atlantic Council, for instance) and
universities (Johns Hopkins, Georgetown, and American in particular plus a selection of university
departments outside the DC area: Tufts, NYU, Yale, Pittsburgh) it has bolstered knowledge of the EP
and EPLO's presence among the D.C. policy community. EPLO has facilitated official committee
delegations to Washington D.C., visits of MEPs and Parliament's administrative leadership. EPLO also
facilitates cooperation within the TLD, which last convened in D.C. in late November 2012.
Derek O'LEARY
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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5. Support for policy related work

The European Semester and the Packs

INTRODUCTION
Mutating from a financial to a sovereign debt crisis has called for a fundamental change of the EU's
economic governance system. Its structure is now based on three main elements:


the European Semester, which aims at coordinating Member States' macroeconomic, fiscal and
structural policies at EU level over a cyclical period every year.



the 'Six-pack' legislation, which strengthens the Stability and Growth Pact, reinforcing in
particular the preventive and corrective arm of the Pact, and introduces macroeconomic
surveillance, and



the 'Two-pack' regulations, which aims at further strengthening euro area economic
coordination and integration, with special emphasis on enhanced surveillance for Member
States experiencing financial difficulties.

KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The new structure of the EU's economic governance seeks to improve economic coordination and
integration across all EU Member States given potential spillover effects of budgetary and economic
policies, in particular for euro area Member States. In crisis times, economic and financial risks are
shared due to this interdependence. As a result, there has been as need for shared responsibility and
decision-making.
It also aims at reforming the Stability and Growth Pact so as to ensure the soundness of Member
States' public finances. However, economic growth and employment prospects should not be
undermined excessively by fiscal consolidation. In addition, macroeconomic, financial and fiscal
imbalances must be detected and addressed at an early stage across the EU to enhance a sustainable
growth and reduce divergences in competitiveness between Member States.
National parliaments and the European Parliament must also play a significant role so as to ensure
transparency, accountability and democratic control of the decision-making process and the decisionmakers. Scrutinising the national Government action and adopting national budgets and the EU budget
provide them with key responsibilities in this respect.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The Six-Pack entered into force on 13 December 2011. It is applicable to all EU Member States (Art.
121 and 126 and Protocol No 12), with a few specific rules for euro area Member States (Art. 136).
Rapporteurs: Corien WORTMANN-KOOL (EPP, NL), Diogo FEIO (EPP, PT), Vicky FORD (ECR,
UK), Elisa FERREIRA (S&D, PT), Carl Christoffer HAGLUND (ALDE, FI), Sylvie GOULARD
(ALDE, FR).
The Two-Pack entered into force on 30 May 2013. It is applicable to euro area Member States only
(Art. 136). Rapporteurs: Jean-Paul GAUZÈS (EPP, FR) and Elisa FERREIRA (S&D, PT).
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The European Semester, which has been implemented since 2011, is made up of the following stages:
1. In November, the Commission presents the Annual Growth Survey (AGS) setting out the EU's
economic and budgetary priorities and growth-enhancing reforms for the next year. The AGS is
presented to the EP and debated in the Council. The Commission also publishes the Alert
Mechanism Report, which identifies those Member States with potential macro-economic
imbalances.
2. In February, the European Parliament issues an opinion on the draft AGS in specific
resolutions, also taking into account the contributions gathered in a Parliamentary week
meeting on the European Semester with National Parliaments held at the beginning of the year
(January-February).
3. The Spring European Council provides policy orientations and formally endorses the AGS.
4. In March, the Commission published in-depth reviews of Member States with potential
economic risks within the framework of the Macroeconomic Imbalances Procedure (MIP).
5. In April, EU Member States submit to the Commission both their Stability or Convergence
Programmes and their National Reform Programmes, taking into account the AGS when
drafting them.
6. In June, the Commission assesses these programmes, making sure that they are in line with the
AGS, and make country-specific recommendations. The Commission also drafts
recommendations for the euro area as a whole. These recommendations are then discussed and
adopted by the ECOFIN Council.
7. The June European Council endorses all these recommendations.
8. In Autumn, the EP issues an opinion on the on-going European Semester cycle (including
CSRs as adopted by the Council) also taking into account the outcomes of a joint meeting with
Chairs of competent committees of National Parliaments.
Throughout the rest of the year, Member States take into account the recommendations in the process
of national decision-making on the next year's national budget (as part of the National Semester).
Importantly, the Six-pack has introduced and institutionalised Economic Dialogues with the main
stakeholders as a key instrument to involve the European Parliament in the Semester cycle. Likewise,
the Two-pack brings forward the deadlines for the joint submission of National Stability Programmes
and National Reform Programmes to 15 April; and the submission of the national draft budgets to 15
October for EMU Member States.
RESULTS
This system of economic governance has introduced strong coordination mechanisms and enforcement
mechanisms through new financial sanctions related to Member States' economic and budgetary
policies. Economic and financial developments are closely analysed in order to address or prevent the
emerging of macroeconomic imbalances. Overall, it ensures the stability and smooth functioning of the
EU, and in particular for the euro area.
Economic dialogues have succeeded in ensuring accountability of decision-makers. Indeed, the
President of the Council, the Commission, the President of the European Council and the President of
the Eurogroup must testify before the European Parliament on documents and procedures relating to
the European Semester. Moreover, the EP has the right to invite for an exchange of views a national
representative from the Member States that are subject to recommendations under the preventive
and/or the corrective arm of the Stability Pact and of the new rules on macroeconomic imbalances.
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National parliaments have also been involved in holding Member States to account. Transparency is
ensured through the public release of texts and discussions relating to the processes.
The European semester timeline: main steps and actors

Source: European Parliament

Stanislas DE FINANCE,
Economic Governance Unit
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5. Support for policy related work

The Social Dimension of the Economic and Monetary Union

INTRODUCTION
The European Parliament has been a driving force behind the debate on the introduction of a Social
dimension of the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU). Adding a social pillar to the EMU is
necessary on several counts: a well-functioning monetary union must be able to cater for the social
implications of structural reforms, which are undertaken in Member States in order to boost jobs,
growth and enhance competitiveness.
It is also crucial to detect and tackle in a timely way the most serious employment and social problems,
which lead to negative spill-over effects beyond national borders and in the longer term, to larger
disparities and polarization. Through addressing the initial weaknesses in the design of the EMU, its
nature is changing from a purely monetary union to a genuine economic and monetary union, with
reinforced economic and social governance.
Since December 2012 two reports have set out the framework for future reforms of the EMU: the
‘Towards a Genuine EMU’ report by the President of the European Council, Herman Van Rompuy,
and the subsequent ‘A Blueprint for a Deep and Genuine EMU’ by the Commission. On 2 October
2013, the Commission presented a more detailed proposal focused on the social dimension of EMU,
on the basis of the calls by the European Parliament and European Council conclusions.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The EMU with a social dimension is necessary to tackle four complementary issues:


A social dimension based on the completion of the EMU and respect for national competences;



A social dimension to limit the negative impact of the single currency on national welfare states;



A social dimension to ensure the smooth functioning of the EMU and to compensate for the
social impact of the crisis;



A mainstreamed EMU social dimension to act not as a curb on EU-28 Social Europe but as a
driving force behind it.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The initial report on 26 June 2012 (EUCO 120/12) by the President of the European Council was
the first document to launch the debate on the future governance structure of the EMU. It
proposed a new architecture based on the following four building blocks: three integrated frameworks
for the financial sector, budgetary matters and economic policy, and strengthened democratic
legitimacy and accountability.
The subsequent European Parliament resolution of 20 November entitled 'Towards a genuine
Economic and Monetary Union', (rapporteur Marianne THYSSEN, EPP/BE, EMPL opinion by
Pervenche BERÈS, S&D/FR) was the first document to call for the inclusion of a fifth building block
of the EMU. In particular, the resolution included recommendations for the inclusion of employment
and social benchmarks to complement and be put on the same footing as fiscal and macroeconomic
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benchmarks in the framework of supervision of budgetary discipline in the euro area. It specifies that
the social dimension should be built on four blocks regarding policies, definitions, new legislative
initiative for National Parliaments and proper financial means for social investment in a social
investment pact.
The European Commission then published 'A blueprint for a deep and genuine EMU' on 30
November 2012 (COM (2012) 777 final 2). The Communication builds on the Parliament's
recommendations by suggesting that the coordination and monitoring of social and employment policy
should be reinforced in the EMU governance and convergence should be encouraged.
Based on this Communication, the European Council agreed on a roadmap for the completion of
the EMU on 13/14 December 2012 (EUCO 205/12). The roadmap was to include amongst others
proposals on the social dimension of the EMU, the feasibility of Convergence and Competitiveness
Instruments (CCI) and associated solidarity mechanisms. This was followed by a European Council
assessment of the work towards a genuine EMU on 14/15 March 2013 ahead of its June meeting.
On 20 March 2013 the European Commission communicated on ex-ante coordination of plans for
major economic policy reforms and on a CCI.
In its 12 June 2013 Resolution, on the European Commission Communication 'Towards social
investment for growth and cohesion - including implementing the European Social Fund 20142020', amongst others the European Parliament:


Stresses that social investment should be regarded as investment by Member States,



Calls on the Commission to determine which parts of public social expenditure can be
considered as productive investment;



Considers that targeted social investments should be an important part of Member States'
economic and employment policies and should be incorporated in the European Semester
process, with a view to achieving the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy;



Considers that budgetary discipline in the Eurozone should not be measured only by fiscal and
macroeconomic benchmarks, but that this should be complemented, on an equal footing, by
employment and social benchmarks as well as progress reports on structural reforms;



Calls on the Commission, to consider developing a scoreboard for common social investment
indicators.

At the 27/28 June 2013 summit, the European Council decided to postpone decision of the
social dimension of the EMU to its December 2013 meeting. On 9 July 2013, an EMPL
Committee Public hearing took place on the social dimension of the EMU's European
unemployment benefit scheme.
RESULTS
On 2 October 2013, the Commission issued a Communication on 'Strengthening the social
dimension of the Economic and Monetary Union', in which it proposed to strengthen the social
dimension of EMU with the following initiatives (COM(2013) 690):
a. reinforced surveillance of employment and social challenges and policy coordination by
inter alia including employment and social indicators in the Macroeconomic Imbalance
Procedure (MIP) and by creating a scoreboard of key indicators to be used in its draft Joint
Employment Report (JER)
b. enhanced solidarity and action on employment and labour mobility through the creation of
a Convergence and Competitiveness Instrument (CCI) and stronger EU fiscal capacity in
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the long-term
c. strengthened social dialogue and involvement of social partners in the European Semester
process inter alia in the framework of the Social Dialogue Committee prior to the adoption
of the AGS
An Oral Question to Commission (adopted in EMPL on 17 October) together with an accompanying
Motion for Resolution (adopted in EMPL on 5 November) on the Commission Communication of 2
October, were adopted in plenary in November. The Resolution welcomes the Communication, but
regrets that proposed indicators are insufficient to ensure a comprehensive coverage of the Member
States employment and social situations. It calls for the inclusion of supplementary indicators in the
scoreboard such as child poverty, access to health care, homelessness and a decent work index.
The European Council in December 2013 confirmed the relevance of the use of a scoreboard of key
employment and social indicators as described in the Joint Employment Report, and called for these
indicators to be used in the 2014 Semester along the lines proposed by the Commission, while however
stipulating that the use of this wider range of indicators will have the sole purpose of allowing a broader
understanding of social developments. The Council also decided on the main features of contractual
arrangements and of associated solidarity mechanisms, on which further work will be pursued.
Laurence SMAJDA
Policy Department on Economic and Scientific Policy
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6. Transparency, compliance and exemplarity

Right to information and access to documents

INTRODUCTION
The Treaty of Lisbon and the EU Charter on fundamental rights have put new emphasis on the
obligation of the European Institutions to be as much open and transparent as possible. For the
European Parliament is therefore a priority to ensure that it represents the interests of European
citizens in a fully open and transparent manner. European citizens are entitled to follow the activities of
their elected Members closely, verifying that they comply with strict principles of conduct and maintain
well-balanced relations with interest representatives. Citizens should also be able to expect the highest
of standards of behaviour and efficiency from Parliament staff. Last but not least, citizens must be
granted a right of access to documents of the European Institutions within the necessary limitations
laid down in Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001.
In conformity with Parliament's commitment to transparency, Parliament has developed its own policy
about access to information and documents on the need to reconcile the requirements of protection of
the public interest with the institution's capacity to conduct its internal deliberations and to take the
final decisions.
Other than the increasing use of social media and the web streaming of meetings to provide citizens
with direct access to information related to Parliament's activities, two Parliamentary services, the
Citizens' Enquires Service (CITES) and the Transparency Unit (the Register) deal respectively with
citizens' requests of information and applications for access to documents.
Parliament's Public Register of Documents (the Register) currently contains 463.689 document
references (representing 3.097.165 documents, taking all language versions into consideration), that is
to say 12% more references than in 2011 (414.169 references). 90 % of documents can be downloaded
directly from Parliament's website. In 2012, the Register's webpage has seen a 40% growth in visits
(166.104, or an average of 13.842 visits per month) compared with previous years. Despite this increase
in visits to the Register's webpage, only 777 documents were requested during 2012, representing a
33% drop in requests compared with the previous year (1.161 documents were requested in 2011). This
reduction has been the consequence of improved search features on the webpage, increased numbers
of documents directly available online and a more efficient collaboration between the various services
in Parliament providing information to citizens.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Since 2011, Parliament has undertaken a wide reform of its policy on public access to document and of
its system of documents management.
First consequence of the review process was the adoption by the Bureau of the Parliament of a new set
of internal rules on access to European Parliament documents implementing Regulation (EC) No
1049/2001, adopted on 22 June 2011.
These new rules have helped to clarify the scope of Regulation 1049/2001 as applicable to Parliament
documents, in particular regarding the application of the appropriate legal bases regarding requests for
documents introduced by EU officials and/or MEPs, for whom alternative procedures are provided.
These rules have also helped to improve administration of requests, by differentiating between requests
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for information, when that information is not available in an existing document, and requests for
documents, allowing for the appropriate Parliament service to respond.
During 2012 a new decision on document management was adopted by the Bureau concerning new
arrangements for document management, allowing for a more coordinated, uniform approach by the
various services. Key elements of this decision are the appointment by each Directorate-General of a
document management officer (RAD) and the setting-up of the interdepartmental group of document
management officers (GIDOC) to ensure implementation of the new document management system.
A final set of rules have been adopted by the Bureau in July 2012 establishing rules for dealing with
confidential information and sensitive documents.
RESULT
The overall Parliament's policy of documents management and access to information has allowed
striking a balance between the legitimate interests of citizens to know and participate to Parliament's
decision-making process and the need for the institution to conduct its internal deliberation
independently.
The new governance structure of the documents management system and the enhanced coordination
between administrative services has also contributed to increase Parliament's transparency vis-à-vis of
citizens, allowing for faster and easier recovery of documents and information.
Chiara MALASOMMA
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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6. Transparency, compliance and exemplarity

Transparency Register

INTRODUCTION
In conformity with Parliament's commitment to transparency, Parliament's policy in this field has been
developed during the 2009-2014 legislative term, with the aim at facilitating citizens' scrutiny over
Parliament's activities and, in particular, its legislative work. One of the key pillars of this policy is the
Transparency Register for Lobbyists.
The Transparency Register refers to a facultative system set up on 23 June 2011 by the European
Parliament and the European Commission to provide EU citizens with information about all
organisations engaged in activities aiming at influencing EU policy making and to bind them by a
common code of conduct. This includes but is not limited to the activities of lobbying, interest
representation, and advocacy. Such activities are recognised as legitimate and necessary, in the context
of participatory democracy as set out in the Lisbon Treaty. But citizens have a right to expect this
process to be transparent and to take place in compliance with the law as well as in due respect of
ethical principles, avoiding undue pressure, illegitimate or privileged access to information or to
decision makers. The Transparency Register provides citizens with a direct and single access to
information about who is engaged in activities aiming at influencing the EU decision making process,
which interests are being pursued and what level of resources are invested in these activities.
A Joint Secretariat has been set up to manage the scheme, under the coordination of the European
Commission. Parliament and Commission have also invited the Council to join the scheme. The
Council has declared its willingness to consider this possibility and an observer from its Secretariat
General has participated in the Joint Secretariat regular meetings.
Main component of the system are:
a) An interactive public database available on the internet to organisations for their registration and
update, and to citizens for consultation of its content. Registrants enter a set of information about
themselves and their activities, including some financial information about their activities falling within
the scope of the Register.
b) A code of conduct with a set of simple rules regarding unacceptable behaviour and practices in
relation with EU institutions.
c) A complaint mechanism allowing any citizen to trigger an administrative enquiry in case of a
suspected violation of the code by a registered entity.
Since its entry into force registration in the system has followed a steady growth trend and more than
5700 organisations have been registered with an estimated 27000 individuals bound by the code of
conduct. This means that 75% of all relevant business-related entities and approximately 60% of
NGOs operating in Brussels are registered.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
A review process has taken place as of July 2013 between the European Parliament and the European
Commission. Preparatory work has started at technical level, including a public consultation after the
first year of operations, an annual report by the joint secretariat, a European- wide umbrella
stakeholders’ meetings and benchmarking with other public regulators (in the OECD context). The
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above preparatory work has helped to outline a number of general and/ or technical issues to be solved
during the review process, some of which were already raised by Parliament in its Resolution of 2011:
the mandatory or facultative nature of the Register, the extension of its scope, the amount and type of
information that should be divulged, in particular regarding often sensitive financial information, and
the efficient enforcement of the system.
On 10 June 2013 the Bureau of the Parliament decided to establish an inter-institutional high-level
Working Group with the Commission on the revision of the Transparency Register and conferred it a
mandate to proceed with the necessary consultations, evaluate the IIA and report to the Bureau by the
end of 2013. On 12 December 2013, the inter-institutional high-level Working Group with the
Commission concluded its consultations and submitted to the Bureau a number of recommendations
for amendments.
The key debate during the review process has been over the Register's voluntary or mandatory nature.
The Commission opposed a compulsory system on both political and legal grounds, arguing that the
current legal framework does not provide a suitable legal basis for a compulsory register. Therefore,
works focused on the possible ways to strengthen further the stakeholders' participation in the current
voluntary system.
Along this line, new measures have been agreed by the inter-institutional high-level Working Group to
enhance the Transparency Register's acceptance and to further motivate a large number of entities to
register and give clear details of their lobbying activities towards EU institutions.
For the Commission, such incentives could include measures with regard to the transmission of
information to registrants when launching public consultations; measures on expert groups and other
advisory bodies; specific mailing lists or patronage by the institution.
For Parliament, such incentive measures could include, inter alia, linking the registration to further
facilitation of access to EP premises, its Members and staff; authorisation to organise or co-host events
on its premises; facilitated transmission of information, including specific mailing lists; participation as
speakers in committee hearings; patronage by the institution.
Moreover, Parliament has asked the Commission to make proposals to adapt the EU Treaty to enable a
mandatory register to come into force and, in any case, to present a proposal based on Article 352
TFUE, which would require unanimous agreement by Member States.
The revised IIA was adopted by the Parliament on 15 April 2014 and was signed by President Martin
SCHULZ and Commissioner Vice-President Maroš ŠEFČOVIČ on 16 April 2014 in order to enter
into force.
RESULT
The first revision of the Transparency Register has been announced as a successful story. The
recommendations of the Working Group, once implemented, will give the public more information
about the interest groups and organisations which are active at EU level in Transparency. For
Parliament, the result of the review process can be regarded as a huge and substantial step toward and
provide a clear road map for the future, with a new revision of the entire system to be undertaken by
the end of 2016.
Chiara MALASOMMA
Cabinet of the Secretary General

142

6. Transparency, compliance and exemplarity

The Code of Conduct for Members

INTRODUCTION
The Code of Conduct entered into force on 1 January 2012. It set out as its guiding principles that
Members shall act solely in the public interest and conduct their work with integrity, openness,
diligence, honesty, accountability and respect for the European Parliament's reputation. The
introduction of the Code of Conduct as well as the subsequent implementation measures heralded a
'cultural revolution', changing drastically the obligation of Members in terms of transparency and
accountability.
The Code of Conduct defines conflicts of interest and how Members should address them and it
includes rules on, for example, official gifts to Members and professional activities of former Members.
The Code of Conduct also puts an obligation on Members to submit a detailed declaration of their
financial interests. Members are also obliged to declare their attendance at events organised by third
parties, where the reimbursement of their travel, accommodation, or subsistence expenses, or the direct
payment of such expenses, is covered by a third party. These declarations are a reflection of the
demanding rules and standards of transparency laid down in the Code of Conduct. The information
supplied by Members in their declarations can be found on the Members' individual profile pages on
the European Parliament's website.
Any Member found to be in breach of the Code of Conduct can be given a penalty by the President.
This penalty is announced by the President in Plenary and prominently published on Parliament's
website for the remainder of the Parliamentary term.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Following the entry into force of the Code of Conduct for Members on 1 January 2012, the Bureau
decided to set up a temporary Working Group, chaired by MEP Rainer Wieland, Vice-President
responsible for transparency, with the task to elaborate any implementing measures required by the
Code of Conduct. The temporary Working Group was further composed of Vice-Presidents Anna
PODIMATA (S&D/EL), Alexander ALVARO (ALDE/DE), Isabelle DURANT (G/EFA/BE),
Oldrich VLASÁK (EPP/CZ) as well as Quaestor Jiří MAŠTÁLKA (GUE/CZ). At its meeting of 15
April 2013, the Bureau adopted the Implementing Measures proposed by the Temporary Working
Group, which entered into force on the 1 July 2013.
The Implementing Measures lay down that Members have to notify the President of any gift they have
received when representing Parliament in an official capacity. All such gifts are Parliament's property.
They are published in a register of gifts which includes information on the recipient, the capacity in
which the Member received it, the donor, the date of receipt, a description and picture of the gift and
an indication of its value as estimated by the recipient (more or less than EUR 150). The register of
gifts is published on Parliament's website.
The Implementing Measures also lay down that Members shall declare their attendance at events
organised by third parties, where the reimbursement of their travel, accommodation, or subsistence
expenses, or the direct payment of such expenses, is covered by a third party. These declarations are
published on each Member's individual page on Parliament's website.
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Finally, the Implementing Measures lay down rules for the monitoring of declarations of Members'
Financial Interests, mainly consisting of a general plausibility check for clarification purposes, when
there is reason to think a declaration contains manifestly erroneous, flippant, illegible or
incomprehensible information. If a matter is not resolved within a reasonable time-limit, the President
decides on further proceedings in accordance with Article 8 of the Code of Conduct.
By decision of Parliament's Secretary-General, the Members' Administration Unit in the DirectorateGeneral for the Presidency has been designated the competent service to perform this general
plausibility check on behalf of the President.
Additionally, the Bureau has also adopted a new form for the declaration of financial interests.
Already in January 2012, an Advisory Committee had been appointed by the President of the European
Parliament as one-stop-shop for all services related to the Code of Conduct. It is composed of five
Members and two reserve Members, with each member of the Advisory Committee serving as chair-inoffice for six months on a rotating basis. The main task of the Advisory Committee is to provide
Members, on a confidential basis and within 30 calendar days of their request, with advice on the
interpretation and implementation of the Code’s provisions. At the President’s request, the Advisory
Committee also assesses any alleged breaches of the code of conduct and advises the President on
possible courses of action. Several cases have been brought to the attention of the Advisory Committee
up to now.
The members of the Advisory Committee are Carlo CASINI (EPP/IT), Evelyn REGNER (S&D/AT),
Cecilia WIKSTRÖM (ALDE/SE), Gerald HÄFNER (G/EFA/DE)and Sajjad KARIM (ECR/UK),
with Jiří MAŠTÁLKA (GUE/CZ)and Francesco Enrico SPERONI (EFD/IT) serving as reserve
members. Evelyn REGNER chaired the Advisory Committee from 30 August 2012 to 19 March 2013.
Ms Cecilia WIKSTRÖM succeeded her until 17 September 2013, when Mr Gerald HÄFNER took
over the rotating chairmanship, for a six-month term.
RESULTS
In 2012, all Members had submitted their Declarations according to the new rules by the end of April.
In the course of the year, 79 updated Declarations were submitted by 74 Members. The Advisory
Committee had to make only one recommendation to the President on an alleged breach of the Code
of Conduct and gave advice to MEPs on a total of 50 questions. The most frequently asked question
concerned the mandatory Declaration of Financial Interests and clarifications on how to interpret the
three-year period for which the MEPs have to give information on previous occupations and board
memberships.
In 2013, 28 new Declarations were submitted to the President, each of them within the time limits set
for this purpose. Since 1 July 2013, Members who wish to amend their Declarations of financial
interests only have to fill in the section(s) of the form they want to update, and not the entire form
anymore: this constitutes a major step towards simpler procedures. Throughout the 2013, 285 updated
Declarations were submitted to the President by 257 Members, including a total of 447 changes, i.e. in
some cases more than one change was made in a single update.
Following the new Implementation Measures, 161 Declarations were updated as a result of the general
plausibility check carried out within the framework of the new monitoring procedure, where a total of
183 Members were formally requested to clarify their Declarations. These requests were made where
Declarations were entirely empty, had no information filed under the section relating to occupations
and memberships during the three-year period before taking up office with the Parliament, or included
incomprehensible information.
In its Annual Report 2012, the Advisory Committee underlined the need to improve the substance,
placing, visibility and traceability of transparency-related information on Parliament's website. This has
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led to the creation of a dedicated "Ethics and Transparency" webpage: a single entry point bringing
together documents and information relating not only to the Code of Conduct for Members, but also
to the Transparency Register for entities and organisations participating in European policy-making
processes, to the public access to Parliament's documents, and to the rules that must be observed by
Parliament's staff14.
The practical guidelines the Advisory Committee had provided to the Members have been compiled
into a Users' Guide also available on Parliament's website15 in all official languages. To facilitate the use
of the Code of Conduct and the practical handling of the reporting obligations incumbent to Members,
the Advisory Committee has published in 2013 a "Code of Conduct Booklet", which compiles all
reference documents and forms:


the Code of Conduct;



the Implementing Measures for the Code of Conduct;



the Code of Conduct Users' Guide;



the Members' Statute; and



the Code of Conduct declaration/notification forms.

The work of the European Parliament and the introduction of the new stringent rules and standards
have raised the interest also of national Parliaments throughout Europe. The Romanian Chamber of
Deputies has requested the support from the European Parliament on establishing a similar Code of
Conduct. Also, on 9 April 2013, the Advisory Committee welcomed the newly appointed Ethics
Officer ("déontologue") of the French National Assembly, Ms Noëlle Lenoir, who was seeking
information about the Code of Conduct and the work of the Advisory Committee. The fact that Ms
Lenoir's choice fell on the European Parliament for her first fact-finding mission clearly shows that our
institution is seen as being in the vanguard in promoting a sound and transparent model of governance.
Chiara MALASOMMA
Cabinet of the Secretary General

14
15

http://www.europarlpp.ep.ec/aboutparliament/fr/0060f4f133/%C3%89thique-et-transparence.html
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/meps/CoC%20User's%20Guide%20draft4web_EN_def.doc
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6. Transparency, compliance and exemplarity

European Parliament Environmental Management System:
A new governance

INTRODUCTION
On 13 December 2005, the Bureau decided to establish within Parliament an Environmental
Management System (EMS) with a view to registration under the Community eco-management and
audit scheme (EMAS) in accordance with the EMAS Regulation.
The EMS is the tool for implementing Parliament's Environmental Policy, the latest version being
signed by the President and the Secretary-General on 28 September 2010, and for evaluating and
improving Parliament's environmental performance. The main guidelines governing the EMS are set
out in the Environmental Manual, first adopted by the Bureau on 13 December 2005, describing
Parliament's EMS, the manner in which it is implemented, as well as its organisational structure. The
key element for the implementation of the EMS is the annual Action Plan, containing Parliament's
environmental objectives and goals. For each objective, the Action Plan outlines projects and actions
aiming at reverting or limiting Parliament's direct or indirect environmental impact and/or aiming to
improve Parliament's environmental performance. The results of the implementation of the Action
Plan are summarised in the Environmental Management Review.
Since its first implementation, the EMS system has been continuously improved and the focus of the
system has been adapted. As a key decision the Bureau called on 18 June 2007 for a carbon-footprint
study to be carried out with the aim of cutting Parliament’s CO2 emissions by 30% by 2020. This
decision was taken after the Council had committed itself on 20 February 2007 to reduce the EU's CO2
emissions by at least 20% in the period up to 2020.
Following the presentation of the carbon-footprint study, the Bureau decided to set up a working party
to establish a plan aimed at reducing Parliament's CO2 emissions. The working party developed a CO2
reduction plan called "The European Parliament's Carbon Footprint: Proposals for measures to achieve a 30%
reduction by 2020", which was approved by the Bureau on 18 February 2009 and integrated into the
EMAS Action Plan
Main environmental objectives of the European Parliament's policy are:
 to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 30% by 2020 and to promote the efficient use of energy;
 to promote the efficient use of water and paper;
 to introduce best practices with regard to waste management;
 to incorporate environmental guidelines into procurement procedures;
 to ensure compliance with requirements laid down by environmental legislation and regulations;
 to raise awareness and to promote transparent communication and dialogue.
The "10 points Action Plan - strengthening the European Parliament", adopted on the basis of the
debate and conclusion of the Away Day of the Bureau at La Hulpe on 10 and 11 January 2011,
included an ambitious environmental agenda to give new impetus to the EMAS policy.
Building on this recommendation and in view of the 2013 external verification audit required under the
EMAS Regulation to reconfirm Parliament's registration in the EMAS scheme, a revision of the
Parliament's EMS was undergone at the beginning of 2013 with the aim of improving its functioning
and preparing Parliament for future environmental challenges. On 20 May 2013 the Bureau endorsed
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an in-depth restructuring of Parliament's Environmental Management System and adopted a new
Environmental Manual.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The reform of Parliament's EMS focused on the needs to enhance EMS governance structure and the
main role of its key actors and on the on the strengthening of the environmental management process.
a) A new governance structure at administrative level
Through a revision of the Environmental Manual, the roles of the main EMS actors were redefined to
ensure efficient coordination, an enhanced flow of information at all levels and, further, to raise
awareness of environmental projects and activities in Parliament. The Bureau remains the political
decision-making authority of the EMS responsible for deciding the broad outlines of Parliament's
approach and formally adopting Parliament's commitment to environmental matters. However, the
revised Manual introduces a new governance structure at administrative level.
The "Steering Committee for Environmental Management", chaired by the Secretary-General and bringing
together the Deputy Secretary-General, the Directors-General and the Jurisconsult ensures, at the
highest administrative level, convergence of the Environmental Policy with its practical implementation
through the EMS and the annual Action Plan, verifying that the Action Plan remains in line with
Parliament's priorities. To this end, the Steering Committee instigates each EMS cycle by adopting the
annual Action Plan and bringing each cycle to a conclusion by endorsing the results achieved as
summarised in the Environmental Management Review. In turn, the tasks of the Inter-DG Steering Group
on Environmental Management and of the EMAS Coordination Team have be redefined, ensuring more
structured coordination within Parliament and strengthening the flow of information between the
operational and highest administrative levels.
b) Strengthening of environmental process management
New procedures have been introduced for the adoption of the annual Action
endorsement of the Management Review to ensure that the Steering Committee
ownership of the entire environmental cycle in order to review Parliament's
management system at regular intervals and to ensure its continuing suitability,
effectiveness.

Plan and the
can keep the
environmental
adequacy and

RESULT
The new Environmental Manual has improved the functioning of Parliament's EMS, make provision to
continually improve environmental performance and prepare Parliament for future environmental
challenges. Building on previous achievements and results, the new governance structure at
administrative level and the strengthened environmental process management have enabled Parliament
to develop an action plan for innovative investment in the environmental field, visualising, reconciling
and combining ideas that result in improved (i.e. measurable, adaptable and sustainable) output of
environmental projects and actions. As a result, the annual Action Plan is now more comprehensive
(more quantity), consistent (more quality) and more efficient (i.e. doing away with waste streams, using
as little resources as possible to achieve results).
Chiara MALASOMMA
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

The Sakharov Prize

INTRODUCTION
Established in 1988 in honour of Russian nuclear scientist and human rights activist Andrei Sakharov,
the Sakharov Prize for Freedom of Thought is the highest tribute to human rights endeavours the
European Union accords. The Prize is awarded annually to honour individuals or organisations for
their efforts for human rights and fundamental freedoms. The EP awards the Sakharov Prize with its
€50 000 endowment at a formal plenary sitting in Strasbourg. Political groups of at least 40 MEPs can
nominate candidates, the Foreign Affairs and Development Committees vote on a short-list of three,
and the Conference of Presidents chooses the laureate(s). EU citizens, according to the latest opinion
polls, believe that human rights are the value the European Parliament should defend as a matter of
priority.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The Sakharov Prize symbolizes the recognition and the moral support of the European Parliament and
these strengthen and empower the Laureates in their fight for their causes. The Sakharov Prize rewards
in particular freedom of expression; safeguarding the rights of minorities; respect for international law;
development of democracy and implementation of the rule of law. The Prize has been awarded to
individuals and to associations: dissidents, political leaders, journalists, lawyers, civil society activists,
writers, mothers and wives, minority leaders, an anti-terrorist group, peace activists, an anti-torture
activist, a cartoonist, a long-serving prisoner of conscience, a film maker and even the UN as a body.
On its 20th Anniversary in 2008, the Prize was awarded to Chinese dissident Hu Jia. He was pressured
to renounce the Sakharov Prize, but bravely decided to accept it. He was recognised for his calls for an
official inquiry into the Tiananmen Square massacre, his environmental activism and his work against
AIDS when the number of suspected AIDS cases in China was treated as a “state secret". Hu Jia was
charged with "inciting subversion of state power" and sentenced in 2008 to three-and-a-half years in jail
shortly after testifying before the European Parliament. There he called attention to the human rights
disaster the Chinese national security department was creating, with one million people persecuted for
fighting for human rights and many detained in prison, in labour camps or mental hospitals. In a letter
to the President of the European Parliament in July 2012, Hu Jia said he considered the Prize to have
been "truly a great honour" which "provided me with encouragement and greatly improved the way I
was treated in prison".
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
All the Laureates gave, and some still continue to give, impressive contributions to human rights. After
receiving the Sakharov Prize a few have gone from dissent to leadership in their countries.
Nelson Mandela had spent 26 years in prison and was still under house arrest when he was awarded the
first Sakharov Prize in 1988. Mandela was elected President and Head of Government of the Republic
of South Africa in the first free elections in 1994. He was awarded the Nobel Prize in 1993.
Aung San Suu Kyi's leadership of Myanmar´s pro-democracy struggle was recognised by the award of
the Sakharov Prize in 1990, a year before she received her Nobel Peace prize in 1991. She was released
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in November 2012 from nearly two decades of house arrest or prison imposed on her by the military
junta after her National League for Democracy won an overwhelming victory in the 1990 election. She
is now the leader of Myanmar's parliamentary opposition, and has declared her wish to run for the
country's presidency.
Xanana Gusmão, known as the "Mandela of Timor", a leader and symbol of Timorese Independence,
was awarded the Sakharov Prize in December 1999. Timor Leste had just gained independence from
Indonesia and Xanana Gusmão had just been freed from prison after nearly seven years. In April 2002
Gusmão was overwhelmingly elected president in the first free presidential elections held in East
Timor. He has now been serving as the Prime Minister of Timor Leste since 2007.
Ibrahim Rugova was an Albanian leader of non-violent opposition in 1998 when he received the
Sakharov Prize. In 2002 he was elected as the first President of Kosovo.
Some Sakharov Laureates still face harsh political oppression and difficulties in their action: the
Belarusian Association of Journalists (Belarus, 2004), Damas de Blanco (Cuba, 2005), Aliaksandr
Milinkevich (Belarus, 2006), Memorial (Russia, 2009). Nasrin Soutoudeh one of the 2012 Laureates
from Iran is still in prison for her defence of political dissenters. The European Parliament pays
particular attention to their cases through personal contact, monitoring their political situation and
committed involvement in action supporting their cases.
RESULTS
Around the world, a stronger voice and a heightened profile result from the award of the Sakharov
Prize. This Prize has special significance as it is awarded by the European Parliament, a political
institution representing over half a million of European citizens, on whose behalf this Prize is given to
dissidents and human rights defenders. "The Sakharov Prize will be a shield for us when we return to
Cuba," declared Berta Soler, leader of the Cuban dissident group Damas de Blanco in 2013. It took
nearly eight years for the Damas, to come to the European Parliament to receive their Prize, but it was
the first thing they wished to do when they received their passports. In 2005, when they won it, the
Cuban authorities did not allow them to leave the island. In January 2013 travel restrictions were eased
and the Damas were among the first brave dissidents to leave the country, not knowing if they would
be allowed to return. Ms. Soler and Laura Labrada Pollán returned to Cuba without incident. The third
member of the Damas delegation to the EP from Cuba, Belkis Cantillo Ramirez, was detained and
beaten on her return, and the President of the European Parliament reacted immediately, calling for her
release. Ms. Cantillo Ramirez was released and continues her fight, as do many other Sakharov Prize
Laureates, for fundamental freedoms.
The Parliament is determined to continue supporting Laureates beyond the award of the Prize. In 2013
the Parliament celebrates the 25th Anniversary of the Sakharov Prize by a special event bringing
together all Sakharov Laureates on occasion of the 2013 Prize award ceremony.
Anna ZAMMIT
DG EXPO, Human Rights Action Unit
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

The Sakharov Prize Network
INTRODUCTION
The Sakharov Prize Network was born out of the Sakharov Prize the European Parliament awards for
outstanding work in favour of human rights. At the 20th anniversary of the Sakharov Prize in 2008, the
Sakharov Prize Network (SPN) was launched by EP President Hans-Gert POETTERING (EPP/DE)
to promote and support its Laureates and enhance contact among Laureates, MEPs, and civil society. It
aims to focus attention on human rights violations in Laureates' countries and intensify international
pressure on oppressors. The SPN is co-chaired by the President of the European Parliament and the
most recent Laureate(s), The SPN is assisted by the Human Rights Actions Unit (HRAC), within the
Directorate for Democracy Support.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The SPN is developing closer and more permanent contacts with the Laureates, despite the challenges
posed by their geographical diversity and differing circumstances, which can impede or prevent contact
and their ability to participate in events.
The SPN draws attention to serious violations of human rights, intervenes on behalf of victims and
helps to intensify international pressure for holding human rights violators to account. It aims at
providing Laureates with an official channel to communicate with the Parliament, providing an "early
warning system" for developments in their respective countries. This allows them to inform the
Parliament and if necessary trigger a response to domestic human rights violations.
The platform provided by Network conferences may also serve to promote the Laureates as focal
points of human rights promotion for their compatriots and domestic human rights advocates.
The SPN also aspires to develop and maintain closer ties between MEPs and Laureates, especially as
the latter may provide invaluable information on in-country developments to MEPs, particularly in
meetings with Laureates when EP delegations or individual MEPs visit these countries.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


The SPN held on 23 November 2011 in Brussels a High Level Event and Human Rights
Conference on the role of new technologies in human rights defence and promotion as well as
on the role of women in democratic transition, presided by President Jerzy BUZEK (EPP/PL)
and welcoming 13 Laureates and other human rights activists.



On 10 October, 2012, the SPN and President Martin SCHULZ (S&D/DE) hosted "Voices for
Democracy: Citizenship in the Making", a panel debate ranging from East Germany to the Arab
Spring, including 2011 laureates and German author Maxim Leo.



On the 25th anniversary of the creation of the Sakharov Prize a special SPN conference is
planned for late 2013 around the topic of freedom of thought: for which a study on the impact
of the Sakharov Prize has been commissioned.



By the conference, an enhanced SPN website should be operational, improving contact
between Laureates, MEPs, and civil society.
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Additionally, bi-annual human rights conferences in EU member states with Laureates, local
MEPs and MPs and civil society are to be organised in cooperation with EP Information
Offices, beginning with Ireland and Lithuania this year.



Laureates may also participate in the annual EU-NGO Forum in Brussels and in the Council of
Europe World Democracy Forum in Strasbourg.



The former Laureates from Cuba, the Damas de Blanco (2005) and Guillermo Fariñas (2010)
were finally able to come to their award ceremonies at the EP this year, following the lifting of
travel restrictions by Cuban authorities.



It is hoped that other (formerly, or currently, impeded) Laureates, such as Aung Sang Suu Kyi
(Myanmar, Laureate of 1990), Hu Jia (China, Laureate of 2008) and Razan Zaitouneh (Syria,
Laureate of 2011) may be able to visit the EP this year.

RESULTS
Whereas prior to 2012 Laureates could only reach out to the Parliament in an ad hoc fashion, now they
will benefit from a specific and active channel of communication. The SPN is broadly connecting
MEPs, Laureates, and civil society in a way that increases knowledge-sharing, cooperation, and
hopefully more rapid and effective action in Brussels and internationally to address dangerous and
delicate human rights situations. The Parliament is determined to continue supporting Laureates
beyond the award of the Prize.
Anna ZAMMIT
DG EXPO, Human Rights Action Unit
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

Election Observation

INTRODUCTION
Election observation is possibly the best example of the European Parliament's commitment to
support the development and consolidation of democracy, the rule of law and human rights in third
countries. The European Parliament has a long tradition of election observation - since 1984 it has
observed more than 100 elections around the world, with the objective to assess if electoral procedures
were conducted in agreement with national legislation of the host country and its international
commitments.
EP delegations are integrated into the framework of long term election observation missions such as
OSCE/ODHIR International Election Observation Missions (IEOMs) and EU Election Observation
Mission (EU EOMs). The latter are headed by a Chief Observer who is a Member of the European
Parliament. The EU EOM Chief Observer is responsible - both from a political and administrative
point of view - for the operation and the overall result of the EU EOM. At the end of the EOM, the
Chief Observer presents a final report, which includes recommendations to the different political
stakeholders in the country.
On 8 November 2001 the EP Conference of Presidents established an Election Coordination Group
(ECG), co-chaired by the two chairpersons of the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Development, and tasked to examine all general questions related to planning, organisation,
evaluation and follow-up of Parliament's election observation activities. The role of the European
Parliament in election observation activities has been constantly increasing in the last years, both in
relation to EP election observation delegations and the role of EU Chief Observers.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
For a long time the EU, including the EP, has been disproportionately focusing its election observation
activities on the pre-election and election periods. The EU/EP therefore needs to focus on the followup phase of election observation with the same priority that is applied to the preparation and conduct
of elections, in order to maximize the contribution of election observation to broader democracybuilding efforts.
In this context, in 2012 the Parliament enlarged the ECG mandate to include, besides election
observation, democracy support policies in general. The ECG thus became a Democracy Support and
Election Coordination Group (DEG). Under the guidance and impetus of the DEG co-Chairs Elmar
BROK (EPP/DE) and Eva JOLY (G/EFA/FR), the Group is actively seeking to increase the EP's
role in the area of election observation both in the EU EOM and OSCE area and to better link election
observation with follow-up, democracy support activities and human rights actions.
An important way to enhance a follow up to EU/EP election observation, as well as the overall
democracy promotion activities, is by strengthening the Chief Observer-MEP role in this area. The
Chief Observer could be regarded as a special EP representative, perfectly suited to promote and
develop Parliament's democracy support policies. In addition, better follow-up on election observation
recommendations has to be done in relevant EP committees and standing delegations.
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KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
July 2010: Adoption of a declaration on political accountability: commitment to consult the EP for the
list of EU EOM priority countries and the appointment of the Chief Observer.
May 2012: The Election Coordination Group becomes Democracy Support and Election Coordination
Group.
June 2012: An EP session on "Recommendations from Election Observation Missions: From drafting
to implementation" is organised under the guidance and chairmanship of Michael GAHLER (EPP,
DE). Main conclusion of the session - EU EOM's recommendations should be endorsed as part of the
"roadmap for Democracy" in the partner country.
June 2012: The Conference of Presidents appoints Michael GAHLER (EPP, DE), former Chief
Observer in Tunisia, as special representative to monitor an EP parliamentary support project in
Tunisia.
December 2012: The Conference of Presidents appoints Thijs BERMAN (S&D, NL), former Chief
Observer in Senegal, as special representative to monitor an EP parliamentary support project in
Senegal.
March 2013: Debate on "EP election observation in the OSCE area" under the guidance of Edward
MCMILLAN SCOTT (ALDE, UK). Main conclusion of the debate - improve cooperation with other
institutions observing elections in the OSCE area.
May 2013: For the first time the EEAS, following a proposal and increased pressure from the EP,
invites a former Chief Observer to lead the follow-up visit to the country - follow-up visit by former
CO Fiona HALL (ALDE, UK) to Mozambique.
June 2013: "Annual debate: reviewing the follow-up to recommendations of past year's missions"
under the guidance of Maria MUÑIZ DE URQUIZA (S&D, ES). Main conclusion of the debate request HRVP Ashton to associate the EP in a structured dialogue on the selection of priority countries
for follow-up missions.
July 2013: DEG debate with Jean-Claude Mignon, President of the Parliamentary Assembly of the
Council of Europe, on cooperation in the area of election observation, democracy support and human
rights.
September 2013: Debate on "Complementarity between EU election observation and electoral
assistance: an integral part of the EU democracy support agenda in partner countries" under the
guidance of Michael CASHMAN (S&D, UK) and Ana GOMES (S&D, PT).
October-November 2013: "Review of the EU EOM's methodology" under the guidance of José
Ignacio SALAFRANCA (EPP, ES), Véronique DE KEYSER (S&D, BE) and Fiona HALL (ALDE,
UK).
RESULTS
In the last few years, the European Parliament has become a significant player in election observation
and follow-up to elections, as part of the EP democracy support activities and within the framework of
the EU democracy agenda.
As a result of the Parliament's negotiations with HR/VP Ashton and the adoption of a declaration on
political accountability, in 2010 the ECG acquired an official consultative role on selection of priority
countries for EU EOMs and appointments of Chief Observers.
In the next legislature, the EP should further consolidate its role in the area and build-up on the
progress that has been achieved so far. In view of this, the DEG will adopt a progress report by
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February-March 2014 to serve as a background/road map for the next parliament on election
observation/democracy support activities.
Nikolina VASSILEVA
DG EXPO, Election Observation Mission
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

Early reaction to the Arab Spring

INTRODUCTION
The various social-political movements and government responses emerging from the “Arab Spring”
or “Awakening” shocked the world from early 2011. Especially given the complexity and uncertainty of
these developments and the pre-existing investment of certain member states and EU programs in the
stability of affected regimes, the European Parliament's responses in 2011 EP risked equivocation. The
EP position coalesced by spring, however, and would reach a symbolic peak in the December awarding
of the Sakharov Prize to five "representatives" of the Arab Spring.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The EP faced the imperative of encouraging the redefinition and articulation of Europe's relationship
with its Southern and Eastern Neighbourhood, in contradistinction to any past preferences for
economic and strategic stability over democratic reform. The EP especially sought to underline its
support for the social forces of democratic reform and human rights promotion.
This would require a shift from pre-existing EU-to-government relations (embedded in the 1995
Barcelona Process) to EU-to-civil society relations, including a more differentiated approach to affected
nations and enhanced relations with rural areas within those nations.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


Aside from resolutions on Tunisia (February 3) and Egypt (February 17), ad hoc “fact-finding”
visits by different MEPs to Tunisia and Egypt were the main response prior to March 2011.



On March 1, the Foreign Affairs Committee established a "Monitoring Group" on the
Southern Mediterranean for the political crises developing in Tunisia, Libya, and Egypt. The
EPP Group Spokesman in the Foreign Affairs Committee José Ignacio SALAFRANCA
(EPP, ES) and Chairman of the EP Delegation for Relations with Magreb countries, Antonio
PANZERI (S&D, IT), were appointed. The Monitoring Group would furnish political
guidance for the EEAS Task Force on the crises.



March 13-15 the Office for the Promotion of Parliamentary Democracy (OPPD) co-organized
a Transatlantic Dialogue on Democracy Support in Brussels to discuss these developments.



March 19-21, President Jerzy BUZEK (EPP. PL) visited Tunisia and Egypt to meet with
officials, leaders in the democratic transitions, civil society leaders and students.



In the April 7, 2011, EP resolution Parliament officially recognized the mistakes in previous
policies toward the region and endorsed a reformed European Neighbourhood Policy,
recognizing the democratic movements and calling for the EU to offer greater support for the
forces of political and economic reform in affected Arab countries.



Two joint EEAS-Commission communications emerged in 2011: a first on March 8 calling for
a review of the Southern Neighbourhood policy, and a second following the EP resolution on
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May 25, which called for a renewed European Neighbourhood Policy, also emphasizing the
EP’s important role in democracy capacity-building.


Upon invitation by Tunisia and following their May 12 appointment by the Conference of
Presidents, a delegation of 14 MEPs, presided by Gabriele ALBERTINI (EPP, IT), joined
the EU election observation of the October 23, 2011, Tunisian Constituent Assembly elections.



From July 11-15, the OPPD organized a Study Visit in Brussels to welcome 18 Egyptian
activists from a wide spectrum of political affiliation.



In October 2011, the EP decided to award the Sakharov Prize (presented on December 14,
2011, by President Jerzy BUZEK) to five representatives of the Arab Spring in recognition of
the movements in Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, and Syria.



A September 27, 2011, EP legislative resolution tightened export restrictions on dual-use goods
that could target human rights and democracy advocates.



Another EP resolution on December 14, 2011, reinforced this joint communication and called
for concrete incentives of deeper political and economic integration in response to democratic
advances in affected countries.



Over the course of 2011, the EP made 15 resolutions mentioning at least one Arab Spring
country (12% of all resolutions in 2011), including hundreds of minutes of debate and
discussion with European Commission representatives on the Arab Spring.

RESULTS
Encouraged by EP resolutions, the 2011 joint communications enforced the principles of "more for
more" - that is, greater access to European markets, more aid, and broader cooperation with Europe in
return for greater political and economic reform - and "mutual accountability" in more differentiated
relationships between the EU and individual Neighbourhood countries.
Despite the hesitant early reaction of the EP - common in most countries and international
organizations - through consistent resolutions and vocal support the EP reached by the end of 2011 a
clear and globally visible stance in support of the forces for democratic change in Arab Spring
countries.
Motivated in part by the lessons of the Arab Spring (i.e., the need to swiftly and flexible support underrecognized advocates of democracy in democratising countries), over the course of 2012 the EP played
a vital role in ushering forward the European Endowment for Democracy, modelled on the American
Endowment for Democracy. The Endowment will become operational in 2013 and begin grant-making
to support civil society advocates of democracy in the Eastern and Southern Neighbourhood and
beyond.
Derek O'LEARY
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

Libya

INTRODUCTION
Libya and the European Union currently have no contractual relations. In 2004, an informal
dialogue was begun to strengthen EU-Libya relations. In 2008, negotiations on an EU-Libya Framework
Agreement were launched. Ten rounds of negotiations took place before they were suspended in
February 2011.
During and since the civil war, the EU has played an active role in Libyan affairs, participating in key
international meetings, including those of the international contact group on Libya, called the Cairo
Group. An international conference in Paris on 1 September 2011 established a common framework for
all international actors and donors to the country. The EU is coordinating communications, civil society
and border management according to this framework.
The EU's presence in Libya has expanded significantly since the beginning of the popular uprising in the
country in February 2011. An office in Benghazi was opened in May 2011, followed in August 2011 by an
office in Tripoli, which was transformed into an EU Delegation in November 2011. In addition, a
Common Security and Defence Policy mission to Libya was approved by the Council in May 2013 to
support capacity building for border management. The mission is now in operation.
Security has been a foremost concern since the end of the revolution, when armed groups that had fought
for liberation formed brigades. While some progress has been made integrating a number of these fighters
into the police force, an estimated 200 000 former fighters remain beyond the official structures.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The EP takes an active interest in the European Union's policies in Libya and has been closely involved in
political dialogue with Libya since the country’s democratic transition began. The EP has supported
Libya's democratic reforms and constitutional process, as well as its efforts to build institutions.
The geographic proximity of Libya and its significant oil reserves make it a compelling trade and
investment partner for the EU. The EU is Libya's first trading partner. For the EU, Libya is the third
most important source of petroleum and offers interesting prospects. Yet for the time being, Libya is one
of only two, Mediterranean countries – the other being Syria – that has not concluded a free trade
agreement with the EU. Despite the country’s strategic importance as an energy supplier, the EU has also
not signed an energy-related political agreement with Libya.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
9 March 2011: Representatives of the Libyan Transitional Council Mahmud Jibril and Ali Al-Issawi
visit the European Parliament in Strasbourg.
10 March 2011: Resolution on the EU’s Southern Neighbourhood in general and on Libya in particular:
‘The EP calls for an immediate end to the brutal dictatorial regime of Colonel Qadhafi and
expresses its solidarity with the Libyan people, and in particular with the young Libyans who have
been a driving force for democracy and for regime change.’
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13 to 16 July 2011: A visit to Tunisia by a European Parliament ad hoc delegation chaired by Simon
Busuttil includes two refugee camps on the border with Libya. The delegation calls on the EU to address
the challenges posed by the worrisome situation, in particular regarding the treatment of refugees,
humanitarian aid and the impact on migration towards Europe.
29 October 2011: The President of the European Parliament, Jerzy BUZEK (EPP, PL), visits Libya and
encourages the Transitional National Council to carry on with the democratic transition.
8 June 2012: The EU establishes an Election Assessment Team (EU EAT) led by MEP Alexander Graf
LAMBSDORFF (ALDE, DE).
7 July 2012: Libya elects a 200-member parliament, the General National Congress (GNC), to replace the
National Transitional Council (NTC). Independent observers assess the elections as free and fair.22
November 2012: The EP adopts a resolution on the situation of migrants in Libya:
‘The EP calls on Libya to ad1260opt and enact legislation in line with its international obligations
and to grant a legal status for migrant workers in Libya, affording them full protection as regards
respect for their human rights.’
23 May 2013: The EP adopts a resolution on asset recovery by Arab Spring countries in transition:
‘The EP stresses that the return of misappropriated assets stolen by former dictators and their
regimes to Arab Spring countries in transition is, beyond its economic significance, a moral and
legal imperative and a highly political issue owing to its implications in terms of justice and
accountability being restored in the spirit of democracy and the rule of law, as well as of the EU's
political commitment and credibility.’
RESULTS
The European Parliament has emphasised the importance of a collective and concerted EU policy
towards Libya based on wider perspective than individual Member States' interests. The Parliament has
called for the EU to offer Libya’s civil society and democratically elected institutions substantial support.
It has also been keen on safeguarding decent living conditions for the most vulnerable parts of the
population and on keeping women's rights on the agenda.
Pekka HAKALA
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

Tunisia

INTRODUCTION
In 2011, when the Tunisian people started their street protests, which were going to overthrow
President Ben Ali and have a trickle-down effect on the entire Arab world, the European Parliament
was at the forefront in condemning the violations of human rights and calling on Ben Ali to step down.
At parliamentary level, relations had been sporadic for quite some time. MEPs had just re-launched
political dialogue with their counterparts of the Chamber of Deputies within the framework of the
Parliamentary Assembly of the Union for the Mediterranean and at bilateral level within the two bodies
responsible for relations with Tunisia - the Foreign affairs committee and the Delegation for the
relations with the Maghreb countries.
Tunisia was, and still is, the third beneficiary of EU cooperation funds, and the EU was debating
whether to grant Tunisia strengthened partnership following the example of the advanced status
granted to Morocco in 2008.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Tunisia, a country where the 'Arab Spring' started, and with strong ties with the EU, has been strongly
supported by the EP in the process of its democratic transition. The European Parliament sent an
observer delegation to the first democratic elections in October 2011 and has since then built up strong
links with the Tunisian Constituent Assembly. The EP takes an active interest in the European Union's
policies in the country and is closely involved in a political dialogue with Tunisia, supporting its
democratic reforms, institution-building and constitutional process.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
16 December 2010: About one month before President Ben Ali fled the country, Parliament adopted a
resolution on Human Rights in the World in 2009 and EU policy on the matter (on 16 December
(P7_TA(2010)0489) urging Tunisia to lift restrictions on the free flow of information.
3 February 2011: In a resolution adopted by simple majority, Parliament expressed its solidarity with
the Tunisian people and commended its courage and determination during the demonstrations. It also
called for the freezing of the assets of the Ben Ali family, for the High representative/Vice President of
the European Commission to establish a task-force to meet Tunisia's needs in terms of assistance for
its democratic transition process, to support the electoral process and to redirect and if necessary
increase funding for EU-Tunisia cooperation. It also urged the EU to draw lessons from the events in
Tunisia and revise its policy towards its neighbours by prioritising criteria relating to democracy.
3-6 February 2011: Following the adoption of this resolution, the Conference of Presidents decided to
send an ad hoc delegation of 12 Members to Tunisia. Parliament was the first EU Institution to go to
Tunisia on the abovementioned dates. The Delegation, co-chaired by José Ignacio SALAFRANCA
SANCHEZ-NEYRA (EPP, ES) and Pier-Antonio PANZERI (Chair of the Delegation for the
relations with the Maghreb countries, S&D, IT) met with members of the 3 independent committees,
of the transition government, representatives of civil society and leaders of political parties in order to
assess the situation and to deliver a message of support. The report of the ad delegation concluded that
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the EU should revise its European Neighbourhood Policy to grant priority to the establishment of the
rule of law (independent judiciary, separation of powers, political pluralism, fundamental freedoms,
etc.). In addition it recommended that Parliament should make use of its powers as regards the EU’s
external policy, the budget and democratic scrutiny and that the efforts undertaken by the Commission
and the new European External Action Service and the reforms carried out by the transition
government should be subject to careful monitoring, in particular in the light of the amount of funding
committed.
RESULTS
By its swift reaction to the events in Tunisia and timely adoption of its positions, Parliament managed
to influence the revision of the EU Neighbourhood policy and of the way the EU cooperates with the
partner countries of the Neighbourhood by putting first the commitment to democratic reforms. This
revision was laid down in the Commission's and the EU High representative's joint communication on
"A partnership for democracy and shared prosperity" published in March 2011.
The recommendations of Parliament were duly taken into account by the HR/VP, who established an
EU-Tunisia task force, bringing together all stakeholders -including members of Parliament - to relaunch investment in Tunisia. The first free and fair elections (on 23 October 2011) were monitored for
the first time by the EU, with Michael GAHLER (EPP, DE) heading the EU Observation Mission, in
the presence of a Parliament delegation comprising 15 Members led by Gabriele ALBERTINI (EPP,
IT), which was deployed all over the country to observe the ballot.
In accordance with the conclusions of the report of the ad hoc delegation, a monitoring group for the
situation in the Southern Neighbourhood was established within the Committee on Foreign affairs.
Membership of this group was extended to all the EP committees involved in cooperation with Tunisia
(for example, budgets, civil liberties, women, etc.). The mandate was specifically to monitor both the
implementation of the new Neighbourhood policy and the progress of reforms in Tunisia.
Last but not least, Parliament established a cooperation programme with the new Constituent
Assembly, together with the United Nations development Programme, in order to provide capacitybuilding support and training on the various aspects of the activities of an Assembly: the role of
political parties, parliamentary groups, gender policies, parliamentary oversight, communication,
planning and programming of legislative work, research and HR management. This capacity building
cooperation has been going on since 2012 in order to build the political and administrative structures so
that they can meet the challenge of a democratic Tunisia.
Isabelle MONTOYA
DG EXPO, AFET Secretariat
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

Resolving the political crisis in the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

INTRODUCTION
Despite being one of the most advanced countries of the Western Balkan region, the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) has not been able to progress further on the path to EU accession
and launch accession negotiations. The so-called "name dispute" with neighbouring Greece has
continued to pre-occupy the political scene since the formation of the country. In addition, for the
fourth consecutive year the Council decided not to follow the recommendation of the Commission to
open accession negotiations.
From the very beginning, the European Parliament - recognising the sufficient progress in the
accession process and considering the key role of the country in the region - has been a strong
supporter of the country's EU integration endeavour. Indeed, the EP was the first EU Institution
calling for the launch of talks.
However, amidst growing frustration over inabilities to proceed with the EU agenda as well as growing
difficulties in inter-ethnic co-existence in the country, political tensions in the domestic arena have also
been mounting over the years. Rising tensions coupled with unresolved socio-economic issues have
culminated in the events of 24 December 2012.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
While government and opposition supporters staged their respective street demonstrations outside the
Parliament in Skopje on that day, inside the building a heated political debate over the 2013 budget got
out of control - after opposition MPs and journalists were escorted out of the plenary hall by security
guards, the ruling majority passed the budget bill and the street demonstrators were close to clash.
The political crisis rapidly deteriorated with the SDSM-led opposition bloc deciding to boycott
parliamentary activities and threatening to boycott also the upcoming local elections (24 March 2013).
Calls by the international community, including the EU, to both parties to tackle tensions have not led
to any result.
In an attempt to contribute to resolving the crisis and sending a strong signal to the country, on 13-15
February 2013 the EP's Sub-committee on Human Rights sent a delegation, led by the country's
Standing Rapporteur (Richard HOWITT, S&D, UK), to Skopje for meetings with representatives of
government and opposition. In a public statement, the delegation supported the setting up of a
Commission of Inquiry, re-engagement with journalists in the framework of the Round Table and end
of the boycott of elections. Furthermore, on 26 February 2013 the EP's Committee on Foreign Affairs,
at the initiative of the Standing Rapporteur, decided to postpone the vote on its motion for resolution,
arguing that the political stalemate could lead the EP to give a negative opinion on the country's EU
accession process prior to important Council decisions. While advocating that the national parliament is
a key democratic institution for the discussion and resolution of political differences, it urged all
political leaders to resume meaningful political dialogue and get the country back on its accession track.
Two days later, a joint EP-Commission delegation composed of former EP President Jerzy BUZEK
(EPP, PL), the country's Standing Rapporteur Richard HOWITT and Enlargement Commissioner
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Stefan Füle, visited Skopje and held talks with party leaders. In concert, they stressed the need for both
sides to rise above party politics and seek an immediate solution to the political stalemate in the interest
of the country and its citizens. The next day a cross-party agreement was reached to unblock the
deadlock.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
16 December 2005: The European Council decided to recognize the country as a candidate for EU
membership.
2009: The European Council did not endorse the Commission's annual recommendations, supported
by the European Parliament, to open accession negotiations with the country.
24 December 2012: Street demonstrations are staged in Skopje by both government and opposition
supporters - injuries reported. Political clashes over the 2013 budget bill led to the escorting out of
journalists and opposition MPs of Parliament's plenary session. Opposition decides to boycott
parliamentary activities and the March 2013 local elections.
26 February 2013: The European Parliament's Foreign Affairs Committee decided to postpone its vote
on a motion for resolution on the country in order to leave a chance for the country's politicians to find
a way out of the stalemate.
1 March 2013: A joint delegation of MEPs Jerzy BUZEK, Richard HOWITT and Enlargement
Commissioner Füle facilitates an agreement between government and opposition to overcome the
political crisis and bring the country back on the EU accession path.
2 March 2013: The opposition returns to parliament, the Electoral Code is amended allowing sufficient
time for all parties to register their candidates and participate in the local elections.
24 March 2013: All registered parties, including the opposition, participate in the elections which are
held in a free and fair manner.
8 and 16 April: The EP's Foreign Affairs Committee adopts a positive resolution on the country and
the Commission makes a positive assessment to the Council of the country's progress.
RESULTS
The EU-brokered agreement comprised four elements: (i) cross-party commitment to the EU agenda,
(ii) opposition commitment to return to parliament and participate in the local elections, (iii)
establishment of a Commission of Inquiry to look into the events of 24 December and (iv) cross-party
meeting after the local elections to discuss the domestic political situation including the timing of the
next parliamentary elections. The European Parliament, in concerted action with the Commission,
succeeded in facilitating a cross-party agreement to resolve the political differences and, by doing so,
averted a more serious crisis to erupt in one of the enlargement countries. The restoration of the
normal political process in the country also meant re-focusing on the country's challenges in the
accession process and re-opening the perspectives of advancing towards the negotiations shortly before
important decisions on the country's accession are taken by the Council - in this regard, it will be up to
the Member States at the end of June 2013 to decide whether to value the efforts of the country and
grant the green light for starting accession negotiations or, for the fifth time in a row, to prevent the
country to further progress by negotiating its terms of accession.
Peter BAJTAY
DG EXPO, AFET Secretariat
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

The European Endowment for Democracy

INTRODUCTION
Especially following the Arab Spring, the need for Parliament to aid pro-democracy groups not
supported by other programs became increasingly clear: namely, through grant-making to nonregistered NGOs, journalists and bloggers, trade unions, displaced political movements, and other
social groups (all of whom, for legal and administrative reasons, are not adequately funded by current
programs). The need to swiftly and flexibly respond to political and social changes in third countries by
providing tailored bottom-up support for democracy required a new mechanism, rather than a
revamping of the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR).
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Partially inspired and informed by the National Endowment for Democracy (a 30-year old program
financed by the US Congress through the State Department), the European Endowment for
Democracy aims to be a privately-run non-profit organization with Parliamentary leadership. It thus
must strike challenging balances:


as the Endowment is funded by the Commission, Parliament must monitor its activities and
provide leadership yet not dominate its activities or delve too deeply into the "nitty-gritty" of its
activities;



though the Endowment seeks to promote EU interests (particularly in the European
Neighbourhood at first), it should not be seen as intruding in other nations' domestic politics;



while the Endowment does not want to finance groups overtly and militantly opposed to the
EU, it risks its credibility in supporting specific ideological or social causes;



the Endowment will seek to avoid overly burdensome administration in grant-making so as to
support under-recognized actors, but must also maintain clear and justified eligibility criteria;



and, as the Endowment joins a landscape of numerous EU and non-EU democracy support
mechanisms, it is important to complement rather than overlap with these efforts so as the
maximise "added value."

To build the Endowment beyond 2013, it will also be important to maintain the financial and political
engagement of Member States and of private donors.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Though a long-term interest, the Endowment came to fruition as a joint effort of the Parliament and
the 2011 July-December Polish presidency of the Council.
Alexander Graf LAMBSDORFF (ALDE, DE), serving as Foreign Affairs rapporteur during the
Polish presidency, proved instrumental in promoting an Endowment with strong Parliamentary
accountability.
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12 March 2012, AFET voted 58 to 2 in support of his report on establishing the Endowment. The
Plenary endorsed the recommendations to the Council on 29 March 2012.
On 12 November 2012, the Commission allocated 6 million EUR toward launching the Endowment;
voluntary member state support brings the initial funding to 10 million EUR (with Poland the leading
donor). It is headquartered in Brussels.
The Endowment's Executive Committee will comprise seven members, including civil society leaders
(of which Jerzy Pomianowski, Poland's undersecretary of state for foreign affairs, will be Executive
Director). Its Board of Governors comprises nine MEPs, in addition to representatives from EU
countries and two members nominated by the Commission and External Action Service. The MEPs
include
Chairman Elmar BROK (EPP, DE)
José I. SALAFRANCA (EPP, ES)
Mr Filip KACZMAREK (EPP, PL)
Ms Tokia Afféda SAÏFI (EPP, FR)
Ms Véronique DE KEYSER, (S&D, BE)
Ms Ana GOMES (S&D, PT)
Mr Kristian VIGENIN (S&D, BG)
Mr Alexander Graf LAMBSDORFF (ALDE, DE)
Ms Franziska BRANTNER (Greens/EFA, DE)
RESULTS
As the Endowment is becoming operational as of spring 2013, one cannot yet identify or anticipate
concrete program successes. The Endowment is currently recruiting staff and establishing its rules of
procedure. However, the conception and creation of the Endowment in its initial form is per se a great
success for Parliament. It reflects a long-standing Parliamentary aspiration to have a mechanism to
support under-recognised and increasingly important pro-democracy groups in its Neighbourhood and
beyond, in a proactive, rapid, flexible, and individually crafted manner.
The nine MEPs on the Board of Governors will define the general direction rather than fine details of
the Endowment and oversee its activities, likely briefing Parliament regularly and reporting to AFET
meetings. This new democracy-promotion tool under significant Parliament leadership could prove a
powerful means to aid countries transitioning to democracy.
Derek O'LEARY
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

Directorate for Democracy Support

INTRODUCTION
In spring 2013 a new Directorate for Democracy Support within the Directorate-General for External
Policies was established in order to consolidate Parliament's democracy promotion and human rights
activities into one directorate with the aim to streamline them more coherently , as well as promoting
political ownership of democratic capacity-building in the DEG and among expert MEPs
The Directorate now comprises the Elections Observation Unit, which organises EP election
observation delegations, enhancing thus the democratic legitimacy of elections in third countries; the
Office for the Promotion of Parliamentary Democracy, which assists in strengthening and
reforming parliamentary institutions in New and Emerging Democracies (NED), in particular in the
European Neighbourhood (South and East) and providing assistance to MPs and staff via study visits
and training sessions; the Pre-Accession Actions Unit, which supports the parliamentary capacity of
scrutiny and oversight in view of facilitating the integration of candidate states; the Human Rights
Actions Unit, which reinforces Parliament's role in human rights promotion also via the Sakharov
Prize Network.
The Democracy Support and Election Coordination Group (DEG) provides political guidance and
policy oversight for the activities of the Directorate. It is composed of 15 MEPs, including the Chairs
of the Committees on Foreign Affairs and on Development, and of the Subcommittee on Human
Rights as well as the Vice-President responsible for Human Rights and Democracy and the Sakharov
Prize Network.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


To further increase Parliament’s ownership in elections observation and post-election
monitoring by enhancing the political and structural role of the Chief Election Observers and
other MEPs (e.g. rapporteurs, delegation chairs) in the follow-up and monitoring the
implementation of observation recommendations,



To focus demand-driven training, counselling, and technical parliamentary assistance primarily
within the parameters set up by the DEG, e.g. in the EU's Southern and Eastern
Neighbourhood and in certain other priority NEDs (newly emerging democracies);



To intensify democracy capacity-building projects in candidate countries, especially in the
Western Balkans and Turkey and organise inter-parliamentary dialogues between MEPs and
national MPs and their staff on a range of policy issues (such as the 'acquis communautaire');



To enhance the contacts between Sakharov Prize laureates, human rights defenders and MEPs
in order to increase the awareness and visibility of urgent human rights issues, in particular by
intensifying the Sakharov Prize Network and by organising events on human rights issues and
advocacy, in close contact with the Subcommittee on Human Rights.
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KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
Elmar BROK (Chair of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, EPP, DE) and Mrs Eva JOLY (Chair of the
Committee on Development, Greens/EFA, FR) co-chair the DEG, and ex-officio members are
Barbara LOCHBIHLER (Chair of the Subcommittee on Human Rights, Greens/EFA, DE) and the
EP Vice-President responsible for Human Rights and Democracy Edward McMillan-Scott (UK,
ALDE). The other members of the DEG are primarily representing these three committees and many
of them have experience as Chief Election Observers and/or Heads of EP Election Observation
missions.
July 2012: Project criteria and guidelines established by the DEG, such as the refocusing of OPPD
activities primarily on the European Neighbourhood, to make good use of the expertise of former
Chief Observers or rapporteurs, to coordinate better the organisation of seminars and events with
Parliament's committees, and the creation of detailed fact-sheets on all on-going capacity building
activities in each target country (incl. those of PACE, UNDP, Member States agencies , political
foundations and/or NGOs) in order to allow DEG members to better evaluate the possible addedvalue by EP actions.
July 2012 nomination of former Chief Elections Observer in Tunisia, Michael GAHLER (EPP, DE), as
special representative in the Steering Committee (ANC/EP/EU/UNDP) for monitoring the planned
joint OPPD/UNDP/EU activities and further bilateral EP-ANC capacity building actions
December 2012: nomination of former Chief Observer in Senegal, Thijs BERMAN (S&D, NL), as
special representative for advising on and monitoring the parliamentary assistance programme for the
National Assembly
January 2013: creation of a new Pre-Accession Fellowship Programme for parliamentary staff from the
Western Balkans and Turkey - on a similar basis as the OPPD-Democracy Fellowship Programme
(DFP) established in 2008
Spring 2013: approval of the annual programme of activities of the Directorate for Democracy Support
(and its component units)
RESULTS
The creation of the new Directorate, and in particular, the setting up of a political Democracy Support
and Election Coordination Group, has already proven to be an effective tool of streamlining and
intensifying Parliament's activities in this area, basing the annual programme on strategic policy
decisions and, thus, increasing the political ownership by (expert) MEPs.
Christian HUBER
DG EXPO, Directorate for Democracy Support
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7. Parliament diplomacy in the democratic spring

Joint Parliamentary Assemblies:
Euronest and the Union for the Mediterranean

INTRODUCTION
Launched in 2004, the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) aims at strengthening ties with 16 of
the EU's closest neighbours, i.e. the Eastern Partnership countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine) as well as the southern Members of the Union for the Mediterranean (Algeria,
Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Palestine, Syria and Tunisia). Two parliamentary
assemblies were therefore created in 2010/2011 in order to give a parliamentary dimension to the
Eastern Partnership and the Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) respectively; both hold at least one
plenary session per year:


the Euronest Parliamentary Assembly, currently numbers 110 Members: 60 MEPs and 10 MPs
from each of the 5 participating Eastern Partners16.



the Parliamentary Assembly of the Union for the Mediterranean, which has 280 members (140 from the
EU and 140 from the Mediterranean partners).

KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
On the occasion of the 2011 ENP Review17, EP Co-rapporteurs Mr Marek SIWIEC (S&D, PL) and Mr
Mário DAVID (EPP, PT) stressed that the two dimensions (Southern and Eastern) of the ENP ought
to be perceived as integral parts of the same priority policy, and underlined that


EURONEST and the PA-UfM were crucial vectors of coherence-building;



MEPs, through their participation, played an important role in strengthening political dialogue
and promoting freedoms, reforms and the rule of law;



these Interparliamentary contacts could also allow to assess the progress achieved, including
whether key criteria were being met, in bringing closer partner countries.

Under the Presidency of EP President Martin SCHULZ (2012-2013), the PA-UfM put a particular
emphasis on the support of societies and parliaments in transition, the promotion of women's rights,
the support of, and dialogue with, civil society, mobility and job creation.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Euronest PA


The Euronest PA held its Constituent Meeting on 3 May 2011 in Brussels, and its first Ordinary
Session on 14/15 September 2011, in Strasbourg, Co-Chaired by Mr Kristian VIGENIN
(S&D, BG) and Mr Boris TARASYUK (Ukraine).

The participation of Belarus being suspended as long as its Parliament has not been elected according to OSCE
commitments and other international standards for democratic elections.
17 Resolution on the review of the ENP, adopted on 7/4/2011
16

169



The Second Session, under the same Co-Chairs, took place in Baku on 2/4 April 2012; the
Euronest PA is currently Co-Chaired by Mr Evgeni KIRILOV (S&D, BG) and Mr Boris
TARASYUK, who steered the debates of the 3rd Ordinary Session which was held, in Brussels,
on 28/29 May 2013.



Each Euronest PA Committee is Co-Chaired by a MEP as follows: Laima ANDRIKIENE
(EPP, LT), Social Affairs Committee; Göran FARM (S&D, SE), Economic Integration
Committee; Gunnar HÖKMARK (EPP, SE), Committee on Political Affairs and Miroslav
RANDORF (GUE, CZ), Committee on Energy Security.



The next session of the Euronest PA is expected to take place in Yerevan in autumn 2014, after
the European elections.

PA EU-UfM


The PA-UfM is currently chaired by Jordan (2013-2014). The European Parliament will chair it
again in 2016-2017.



MEP Tokia SAIFI (EPP, FR) chairs the Committee on Political Affairs, EP Vice-President
Isabelle DURANT (Greens, BE) chairs the Working group on the rules of procedure, and EP
Vice-President Gianni PITTELLA (S&D, IT) chairs the Working Group on the EuroMediterranean University (EMUNI).



The last plenary session was held in Brussels on 11/12 April 2013. The next plenary session will
take place in Jordan in spring 2014 (tbc).



The EP Presidency of the PA-UfM culminated with the holding of the First Summit of the
Presidents of the Parliaments of the UfM on 7/4/2013 in Marseille. Under the Presidency of
Martin SCHULZ, the PA-UfM also adopted its first budget and launched its Secretariat.

RESULTS
Euronest PA. With the experience of three plenary sessions held from Strasbourg to Baku, Members
from all horizons, including countries holding antagonistic views over protracted conflicts in the South
Caucasus, have shown their ability to overcome their political differences for the sake of building an
effective working relationship in an Eastern Partnership context. Thus, the last Euronest PA succeeded
in covering key areas of the Eastern Partnership - as shown, in 2013, with the adoption of
recommendations addressed to the EEAS/EC and EaP Governments on Energy Security [EP corapporteur: Gerben-Jan GERBRANDY (ALDE, NL)] or Regional Security Challenges [EP corapporteur: Ryszard CZARNECKI (ECR, PL)].
UfM PA having been granted UfM observer status, it now attends UfM ministerial meetings; the PAUfM has continuously met since its creation despite the ups and downs of the UfM. The 1st Summit of
the Presidents of the Parliaments of the UfM on 7 April 2013 is all the more important since there has
not been any Summit of the Heads of State and Government since 2008. Furthermore, under the
Presidency of Martin SCHULZ, the PA-UfM has also driven some concrete projects: a seminar on
empowerment of Maghreb women parliamentarians in January 2013; the set up of a platform for Arab
women parliamentarians on the Agora website for parliamentary development run by UNDP.
Furthermore, it is supporting the 'Let's do it' campaign' and the initiative 'Eco Towns', giving them
visibility and a Euro-Mediterranean dimension.
Philippe KAMARIS
DG EXPO, Eastern Partnership
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8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online

Visitors' Services

INTRODUCTION
The European Parliament offers the possibility to citizens, both European and other, to visit its
premises, get informed on the institution's structures and workings, communicate with European policy
makers, follow live a plenary session, grasp democracy in the making. Based on the Lisbon Treaty,
given the enhanced power of the European Parliament, the democratic dialogue between European
citizens and their elected Members has become a substantial element of parliamentary democracy.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


Facilitate the direct contact between European citizens and their elected representatives, thus
fostering the democratic dialogue at European level;



Provide concise and impartial information about the European Parliament, with a view to
improving the knowledge of visitors as regards its organisation and powers; and



Raise awareness on the decision-making role of the Parliament on several important political,
economic and social issues of interest to Europeans, with a view to inciting them to participate
more actively in the actual democratic process, particularly through their participation to the
European elections.

KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY


The Rules for group visits to the European Parliament have been put in place by the Bureau on
16 December 2002 and were most recently modified on 26 February 2013.



A big part of group visits to the institution relate to groups officially sponsored by EP Members
and receiving a subsidy by the EP covering part of their expenses. Members may also invite
non-sponsored groups.



DG Communication, apart from having the responsibility to organise and manage such visits,
also sponsors a limited number of group visits to the institution.



European and non-European citizens also have the possibility to request visiting the
Parliament, either individually or as members of a non-sponsored group.



Members involved and responsible for projects in this area were Othmar KARAS (EPP, AT)
and Anni PODIMATA (S&D, EL), Vice-Presidents in charge of Information Policy, Press and
Citizens Relations, as well as Lidia GERINGER DE OEDENBERG (S&D, PL), the Quaestor
in charge of Visitors’ groups.

RESULT
While the entry into force of the Lisbon treaty in 2009 did not affect the basic administrative
framework for visiting the European Parliament, it brought about a major shift as regards the content
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of the visit. First of all, the democratic dialogue between European citizens and their elected Members
has become even more important and substantial, given the greater influence the Parliament and its
Members may have in forging European policy in various areas of interest to citizens. Moreover,
briefings by DG Communication staff to citizens about the role of the Parliament have been
significantly upgraded in content, as citizens are now presented with a Parliament substantially capable
of influencing most aspects of their everyday life and able to take up most of their concerns. The
increased powers of the Parliament, together with the organisational aspects of its work, have also
enriched in content the paper and electronic means of communication to visitors, notably the
comprehensive information kit that each visitor receives upon its visit to the institution.
DG Communication
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8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online

Parlamentarium

INTRODUCTION
In the aftermath of the French and Dutch referenda on the European Draft Constitution in 2005, the
European Parliament decided to enhance its communication efforts towards the citizens inter alia by
establishing a new Visitors’ Centre in Brussels, called the “Parlamentarium”.
According to its mission statement, the Centre's core objective is to incite the visitor to connect with
the democratic life of Europe, take an interest in the European Parliament and European policy beyond
the visit and, in terms of the EP's wider information and communication policy, make the visitor a
voice for the Institution in his/her home country. The centre shall both present the European
Parliament and stimulate the visitor to reflect on common European values and identity.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The key challenge of the project was to develop a visitor centre that could function in 24 languages and
would be attractive to several different target audiences (from families and tourists to students and EU
experts), whilst satisfying each country’s national perspective on European policy matters.
The European Parliament felt that besides explaining its own role and functions and showing concrete
examples of results of European policy actions, the broader idea of Europe and European identity were
crucial elements in understanding today’s European Union and its democratic system.
KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
The project was initiated in 2005 and was completed after successive planning and building phases in
2011. The project was developed under the auspices of the European Parliament’s Bureau Working
Party for Communication and Information Policy, and in particular Vice-Presidents Alejo VIDALQUADRAS (EPP, ES), Mechtild ROTHE (S&D, DE) and Gerard ONESTA /G/EFA, FR), and in a
second phase, vice-presidents Anni PODIMATA (S&D, EL) and Othmar KARAS (EPP, AT).
RESULT
Today, the Parlamentarium is Europe’s biggest parliamentary visitor centre, and is the only centre of its
kind worldwide that functions fully in 24 languages. Since its opening in late 2011 it has attracted more
than 650.000 visitors, placing it in the top five tourist destination in Brussels. More than 650 school
groups alone (approximately 15.000 students from all-over Europe and abroad) have participated in the
role-play-game “Politician for a day”, which is one element of the Parlamentarium’s pedagogic offer.
90% of visitors rate the visit experience as being “very good” or “excellent” and 95% of the audience
would further recommend a visit.
Much of the success of the Parlamentarium is due to the fact that the exhibition consequently puts the
work of the European institutions into a wider European context: the first section on 20th century
history recalls the conflicts and tragedies that have led politicians to create a political Europe after
WWII. The “united in diversity” section projects data from cross-European opinion polls and from the
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European Values Study, and positions this data next to examples of European legislation, which are
precisely the result of public consent. The “Daily Life in Europe” section combines personal
testimonies from citizens across all Member states of the European Union with a stunning 360 degree
film projection of European landscapes and cultural heritage.
It is this combination of daily life stories with the story about the work of the European institutions that
makes the Parlamentarium an important focal point for reflections about European identity today.
DG Communication
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8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online

The House of European History in Brussels

INTRODUCTION
The visitors' policy of the European Parliament's aims to enable citizens to understand the functioning
of this democratic body and to see it in the context of recent European history, so that citizens are
empowered to make their democratic choices on a conscious and informed basis. The creation of the
House of European History (HEH) will provide a resource where a large public will be able to learn
and reflect critically about recent European history and the history of European integration, its driving
forces, its challenges, its potential and its implications for the present and the future. The House of
European History will foster dialogue with citizens, an objective always advocated by the European
Parliament. Indeed, the HEH is designed to be a concrete manifestation of the commitment, embodied
in the Lisbon Treaty, to greater involvement of citizens in the EU of the 21st century.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
In recent times, more and more Europeans have been living in relative peace and democracy. In
history, such periods have often been short and infrequent. The current situation is the result of a long
process of political choices, negotiations and compromises: this should not be taken for granted and
constant effort is needed to promote and foster awareness of this background. This is even more
important in times of crisis, in which resentment against people of other nationalities or beliefs, or
against the European institutions, seem to be gaining in intensity, and in which anti-democratic political
forces seem to be gaining in attractiveness.
Against this background, citizens should be properly informed about similar developments in the past
and about the dangers inherent in the resurgence of nationalism, prejudice and resentment, particularly
in times of crisis. The House of European History should explain the importance of political choices
for our continent's history.
KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
The idea of creating a 'House of European History' was first put forward by the then President of the
European Parliament, Hans-Gert PÖTTERING (EPP, DE) during his opening address on 13
February 2007, some 9 months before the signing of the Lisbon Treaty.
In 2008, a report from a committee of experts, comprising historians and museologists, was adopted by
the European Parliament's Bureau: it set out the principles of the house, the main function of which
was seen as to ensure and strengthen links between Europe's common history and all citizens of the
Union.
Since 2011, an academic project team composed of historians and museum professionals from many
different European Member States has been working on the content and concept of the House. The
team has been assisted by an exhibition designer since April 2013.
At the end of 2012, renovation works started on the Eastman building (responsible body: DirectorateGeneral for Infrastructure and Logistics) in which the HEH will be housed.
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The Board of Trustees and the Academic Committee are the two main consultative and oversight
bodies of the project. The development of the House of European History falls within Parliament's
visitors' policy, for which the Directorate-General for Communication and the Bureau are responsible
and notably Othmar KARAS (EPP, AT) and Anni PODIMATA (S&D, EL) as Vice-Presidents in
charge of Information Policy, Press and Citizens Relations, and Miguel MARTÍNEZ-MARTÍNEZ
(S&D, ES) as Vice-President in charge of the House of European History.
RESULT
The House of European History has been developed as a resource that will be at the service of
Europe's citizens and in which the visitor is the focal point central. The House of European History is
conceived as a modern exhibition and documentation centre on European history, offering permanent,
temporary and travelling exhibitions targeted towards different publics. It will display a collection of
objects relating to Europe's history, produce publications, organise a variety of events and educational
programmes for young and old in all official European Union languages. It will also have an extensive
online offer.
Located in the Eastman building in the Parc Léopold in Brussels, the House of European History will
also be a meeting place for people from all over Europe and beyond, a forum for reflection and debate.
It will connect people, projects, networks and institutions dealing with European history. It will allow
for encounters between citizens, specialists and decision-makers and provide an interface between
history and politics.
The House of European History will open at the end of 2015.
DG Communication
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8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online

The Via Europeana in Brussels: A circuit for visitors

INTRODUCTION
The European Parliament in Brussels organizes a wide range of outreach and communication activities
for its visitors and citizens in general. Currently welcoming more than 500.000 visitors per year, the
intensity and number of activities on EP premises will continue to grow with the upcoming opening of
the House of European History.
In addition to the significant increase in the number of visitors, several other changes having a major
impact on the flow of visitors, tourists, staff and passers-by took place in Parliament's neighbourhood:
among others construction works in and around buildings nearby and an increased number of public
events and exhibitions organized in the vicinity of EP buildings, especially in the centre of the
Esplanade between the EP buildings.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The current lack of an orientation system as well as the fragmented location of the different units in
charge of visitors, the access points to the EP site and other points of interest near the EP buildings
were at the origin of the project "Via Europeana in Brussels - a circuit for visitors on the Brussels site",
which was formally launched by a Bureau decision on 12 October 2011.
The visitor circuit project will include the creation of a visual identity for the entire EP site and shall
facilitate the flow of visitors between the different areas of interest while ensuring an integration of
these points of interest into the wider area, i.e. the European quarter. The target groups aimed at by this
project are mainly pedestrians (individuals, visitor groups, tourists, residents, etc.), paying special
attention to people with reduced mobility. The visitor circuit will also consider the nature of all sociourban activities within the broader scope of this sector.
The project aims at strengthening the identity, image and identification of the European Parliament and
at creating an atmosphere of openness, exploration and activity on the EP site:


By being emotionally appealing and arousing the interest of visitors, establishing a sustainable
relationship and dialogue with visitors and citizens in general;



By attracting and keeping the attention of passers-by, encouraging social and cultural life in the
European district and creating a link with local other European institutions nearby;



By reinforcing the key messages that the PE transmits as a European institution: dignity,
freedom, equality, solidarity, citizens' rights, justice, etc., as well as openness, transparency,
inclusion, multilingualism and multiculturalism.

KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
DG COMM has carried out a feasibility study including, inter alia, an analysis of current traffic patterns,
an audit of the existing signage system as well as an analysis of the technical feasibility of the
establishment of a visitor circuit. The circuit must be able to offer a systematic and visually consistent
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graphic communication, while contributing to the well-being, safety and security of users throughout
the European Parliament site.
As members of the Bureau, Othmar KARAS (EPP, AT) and Anni PODIMATA (S&D, EL), VicePresidents in charge of Information Policy, Press and Citizens Relations, and Isabel DURANT
(G/EFA, BE), Vice-President in charge of Relations with Belgian authorities, are involved.
RESULT
A final report was submitted in late 2013, comprising a master plan for a signalling system, the
development of a possible visitor circuit, and the evaluation of the budgetary resources necessary for
the implementation of the project as well as an indicative timetable.
The groundwork has thus been completed to set up in Brussels a more welcoming and modern
receiving and guiding system for visitors to the European Parliament, including and integrating also the
inhabitants of the surrounding areas, thus helping to improve the image of the institution highlighting
its accessibility and openness to citizens.
DG Communication
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8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online

Visitor reception at the European Parliament in Strasbourg

INTRODUCTION
On 28 March 2012, in the context of discussion of the Action Plan for the implementation of the
President’s Agenda, the Bureau decided to launch a study to determine the scope for expanding visitorreception capacity in Strasbourg, with a view to meeting the ever increasing demand for visits and
offering amenities similar to those enjoyed by visitors to the Brussels site.
The Bureau emphasised the importance of introducing effective, informative and structured reception
arrangements on the Strasbourg site, with a view to making visitors more aware of the significant work
carried out by the Parliament.
At its meeting of 18 November 2013, the Bureau instructed the Secretary-General to continue with the
proposals to improve visitor-reception arrangements at the European Parliament in Strasbourg and
authorised the President to sign two cooperation agreements with the Mémorial d’Alsace-Moselle and
the Autonomous Port of Strasbourg.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


Partnership agreement with the Autonomous Port of Strasbourg (Batorama)

In agreement with the Autonomous Port of Strasbourg, a pilot phase of combined tours started in
March 2014, consisting of two groups of maximum 50 visitors per day to be received by Parliament for
guided tours, arriving by boat. The visit to Parliament is offered free of charge.


Partnership agreement with the Region of Alsace/Mémorial d’Alsace-Moselle as part of the
EU-PHORIA project in Schirmeck

At present, the aspect to provide a broad historical perspective to visitors is, contrary to Brussels,
lacking in Strasbourg. The new EU-PHORIA exhibition at Schirmeck would allow the EP to offer
visitors a more comprehensive programme. Visitors to the EP will have free access to the Mémorial.


Access to the 13th-florr terrace of the Louise Weiss Building outside part-session weeks

Following the decision by the Bureau of 20 May 2013, the service responsible has studied the possibility
to use the 13th-floor terrace of the LOW building for visitor groups outside part-session weeks.


Presenting the EPs’ institutional role, entailing the fitting-out of rooms to be used for role-play
games

The following two projects are proposed which are similar to this conducted at the Parlamentarium in
Brussels: (1) 360° film, offering visitors a real insight into the work and functioning of the EP; (2)
Role-playing exercise, offering visitors, in particular secondary-schools pupils, to conduct exercises
simulating the work of MEPs.

179

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


President Martin SCHULZ (S&D, DE)



The Bureau and notably Othmar KARAS (EPP, AT) and Anni PODIMATA (S&D, EL), VicePresidents in charge of Information Policy, Press and Citizens Relations.

RESULT
The cooperation agreements are signed between the President and the Autonomous Port of Strasbourg
and the Region of Alsace/Mémorial d’Alsace-Moselle respectively, ensuring the implementation. The
13th floor terrace will be opened and integrated in the visitors’ circuit before the European elections.
The preparations for the installation of the reduced 360° cinema and the role play game in Strasbourg
are on-going.
DG Communication
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8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online

Celebrating the EU as Nobel Prize winner

INTRODUCTION
The Nobel Peace Prize 2012 was awarded to the European Union which "for over six decades
contributed to the advancement of peace and reconciliation, democracy and human rights in Europe",
according to the statement of the Nobel committee.
In his first reaction after the announcement, President Schulz stated that the Nobel Prize was "a great
honour". "This Nobel Peace Prize is for all EU citizens. We in the European Parliament are deeply
touched. The European Union has reunified the continent through peaceful means and brought arch
enemies together. This historic act of reunification has been rightfully recognised."
This major and unprecedented event sparked massive media coverage from the announcement of the
news on, culminating around the official ceremony in Oslo on 10 December, attended by the three
Presidents of the EU institutions. The European Parliament decided to build upon this momentum to
brand itself as the open institution representing the citizens at the core of the EU institutional system.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Communication about the Nobel Prize was done along two main lines, demonstrating the transmission
of the Prize to the citizens:
•
The Nobel Prize distinguishes the European integration process which helped unify Europe in
peace, democracy and human rights, and transformed "a continent of war into a continent of peace".
•

The Nobel Prize is "for all EU citizens" and not for EU institutions.

Seen in the above context, the award of the Peace Prize to the EU was an extraordinary opportunity for
the collection - and the collecting process - of the European Parliament's House of European History
project. On 22 October 2012, the European Parliament's Bureau proposed formally that the Prize
should be housed in the HEH, the aim being to display the Prize in the fullest museological and
historic context and to ensure that the widest possible public could see the prize and understand its
background.
KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
Several communication actions were planned and executed to achieve these two goals.
A multi-coloured and mosaic style visual identity was developed with the slogan "Your peace, your
prize". It was used on the buildings of the European Parliament and declined for different formats in
communication actions linked to the event.
A photo exhibition of historical images portraying the reconstruction of the continent after war, the
European integration and building of lasting prosperity and peace was set up in Brussels and
Strasbourg. In both locations, the exhibition under the title "Out of the abyss: how Europeans built
peace together" was installed on the outside of the European Parliament buildings in order to reach as
large as possible general public. In Strasbourg, the exhibition was opened by President Schulz and a
young winner of Facebook competition on what peace represents to the young people today.
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The day after the main ceremony in Oslo, a symbolic ceremony of handing over the prize was held in
the hemicycle in Strasbourg, where Presidents Schulz and Barroso symbolically transmitted the Nobel
Peace Prize medal and diploma to a group of European citizens.
Two curators from the HEH Unit travelled with the EU delegation and collected - at the formal and
ceremonial events and at all of the informal or 'fringe' events held in parallel - over 70 items, ranging
from written speeches to VIP protocol material to footage of public events, for the future display of
the Peace Prize. The Bureau of the Parliament, its Secretary General and senior officials, all the
members of the official delegation, the Oslo Nobel Committee and the accompanying officials and
services supported and contributed to this initiative.
From May to October 2013, a copy of the original exhibition “Europe from war to Peace” from the
Nobel Peace Center, and which was inaugurated by President Schulz in December 2012 in Oslo, has
been displayed in the Parlamentarium in Brussels. This exhibition explored the history of Europe, from
a continent of conflict to recent steps towards integration, and portrayed how the EU contributes to
the promotion of peace in Europe.
Alongside this exhibition, arrangements were made to host the Nobel artefacts (the medal and the
certificate) in the Parlamentarium prior to their permanent exhibition in the House of European
History, for all visitors to see. It has since then been displayed in Parlamentarium.
RESULT
The communication actions linked to the award of the Nobel Peace Prize to the European Union were
very well received by the media and general public. Hundreds of items were published by the European
media on the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to the EU of which over 350 reports citing or
focusing on the EP President, the EP itself and its MEPs.
Both the photo exhibition and the “Europe from war to peace” exhibition in Parlamentarium proved
to be extremely popular with the Members of the European Parliament and staff, by the visitors of the
European Parliament in Strasbourg and Brussels and random by-passers in Brussels, it seems to have
stirred emotional reactions, a lot of positive feedback was received as well as many requests for its
duplication.
The House of European History, when opened, will be able to display in a fully documented,
informative and thought-provoking setting, the Nobel Peace Prize for 2012. This means that it will be
possible to respond to the European Parliament President's assertion that the prize is for all: it will be
physically on display to the hundreds of thousands of visitors.
DG Communication
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8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online

Parliament Art Collection

INTRODUCTION
The European Parliament Art Collection is made up of works from all of the member states of the EU.
It was started in 1980 on the initiative of the first President of the directly-elected European Parliament,
Simone Veil. Her aim was to introduce at a European level the custom of exhibiting European works
of art, as practiced by many national parliaments. The great diversity of styles and dates of its works of
art allows us to access the cultural wealth and diversity of its countries and to classify it as one of the
most extensive contemporary art collections over the last 25 years.
The works of art are displayed at the European Parliament’s three places of work in Brussels,
Strasbourg and Luxembourg. In order to give everyone a chance to enjoy the collection, the European
Parliament opened in December 2011 an online gallery http://www.europarl.europa.eu/artcollection/en/welcome.htm
Today, the collection comprises over 600 paintings (73,3%), sculptures (15,3%) and other artworks
from all EU Member States and beyond, including works of art donated or loaned by national
parliaments and other institutions.
The fact of “caring” about culture, about art, and the fact of properly managing, curating and displaying
an art collection delivers a message in itself. The EP communicates itself as an institution on the basis
of several concepts, among which we could underline the cultural diversity, the openness to citizens
and the common European values and common identity of which can be related in one way or another
to the existence of an art collection within the European Parliament’s premises. Promotion of this
unique collection offers the European Parliament the opportunity to build an image of the Parliament
as an institution with a human face, engaged in European culture.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


Acquisitions: Since 1982 the EP Art Collection has gradually been enriched through six
successive purchase programmes. The first works were bought between 1982 and 1989. There
was a second group acquired between 1989 and 1993. And a third group between 1997 and
2004. A fourth plan was implemented between 2006 and 2010. The works from Bulgaria and
Romania entered by the fifth plan. Croatia joined the EU in July 2013 and the process of its
acquisitions has been finalised before the end of the year within the sixth plan.



Donations: the strategy of donations has been reinforced through the Rules governing
donations ant the acquisitions of works of art amended by the Bureau on 8 March 2010.



Proper insurance of the collection according to its real value.



Clear master plan for restoration and preservation of the collection



Completion of copyrights regarding the use of artworks and the use of images of artworks for
each artwork from the EP art collection-



Renewal of the EP Presence on the Internet: the Art collection has improved its visibility
online.
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Improvement of its display because it is in itself the most important communication tool
through a revised classification and categorisation of its artworks.



Increase awareness about the art collection amongst the internal staff.

 More use of the EP art collection in citizens-oriented events, exhibitions, online presence and
visitors-oriented activities.


Insure a better safety system protecting the artworks in the premises of the EP.



Open channels of structured collaboration with art curators



Strengthen external professional connections and exchanges of best practices with staff
from National Parliaments, in particular with those who have an active art policy.

KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY


Jim HIGGINS (EPP, IRL), Quaestor responsible for this issues and president of the Artistic
committee



The college of Quaestors



The Bureau and notably Othmar KARAS (EPP, AT) and Anni PODIMATA (S&D, EL), VicePresidents in charge of Information Policy, Press and Citizens Relations.



The President

RESULT
The display of the Art collection is being improved by emphasizing its most emblematic works. The
works are being visually highlighted as a collection of importance and meaning to the EP and its
visitors.
Since December 2011 the Art collection is available in an online gallery which is being updated since
then.
Part of the communication activity of the EP is based on the organization of relevant events which
create communication opportunities. Currently, the EP organizes the Exhibition of artworks coinciding
with the Rotating Presidencies of the European Union.
It has also stimulated public interest in the EP through art using the collection via the Art Europarl
exhibition held last year in the Parlamentarium.
DG Communication
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8. Relationship-building with EP visitors and online

The European Parliament on social media:
Staying ahead of the game

INTRODUCTION
Social Media and, in general, online communication have changed to a large degree the way millions of
citizens are not only interacting with each other but also inform themselves, contribute to and influence
politics.
A specific question from a recent Eurobarometer survey asked how one can make sure that one's voice
is heard by decision-makers in the EU. The first answer was the European elections. But then "taking
part in debates on websites or social media" already came before "being a member of an NGO" or
"joining the trade union". Many activities further mentioned by citizens on how to interact with
decision-makers directly reflect on online communication: "writing to the institution", "writing to your
MEP" or "the citizens' initiative". In short, the online world has become an important source of
potential influence on politics.
Today, people spend almost 8 hours a month on Facebook. More than half of them do that from their
mobile device. Facebook has 1,19 billion monthly active users (these are people checking in on
Facebook, posting things) with 874 million mobile users. In Europe, as a continent, there is a
penetration of the internet of 61,3 % of the population, with almost 30 % of the population being on
Facebook (250 million Facebook users). A recent study published by the New York Times about
Facebook and the influence on the turn out of the US elections stated that Facebook alone generated
340.000 extra votes in the US elections. That may sound little compared to the total US population, but
in 2008 Florida was won by 0,01 % of the voters, which is less than this number.
In order to enable Members to adapt to and benefit from this change happening, the European
Parliament as institution needed to adapt its online communication strategies.
Engaging into the online conversation was defined as main starting point. Whereas traditional media,
press, TV and radio are very good in raising awareness and knowledge, raising citizens' engagement is a
specificity of online communication and was thus put front and centre of Parliaments activities
Second objective was to stay ahead of the game and has been implemented successfully. The European
Parliament today is far is ahead of its peers, being - with regard to Social Media, the most connected
democratic institution in the world, ahead of the US Congress.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Four main axis of action have been identified by DG COMM to be tackled until 2014:
1. Expanding the community
The 'magic number' of 1 million Facebook fans has been reached in good time before the European
elections already at the end of 2013 and the EP Facebook page now counts 1,4 million fans with only
3.3% of them living in Belgium. Now the national EP presence and EP Facebook page of the EP
Information Offices should be further reinforced, thus tapping into a naturally fragmented market.
Other and new social media and online platforms will be continuously monitored and used, e.g.
Pinterest for a successful sharing of the EP infographics.
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2. High quality web content
Producing high-quality web content remains at the heart of Parliament's social media and online
communication activities. Infographics proved to be a highly successful communication tool, helping to
explain and break-down complex topics in EU affairs and EU politics so users would not only
understand them better but would also wish to share and further distribute them.
3. Networking citizens and MEPs
New Facebook chat possibilities allow for two MEPs to interact at the same time and live with
Facebook fans. The aim is to continue and improve these chats as they proved to be highly appreciated
by the online community.
The MEP profile page on Parliament's website should be developed into personalised portals,
combining not only information on the Members' legislative work, but also all available social media
feeds.
4. Listening capacities
In order to fully use the options and possibilities of social media, an in-depth monitoring and mapping
of social media is necessary - especially given that the situation is very different and quickly changing in
each Member State. Content monitoring and mapping is also an integral part of this exercise in order to
better target Parliament's political messages. A proper understanding of the multitude of the different
on-going debates in a fragmented market of social media allows Parliament to better react and connect
to citizens online by offering 'connecting' information that matters to the users at the right time.
KEY PLAYERS
Othmar KARAS (EPP, AT) and Anni PODIMATA (S&D, EL), Vice-Presidents in charge of
Information Policy, Press and Citizens Relations, and Alexander ALVARO (ALDE, DE), member of
the Working Party on Information and Communication policy .
RESULTS
The EP on all social media platforms, examples and figures:
Europarl website: The EP receives on its main website 1.5 mln visits/month, that is 60 000 visits/day.
Facebook: Started by DG COMM in 2008, EP has reached with its Facebook presence a million fans
at the end of 2013. the EP Facebook page now counts 1,4 million fans with only 3.3% of them living in
Belgium, the rest is living in the EU and beyond. Combined, all MEPs present on Facebook have
slightly more than 1,6 mln Facebook fans and friends. In total, Facebook has become the third source
of traffic to the Europarl website.
Twitter: The EP manages 89 Twitter accounts with 310.000 followers. Among them 23 language
accounts for every language the EP covers, 22 committee accounts and 37 EPIO accounts. MEPs
together have 2.3 million followers, with this number growing every day. Twitter has thus become the
fourth source of traffic to the main EP website. If important events in the EP are being live-streamed
over the Internet, e.g. as for the State of the Union speech, and DG COMM has published the live
streaming of the debate with live tweeting from Twitter, Twitter ranks as third source of traffic to the
Europarl website.
Newshub as gateway to EP politics: The Newshub is a new tool launched in early summer 2012. Its
aim was and is to becoming the gateway to EP politics by aggregating all the online sources published
by the Members of the EP without any moderation or intermediary, thus allowing the public direct
access to all sources. Direct traffic was about 53,000 visits in 2013 (until 10 December). The EP
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Newshub is perceived as a professional tool and used as such, with average visit duration higher than
on other platforms (3’25’’) and a high rate (nearly 50%) of returning visitors.
Philipp M: SCHULMEISTER
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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Part three:
Legislative achievements
9. Investment and growth policies
 CAP after 2013
 New architecture for the EU 2014-2020 Cohesion Policy
 Measures to tackle youth unemployment: Youth Guarantee/Youth Employment Initiative
 Erasmus+: The EU's new programme for education, training youth and sport
 Creative Europe: the EU's new programme to support the film industry and cultural projects
 Enhancement of road safety (tachograph, roadworthiness, e-call)
 Scrutiny of implementation of the Single European Sky
 Review of the Accounting Directives
10. Rebuilding the European financial sector
 Banking Union
 Regulate the derivatives trade
 Bringing transparency and integrity to financial markets
 Strengthening the insurance sector
 Retail financial services
 Economic governance
11. In service of the European consumer
 Passenger rights in all transport modes
 Consumer rights
 Alternative dispute resolution and Online dispute resolution
 Public procurement modernisation and concessions contracts
 Clearer food labelling
 Telecoms package
 Mobile roaming prices
 Pharmacovigilance of medicinal products for human use
 EU Patent
 Falsified medicines
12. Protecting citizens
 Combating child sex abuse and child pornography
 The fight against trafficking in human beings
 Rights, support and protection of victims of crime
 Standard rights and a simpler work and residence permit for non-EU workers
 Schengen Area
 Asylum Right
 Data protection
 The fight against organized crime, corruption and money laundering.
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9. Investment and growth policies

Final agreement on the new CAP

INTRODUCTION
The European Commission (EC) presented its legal proposals for the CAP after 2013 in October 2011.
In June 2013, the trilogue negotiations between the European Parliament, the Council and the
Commission yielded a political agreement which was confirmed by Parliament in plenary in autumn
2013 once the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for the 2014-2020 period has been adopted
and certain outstanding aspects of budgetary arrangements for direct payments and rural development
have been settled. Articles 38-44 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) are
the legal basis for CAP.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The key issues for the last reform of the CAP were the overall size of the allocated budget (close link
with the MFF negotiations), the redistribution of support (external and internal convergence) and the
increased emphasis on environmental objectives (greening). In addition, several institutional factors
affected the reform process: first and foremost, the co-decision procedure, which had been extended to
agriculture by the Treaty of Lisbon; then the new implementing legislation (delegated acts and
implementing acts, which complement basic acts), also introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon; the end of
the CAP transitional period for Member States which joined more recently; and, lastly, Croatia’s
accession to the EU (on 1 July 2013). Finally, mention must also be made of the crisis, which has hit
Member States’ economies hard and made negotiations difficult. For this reason, the new CAP has
been integrated into the Europe 2020 Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth.
KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
The EC presented two communications, the first on the EU budget review18, the second specifically on
the new agricultural reform and entitled ‘The CAP towards 2020: meeting the food, natural resources
and territorial challenges of the future’19. Following the public debate held on these two
communications, the EC presented the financial package for 2014-2020 on 29 June 2011 and the
legislative proposals on the new CAP on 12 October 201120.
Discussions on the future of the post-2013 CAP had begun in the EP even before the EC presented its
communication and legislative proposals. The EP adopted a resolution based on an own-initiative
report on 8 July 201021. In the resolution, MEPs stressed the need for a new CAP that was strong,
sustainable, fair, simpler and sufficiently well-resourced to achieve its objectives. Parliament set
priorities for the new CAP for the 21st century: food security, fair trade, maintaining farming activity
across the whole of Europe, food quality, preserving biodiversity and protecting the environment, fair
remuneration for the public goods supplied by farmers and, finally, rural development based on the

COM(2010)0700 of 19.10.2010
COM(2010)0672 of 18.11.2010
20 COM(2011)0625 to 0631
21 T7-0286/2010
18
19

191

creation of green jobs. These priorities were confirmed in a resolution of 23 June 201122 on the EC's
communication on the CAP towards 202023.
The EP has also adopted several resolutions on matters complementary to CAP reform: fair revenues
for farmers and a better functioning food chain in Europe24, recognition of agriculture as a strategic
sector in the context of food security25, EU agriculture and international trade26, the EU protein
deficit27 and the farm inputs supply chain28.
The key features of the new CAP were laid down in four proposed Regulations regarding Direct
payments29, Market measures (SCMO)30, Rural development31, and the Horizontal regulation32. The key
Members dealing with these dossiers were:


Regulation establishing rules for direct payments to farmers under support schemes within
the framework of the Common Agricultural Policy
Rapporteur: Luis Manuel CAPOULAS SANTOS (S&D, PT)
Shadow rapporteurs: Mairead McGUINNESS (EPP, IE), Georges LYON (ALDE, UK), Martin
HÄUSLING (Greens/EFA, DE), Janusz WOJCIECHOWSKI (ECR, PL), John Stuart AGNEW
(EFD, UK), Patrick LE HYARIC (GUE/NGL,FR)



Regulation on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD)
Rapporteur: Luis Manuel CAPOULAS SANTOS (S&D, PT)
Shadow rapporteurs: Elisabeth KÖSTINGER (EPP, AT), Marit PAULSEN (ALDE, SE), Alyn
SMITH (Greens/EFA, UK), James NICHOLSON (ECR, UK), Giancarlo SCOTTÁ, Patrick LE
HYARIC (GUE/NGL, FR)



Regulation on the financing, management and monitoring of the Common Agricultural
Policy
Rapporteur: Giovanni LA VIA (EPP, IT)
Shadow rapporteurs: Wojciech Michal OLEJNICZAK (S&D, PL), Georges LYON (ALDE, UK),
Bas EICKHOUT(Greens/EFA, NL), Richard ASHWORTH (ECR, UK), Giancarlo SCOTTÁ
(EFD, IT), Alfred RUBIKS (GUE/NGL



Regulation establishing a common organisation of the markets in agricultural products
(Single CMO Regulation)
Rapporteur: Michel DANTIN (EPP, FR)
Shadow rapporteurs: Iratxe GARCÍA PÉREZ (S&D, ES), Britta REIMERS (ALDE, DE), José
BOVÉ (Greens/EFA, FR), James NICHOLSON (ECR, UK), Giancarlo SCOTTÁ (EFD, IT),
Alfred RUBIKS (GUE/NGL, LV)

Within the framework of the legislative procedure, the EP adopted amendments to the Commission
proposals, which became the mandate for negotiation with the Council33. This was the basis on which,
following more than 40 trilogue meetings, political agreement was reached in June 2013. By the end of

T7-0297/2011
COM(2010)0672
24 T7-0302/2010, 7.9.2010
25 T7-0006/2011, 18.1.2011
26 T7-0083/2011, 8.3.2011
27 T7-0084/2011, 8.3.2011
28 T7-0011/2012, 19.1.2012
29
Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013
30
Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013
31
Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013
32
Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013
33 Resolutions P7_TA(2013)0084, 0085, 0086 and 0087, 13.3.2013
22
23
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2013 the finalized legislative texts were adopted by the EP and the Council and published in the
Official Journal.34
The negotiations on the CAP were closely linked with the discussions of the new 2014-2020 MFF.
After the EP expressed its disagreement with the MFF for 2014-2020 adopted by the EC Summit of 7
and 8 February 201335 on the ground that it did not reflect the priorities the EP had set out earlier36,
negotiations with the Council were undertaken to address Parliament’s priorities, namely: giving the
Union the necessary means to recover from the crisis by strengthening policies on growth, innovation
and solidarity; rejecting the creation of supplementary deficits as a result of the systematic difference
between commitment and payment appropriations; introducing a compulsory MFF mid-term review
clause creating the opportunity to reconfirm Parliament’s budget priorities following the 2014
European elections; and lastly, ensuring that agreement on multiannual expenditure is accompanied by
a roadmap for establishing a new system of own resources. In the end, the Council took on board these
demands, enabling a political agreement to be reached.
RESULT
Funding for the CAP in the 2014-2020 period will total EUR 362.7 billion (in 2011 constant-price euro)
in commitment appropriations, which represents 0.37% of EU-28 GNI. This is a smaller budget in real
terms than that for the previous period, which represented 0.46% of EU-27 GNI. The share earmarked
for direct payments and market support (the first pillar of the CAP) will total EUR 37.6 billion in 2020,
a figure 13% less than the EUR 43.1 billion available at the end of the previous budgetary period, in
2013. Funding for rural development (the second pillar of the CAP) is also down, by 18%: the 2020
figure is EUR 11.4 billion, as against EUR 13.8 billion in 2013. The area losing out most severely,
however, is that of actual market policy, funding for which is to be cut by 40% between 2013 and 2020.
The key features of the new CAP as laid down in the four regulations cited above are as follows:


There are three strategic objectives: ensuring long-term food security for people in Europe and
contributing to the growing global demand for foodstuffs; sustainably producing diversified, highquality food while conserving natural resources and biodiversity; and ensuring the viability of rural
areas. The two pillars of the CAP are retained to meet these objectives.



The reform focuses in particular on the direct support mechanisms (s. Regulation 1305/2013),
where there will be a shift from ‘decoupling’ to ‘targeting’. The system of decoupling agricultural aid
and providing generic income support instead, which began in 2003, will now switch to a system in
which instruments are once again coupled to specific objectives or functions, and historical
reference periods will cease to play a role. Single farm payments will be replaced by a system of
multi-purpose payments, in stages or strata, with seven components: (1) a basic payment per
hectare, the level of which is to be harmonised according to national or regional economic or
administrative criteria and subject to a convergence process within each Member State so as to
ensure, in 2019, a per-hectare level of support equivalent to at least 60% of the national or regional
average, while limiting cuts in every case to 30% of amounts paid in the past. (2) additional support
as compensation for the costs of providing environmental public goods not remunerated by the
market (the environmental or ‘greening’ component); (3) an additional payment for five years for
young farmers; (4) a redistributive payment whereby farmers may be granted additional support for
their first 30 hectares; (5) additional income support in areas with specific natural constraints; (6)
aid coupled to production, granted to certain areas or types of farming for economic and/or social
reasons; (7) lastly, a simplified system may be set up for small farmers with support not exceeding
EUR 1 250. The first three components are compulsory for Member States and the last four

34

OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, Regulations 1305, 1306, 1307, 1308
Resolution P7_TA(2013)0078 of 13.3.2013
36 See resolutions P7_TA(2011)0266 of 8.6.2011 and P7_TA(2012)0360 of 23.10.2012
35
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optional. Member States will use 30% of their national direct-payment envelopes to fund the
greening component. The remaining 70%, after deduction of any amounts for redistributive
payments, payments to young farmers or small farmers or payments coupled to production, will be
used to fund the basic payment component. Only active farmers (defined with reference to a
‘negative list’ to be drawn up by each Member State) will be eligible for the new basic payments per
hectare. Up to 2020, these payments will also be subject to a process of partial convergence among
the Member States, without completely eliminating differences across the EU as a whole (reflecting
the different national envelopes and eligible areas allocated to each Member State in 2015).


With regard to the common organisation of the markets in agricultural products (CMO, s.
Regulation 1308/2013), existing intervention tools will be adjusted to create ‘safety nets’, for use
solely in the event of price crises or market disruption. The end of milk quotas has been confirmed
for 2015 and the sugar quota regime will expire in 2017. To preserve the reputation of quality EU
wines, Parliament insisted that a system to regulate vine planting should be maintained until 2030.
Therefore, a new authorisation system for vine plantings replacing the former vine planting rights
regime will be introduced from 2016. . The contract system in the milk sector negotiated as part of
the “milk package” in 2011/2012 has been integrated into the new regulation. More generally, the
new CMO provides new tools for farmers to organise themselves into producer and inter-branch
organisations in order to negotiate contracts with the processing and retailing industry and get fairer
prices for their products. Lastly, the new CAP clarifies the rules of competition in agriculture. The
Commission is to publish guidelines on the issues that are potentially most controversial in this
regard. Finally, new crisis management instruments have been introduced in order to react quickly
in case of volatility on the market due to sanitary crises and loss of consumer confidence.



In the sphere of rural development (s. Regulation 1305/2013), the wide range of existing
instruments within the second pillar of the CAP are streamlined with a focus on support for
competitiveness, innovation, ‘knowledge-based agriculture’, establishing young farmers, sustainably
managing natural resources and ensuring balanced regional development. The measures are
grouped in priorities and are to be applied alongside the setting of quantifiable objectives. Better
coordination of rural development measures with the other structural funds shall be secured via the
Common Strategic Framework of all ESI funds. Moreover, the second pillar of the CAP will
provide Member States with a toolbox for ‘individual risk management’ (insurance and mutual
funds), extended to include income stabilisation.



The final aspect of the reform concerns the horizontal and financial rules (s. Regulation
1306/2013). The integrated administration and control system and cross-compliance (the
mechanism that ties direct payments and certain rural development and wine sector payments to
compliance with standards of environmental care and public/animal/plant health and animal
welfare) have been simplified. A crisis reserve has been instituted to provide additional financing
for the SCMO instruments in case of unexpected market disturbances. It will be financed, up to a
ceiling of EUR 400 million annually, by reducing direct payments. Funds not used will be returned
to the beneficiaries of the direct payments in the following year. In addition, new rules as regards
the publication of the names of beneficiaries and the support they receive have been introduced.

Most of the new provisions apply as of 1 January 2014 but the new direct payments system will not be
implemented in full before 2015. Additional rules need to be adopted by means of delegated and
implementing acts, as well as national implementing provisions to make the new system fully
operational.
Katarzyna SOCHACKA
Cabinet of the Secretary General

194

9. Investment and growth policies

New architecture for the EU 2014-2020 Cohesion Policy

INTRODUCTION
The Cohesion Policy of the European Union (EU) provides a framework for a wide range of
programmes aimed at promoting growth and economic, social and territorial cohesion by reducing
disparities between the EU Member States and their 270 regions. The policy is overhauled every 7
years.
The proposals for regulations setting out the rules for Cohesion Policy 2014-2020 were published by
the EC on 6 October 2011. The negotiations of the new legislative package had to take into account
political, economic and financial considerations which had profound implications for the shape and
content of the policy.
Since the Lisbon Treaty stipulates the adoption of the new regulatory framework for Cohesion Policy
under the ordinary legislative procedure, the European Parliament and the Council worked for the first
time as equal partners. The Treaty also introduced the concept of territorial cohesion as a general
objective of the Union, highlighting the increasing importance of all territorial aspects. The Europe
2020 strategy aimed at transforming the EU into "a smart, sustainable and inclusive economy,
delivering high levels of employment, productivity and social cohesion" was launched in March 2010.
The Europe 2020 strategy is the basis for the Cohesion Policy's new thematic objectives. The economic
and financial crisis dominating the EU agenda prompted new ideas on EU economic governance in
general and on the extension of macro-economic conditionality to all European Structural and
Investment Funds (ESIF)37 in particular.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The performance of Cohesion Policy has been at the core of the debate on the policy’s reform, but
overall, there is consensus on the importance of reducing disparities among EU regions. The
effectiveness of the policy has been scrutinized, especially regarding its implementation and complexity.
In this respect, issues include the multiplicity of objectives and priorities, changing guidelines, excessive
bureaucracy, difficulties with financial management and inadequate coordination across policies and
institutions. Addressing these critical issues has been the starting point for the reshaped Cohesion
Policy 2014-2020.
KEY PROPOSALS / CHRONOLOGY
The European Commission published its proposals for the 2014-2020 MFF in June 2011. With a
budget of over €375 billion, Cohesion Policy represents over 1/3 (36.7%) of the EU budget, and for
the first time overtakes CAP's budget. However, Cohesion Policy allocation falls by some 5%
compared to previous MFF.
The legislative package for cohesion policy includes a new overarching common provisions regulation
(CPR) setting out common rules for the rules for the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF),
37

In the programming period 2007‐2013, macroeconomic conditionality applied only to the Cohesion Fund.
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the European Social Fund (ESF), the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development, and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund. In addition, there are specific
regulations for the ERDF, the ESF and the Cohesion Fund, as well as for the European Territorial
Cooperation, the European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation, the Globalisation Adjustment Fund
and the EU programme for Social Change and Innovation.
The following sections will review the most prominent elements of the Commission proposal which
deal specifically with regional development:
Geographical coverage of support. Regions will be divided into three categories: less-developed
regions (with GDP below 75% of the EU average). More-developed regions (GDP above 90%) and a
new category of transition regions (GDP between 75% and 90%). This new category should ease the
transition of regions which have gradually become more competitive but still need targeted support.
Funds. Cohesion Policy action will continue to be channelled through the ERDF, the ESF and the
Cohesion Fund.
Common Strategic Framework. The proposed changes to the strategic planning framework will see
the current Community Strategic Guidelines reinforced into a new Common Strategic Framework,
applicable to all ESI Funds and based on the EU's top priorities. Member States will be able to
combine ERDF, ESF and Cohesion Fund allocations in multi-fund programmes to allow the greatest
impact on the ground and ease coordination with other EU policies.
Partnership contract/agreement38. The reform of the strategic planning framework also implies a
move from National Strategic Reference Frameworks to Partnership Contracts/Agreements. The latter
are a core innovation aimed at making optimal use of funding received by member States, through
conditionality determined in accordance with the priority thematic area of the programme to be
financed.
Thematic objectives. As a result of the strategic shift initiated in the current programming period, the
competitiveness and efficiency aspects of Cohesion Policy have acquired increased importance.
member States will therefore be expected to implement programmes concentrating on 11 thematic
areas - all stemming from the Europe 2020 Strategy - among which: research, information and
communication technology, the competitiveness of SMEs, transition to a low-carbon economy,
prevention of and adaptation to climate change, sustainable use of resources, sustainable transport and
reduction of bottlenecks, promotion of employment education and the efficiency of public
administrations. Although the areas of action are broader, the Commission intends to set quotas (ringfencing), according to the category a region comes under.
Conditionality. Member States will be required to fulfil a range of specific conditions. On the one
hand, ex-ante conditions – for instance linked to thematic concentration, or administrative capacity will be set before the funds are disbursed. On the other hand, conditions relating to the attainment of
programme objectives and the achievement of targets defined by performance indicators will determine
the release of “reserved” funds at a later stage.. Additionally, in order to ensure that funds are spent in a
sound budgetary context, macro-economic conditions will be set out for all ESI Funds, in line with the
Stability and Growth Pact. A Member State which fails to fulfil those conditions may have all or part of
pending payments suspended.
Performance reserve. The Commission proposed to set aside 5 % of the national allocations at the
beginning of the programming period, to be allocated only after a performance review after 2019.
Co-financing rates. For the new category of transition regions, in general the maximum co-financing
rate within each programme will be 60%. The other ceilings remain unchanged, i.e. 50% for the more
developed regions and up to 85% for the less-developed and Outer-most regions. In addition, the
38
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Commission plans to allow for a temporary increase in the co-financing rate in some specific cases (i.e.
Member States receiving financial assistance in accordance with Article 143 of the TFEU) to reduce the
strain on national budgets in times of fiscal consolidation? coordination.
Absorption capacity. A crucial aspect, featured in the MFF proposal: In order to address the issue of
low absorption of funds in the Member States, the Commission proposed to cap the rate of Cohesion
allocations at 2,5% of GDP (as opposed to 3,8 % of GDP in the 2007-2013 period).
Simplification. Further simplifying the rules has been one of the main concerns behind the reform.
This includes harmonising eligibility rules and management and control systems between the different
funds, by way of a single overarching regulation; the introduction of simplified reimbursement rules
and wider use of 'simplified costs' (flat rates, standard scales of unit costs and lump sums); a move
towards e-cohesion, allowing beneficiaries to submit all information electronically; an easier application
system for 'major projects', i.e. with total funding above €50 million; and the possibility for Member
States to reduce the number of authorities in charge of Cohesion Policy, through joint bodies.
Territorial and integrated approach. At least 5% of ERDF resources will be allocated for 'integrated
action' - involving investments under more than one priority and/or programme and putting a clear
focus on sustainable urban development. Particular attention will be also paid to areas with specific
natural or demographic features, with an additional allocation of €926 million for Outermost regions
and sparsely populated areas.
Territorial cooperation. European Territorial Cooperation still encompasses three strands - interregional, cross-border and trans-national - but its financial resources will be increased by over 30%. A
specific regulation clarifies current provisions and tackles a common concern - the need for simplified
rules - particularly important for programmes involving more than one Member State.
European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC). To accelerate the creation of EGTCs, the
Commission proposes to simplify the process of establishing an EGTC, to open EGCTs to non-EU
regions and to set out clearer operating rules on staff recruitment and spending.
Cohesion Fund. The scope of the Cohesion Fund will remain largely similar to the current period.
The fund will continue to provide support for transport and energy infrastructure which complies with
environmental standards in Member States with GDP below 90% of the EU average. For the first time,
part of the Cohesion Fund (€10 billion) will contribute to the new Connecting Europe Facility - for a
competitive and sustainable European transport system.
KEY PLAYERS
The publication of the legislative proposals received mixed reactions. The most discussed issues were
the performance framework, co-financing rates and pre-financing.
European Parliament - Macro-economic conditionality, flexibility, partnership and the capping rate of
cohesion allocations caused concerns among MEPs. They were particularly worried that there was no
safety net provided for the most disadvantaged regions should this conditionality be applied. A
discussion among Members of the REGI Committee in December 2011 showed that the positions of
the Council and the EP were not far apart on a number of points, even if Parliament was mostly
aligned with the Commission. However, like Member States, MEPs opposed compulsory ring-fencing
and were critical about its lack of flexibility. MEPs proposed - as did the Council - to adopt the CSF
under the ordinary legislative procedure, i.e. as part of the general regulation, instead of using delegated
acts as proposed by the Commission. Concerning partnership contracts/agreements, MEPs were in
favour of multi-level governance, i.e. involving regions and even cities in the drafting of
contracts/agreements. The broad lines of the reform proposed by the Commission where fully in line
with EP, underlining the importance of the pre-legislative works, in particular the report of Markus
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PIEPER (EPP, DE) where Parliament fixed on 23 June 2011 its political positions for the post 2013
EU Cohesion Policy.
Key players from the European Parliament on the main legislative proposal, namely the overarching
common provisions regulation (CPR), were:
Co-rapporteurs: Lambert VAN NISTELROOIJ (EPP, NL) and Constanze Angela KREHL (S&D,
DE)
Shadow rapporteurs: Ivars GODMANIS (ALDE, LV), Elisabeth SCHROEDTER (G/EFA, DE),
Oldřich VLASÁK (ECR, CZ) and Younous OMARJEE (FR) and Cornelia ERNST (DE) for the
GUE.
Council - Member States expressed their views during an orientation debate held by the Council in
December 2011. In principle, they were not opposed to the thematic approach set out by the
Commission. However, a majority of Member States considered that they should be able to choose the
priorities from the thematic 'menu' depending on their specific regional needs. Therefore, they called
for greater flexibility, highlighted in particular in Hungary, Slovakia and Sweden. France was the only
Member State to be fully satisfied with the thematic approach as defined by the Commission. The UK,
Austria and Ireland suggested that youth unemployment be included among the thematic areas. A large
number of delegations (BE, DE, FI, SK, SE and UK) expressed scepticism about ring-fencing
(spending quotas per thematic area according to the type of region concerned). EE, LV, LT and HU
still found the capping rate of Cohesion allocations (2,5% of GDP) too low. Concerning the adoption
of the Common Strategic Framework (CSF), several delegations (AT, BE, IE, PL and PT) opposed the
idea of using the delegated acts' procedure (delegating the power to the Commission to supplement or
amend certain non-essential elements of a legislative act). Member States considered that the EP and
the Council should be involved throughout the decision-making process to greater legal certainty. In
addition, a majority of delegations expressed willingness to adopt the CSF as an annex to the general
regulation.
Committee of Regions - Macro-economic conditions have also been criticised by CoR, in particular in
relation to the weakness of their legal basis.
European Court of Auditors - the Court argued that the scheme remains essentially input-based and
oriented towards compliance rather than performance. The proposed reduction of the capping rate was
considered to be a significant policy change whose impact needs to be assessed. Macro-economic
conditionality would require "careful consideration" since it might cause legal uncertainty and pose a
threat to the fulfilment of long term obligations in the framework of partnership contracts.
RESULT
In the context of the MFF negotiations, the EP and the Council struggled to find a compromise over
the financial allocation for Cohesion Policy 2014-2020. Historically, the EP has backed the
Commission's budget proposals, while the Council - in particular net contributors - has aimed to cut
them down.
Interinstitutional negotiations on the Cohesion policy package started in July 2012 and ended after
more than 100 trilogues with an agreement on the CPR in November 2013, the fund-specific
regulations and the EGTC having been already concluded in July 2013. In early 2014 delegated and
implementing acts were adopted to enable the Member States to start implementing the new legislation
as quickly as possible.
On several key issues, the EP was successful. It managed to strengthen the partnership principle and
multilevel governance and maintain some flexibility for the regions. The EP also gained an enhanced
role in the structured dialogue with the Commission in the procedure for macroeconomic
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conditionality where a suspension of funds will take into account the social and economic
circumstances in the Member States concerned. Further, MEPs succeeded in raising annual prefinancing rates from 2% in 2016 up to 3% in 2020-23, and in limiting the performance reserve to 6%
(instead of 7% required by the Council). Also, special treatment of Outermost regions and for Cyprus,
was agreed, including a temporary co-financing rate of 85 % for the latter.
Katarzyna SOCHACKA
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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9. Investment and growth policies

Measures to tackle youth unemployment:
Youth Guarantee/Youth Employment Initiative

INTRODUCTION
The European Union has always tackled youth policies with different programmes regarding education
and access to the labour market. Since the Treaty of Rome, the ESF has been the main Union
instrument aimed at improving employment opportunities in the internal market by investing in human
capital. From 2007 to 2012, 20 million young people in Europe have benefitted from the ESF through
mentoring or training. Today around 68 % of its budget goes to projects that can also benefit young
people. One of the major innovations for the next programming period 2014-2020 is a special focus on
the critical levels of youth unemployment in the current crisis through the Youth Employment
Initiative (YEI), whereby a specific allocation within cohesion policy will reinforce the possibilities
offered by the European Social Fund (ESF) in supporting the fight against youth unemployment.
Beyond the investment priority specifically dedicated to the sustainable integration of young people
into the labour market, several investment priorities offer the Member States the possibility to take
action in support of youth employment, focussing on different aspects such as improving education
and training, enhancing skills and qualifications, facilitating the transition from education to
employment, promoting self-employment and entrepreneurship and supporting mobility.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


The youth has been hit disproportionately hard by the current crisis. Alarming youth
unemployment rates have led the EU to take action to avoid the frequently mentioned risk of ‘a lost
generation’.



Youth guarantees aim at ensuring that all young people up to the age of 25 receive a qualitative job
or educative offer within four months after leaving education or becoming unemployed.



The Youth Employment Initiative, with specific allocation within cohesion policy will reinforce the
possibilities offered by the European Social Fund (ESF) in supporting the fight against youth
unemployment.



It is important to note that the support provided through the ESF for youth employment goes far
beyond the YEI, which is limited in scope both in geographical and personal scope. This fund has
already well before the crisis, offered targeted support for youth employment.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
In the framework of the EU 2020 Strategy, the European Commission has put several proposals
forward addressing youth employment, on which the European Parliament has adopted Resolutions:
- The European Parliament adopted a Resolution on Youth on the Move, rapporteur Milan ZVER
(EPP, Slovenia), a framework for improving Europe's education and training systems on 12 May 2011.
- The European Parliament adopted a Resolution on the Agenda for New Skills and Jobs,
rapporteur Regina BASTOS (EPP, Portugal), on 26 October 2011.
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The EU’s mobility enhancing portal, EURES, gives access to more than a million job vacancies all over
the European Union. Similarly, ‘Your first Eures job’, a pilot project proposed the European
Parliament specifically targets the mobility of the young people; it aims to help 5 000 people fill job
vacancies for the period 2012-2014.
In December 2012, the European Commission proposed the Youth Employment package, a series of
measures to help Member States tackle youth unemployment and social exclusion, including:
-

a proposal for a Council Recommendation to introduce a Youth Guarantee
a Quality Framework for Traineeships, which aims at enabling young people to acquire
high-quality work experience under safe conditions and to guard against traineeships being
exploited by companies as simply a source of cheap labour.
- a European Alliance for Apprenticeships, which aims to improve the quality and supply of
apprenticeships across the EU.
The idea of a Youth Guarantee originates from the EP (EP resolution of 6 July 2010 on promoting
youth access to the labour market, strengthening trainee, internship and apprenticeship status,
rapporteur Emilie TURUNEN, Denmark, S&D) who pushed it forward by ever since and notably in its
resolution of 16 January 2013. The Youth Guarantee aims at ensuring that all young people up to the
age of 25 receive a qualitative job offer, continued education, an apprenticeship or a traineeship within
four months of leaving formal education or becoming unemployed.
The Council Recommendation for a Youth Guarantee was adopted by the EU's EPSCO Council on
28 February 2013 and the Commission has since urged Member States to put in place the structures
necessary to make the Youth Guarantee a reality as soon as possible. The Commission monitors the
implementation of Youth Guarantees in the European Semester exercise. All Member States have to
submit their Youth Guarantee Implementation Plans at the latest by spring 2014, and can profit from
practical support from the Commission.
RESULTS
In February 2013, the European Council proposed to allocate specific funds to concentrate the efforts
fighting youth unemployment in the most affected regions of the European Union through the Youth
Employment Initiative, supported by the European Parliament. It will target individual young
people aged 15-24 not in employment, nor in education or training (NEETs) exclusively in the regions
which have youth unemployment rates above 25 %. The budget for the YEI is of EUR 6 billion for the
period 2014-2020, of which EUR 3 billion come from a dedicated Youth Employment budget line
complemented by at least EUR 3 billion more from the ESF. The European Parliament has always
expressed full support for the YEI.
In the context of the negotiations on the European Social Fund, rapporteur: Elisabeth MORINCHARTIER (France, EPP), the EP managed to convince the Council to include in the YEI-related
provisions a specific reference to Youth Guarantee schemes and to the Council Recommendation of 22
April 2013 on establishing a Youth Guarantee, to better define the specific content of the YEI and
clarify the link between this initiative and the implementation of the Youth Guarantee. In line with its
resolution of 16 January 2013 on a Youth Guarantee, the EP insisted that support through the YEI
should not be limited to youth under 25, as provided for in the Commission's proposals and defended
by the Council, but should also be available for young people aged between 25 and 29. The
compromise reached on this point offers the Member States the possibility to voluntarily broaden the
scope of the YEI to cover all young people under the age of 30.
In its resolution of 25 February 2014 on the European Semester for economic policy coordination:
Employment and Social Aspects in the Annual Growth Survey 2014, the EP welcomed the adoption of
the Youth Guarantee by the Council and the earmarking of EUR 6 billion for the Youth Employment
Initiative under the next MFF and noted with satisfaction that the above funds could be used during
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the first two years of the next financial framework. Parliament however insisted that this amount was
wholly insufficient to combat youth unemployment in a lasting manner and should form an initial
tranche with which to tackle the problem and thus called on the Commission to make the Youth
Guarantee a priority and to increase the available budget in the promised mid-term review of the MFF.
In March 2014, Council reiterated that policy priority should be given amongst others to fighting
unemployment and particularly youth unemployment, including through the full implementation of the
youth guarantee.
Laurence SMAJDA
Policy Department on Economic and Scientific Policy

203

204

9. Investment and growth policies

Erasmus+:
The EU's new programme for education, training, youth and sport

INTRODUCTION
The Europe 2020 strategy has raised European political interest in higher education. Of its three
objectives - ‘smart’, ‘sustainable’ and ‘inclusive’ growth – the first will be achieved by more effective
investment in education, research and innovation. Among the key targets of Europe 2020 are raising to
40% the share of the age cohort which completes third-level education and reducing to 10% the share
of early school leavers.
Under the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (Article 165), education policy is primarily
the responsibility of the Member States. The role of the EU is “to carry out actions to support,
coordinate or supplement the actions of the Member States, without thereby superseding their
competence” (Article 2 TFEU). The EU can take action in accordance with the ordinary legislative
procedure and by means of incentive measures, but any harmonisation of laws and regulations of the
Member States is specifically prohibited. The Council can adopt recommendations on a proposal from
the European Commission. The objectives of Union action in the field of education include:
developing the European dimension in education; encouraging the mobility of students and teachers;
fostering mutual recognition of diplomas and periods of study; developing exchanges of information
and experience on issues common to the education systems of the Member States; promotion of
cooperation between higher-education institutions; and the development of distance education.
KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
The new Erasmus+ programme builds upon earlier Union initiatives promoting exchanges and the
development of education and training systems and youth work.
“Erasmus”, a programme to support cross-border exchanges of students and staff in higher education,
was set up in 1987: it has become one of the EU’s most successful and most well-known initiatives
(some 2.3 million students took part in exchanges between 1987 and 2011). A broader programme –
Socrates – followed in 1995: this included new sub-programmes – “Comenius” sub-programme for
school education, “Grundtvig” for adult education, “Lingua” for language learning, and “Minerva”
which dealt with information and communication technology in education. Leonardo da Vinci, a
separate programme, dealt with vocational education and training. Socrates II and Leonardo da Vinci II
ran from 2000 to 2006. Lifelong Learning (2007-2013) brought Socrates and Leonardo da Vinci
together under one umbrella and also included the “Jean Monnet” programme for teaching and
research on European integration.
Parallel to these education and training initiatives, successive “Youth for Europe” programmes and a
European Voluntary Service (EVS) supported youth policy: from 2007 to 2013, “Youth in Action” was
the stand-alone programme for the youth sector.
Mobility programmes between Member States (and other participating countries, such as Switzerland)
were complemented by higher education cooperation programmes with other regions of the world,
such as “Tempus” (since 1990) and “Erasmus Mundus” (2009-2013).
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In November 2011, the Commission presented its proposal for a new multiannual programme for the
years 2014 to 2020. This merged all current actions in the field of education, training and youth, and
also included provisions for Jean Monnet activities and a separate chapter for sport. Another new
element was a student loan guarantee facility for Master-level students. The Commission proposed a
budget 70% greater than that for the combined 2007-2013 programmes. The other main innovation
was a drastic simplification in the programme structure: rather than self-contained sector-specific subprogrammes, with comprehensive and detailed actions, the new proposal foresaw three cross-sectoral
key actions for learning mobility of individuals, cooperation for innovation and good practices and
support for policy reform.
RESULT
Parallel with the discussions in the Parliament, which had appointed the chair of the CULT committee,
Doris PACK (EPP, DE), as rapporteur, the Council working group prepared a Council “partial general
approach” (i.e. an agreement on everything except budgetary questions). There was a certain amount of
overlap between the approaches of Council and Parliament: for example, both were determined that
there should be a separate chapter on youth in the legal act, as well as a separate budget allocation for
youth activities; both thought that a handful of outstanding academic institutions in the field of
European integration studies should be identified for support; both believed that Member States should
decide the administrative arrangements for implementation of the programme on the ground (one
national agency – or several?)
After the Committee had adopted its draft report (18 December 2012), six trilogues were held with the
Irish presidency of the Council: these resulted in a first-reading agreement on the dossier. The key
points of the agreement were:











Erasmus+ as the title of the new programme. Members believed that this title was highly
recognisable, and simple to understand and translate. Furthermore, it highlighted the Erasmus
action as the central mobility sub-programme, while indicating that the programme contained
more than simply a higher education mobility action. Finally, it pointed to the expanded scope
(youth, sport, external cooperation programmes) and ambition of the programme (matched by
a much bigger budget).
Retention of well-established brand names (Comenius, Leonardo, etc) for the individual subprogrammes and provision of additional detail about the key actions in education, training and
youth to make clear which activities would be eligible for support.
Up to 10% of the budget allocation set aside for sports would be available to support nonprofit European sport events.
Programme indicators were set out in an Annex, rather than being developed separately by the
programme committee.
Specific budgetary allocations for education and training (77.5%), youth (10%), Jean Monnet
(1.9%), sport (1.8%), operating grants to the National Agencies (3.4%) and administrative
expenditure (1.9%). Within the allocation for education and training, 85% of the budget is
allocated to the educational sectors (43% for higher education, 22% for vocational education
and training, 15% for school education and 5% for adult learning). The margin of flexibility for
the individual sectors is restricted to 5% of each of the allocated amounts.
The share of the overall programme budget allocated to the Student Loan Guarantee Facility
was set at 3.5% (the Parliament had pressed for 5%: Council had wished to cap this at 2%). The
Commission will provide a detailed report on the effects of the facility on beneficiaries and
higher education systems by the end of 2017.
The overall programme budget formed part of the negotiations on the multiannual financial
framework for 2014 to 2020. While the Commission had initially proposed a budget of EUR 17
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299 billion, this amount was reduced in the course of the negotiations on the MFF to EUR 13
010 billion in Heading 1a plus an additional sum (specifically for cooperation actions with third
countries) in Heading 4. Both the proposal and the subsequent negotiations on the financial
envelope were based on 2011 prices. In current prices, the total financial envelope amounted to
EUR 14 775 million.
The overall agreement negotiated by the Parliament was a good compromise and a clear and substantial
improvement on the Commission’s initial proposal. In its final form, the new programme is a sensible
consolidation of the former range of separate programmes, but one which maintains the established
and familiar brand user-friendly brand-names of the individual sub-programmes. The overall budget
represent an increase of slightly more than 40% on the budgets of the former programmes (a good
outcome in difficult macro-economic circumstances) and the new student loan facility offers the
promise of leverage of limited funds.
Katarzyna SOCHACKA
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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9. Investment and growth policies

Creative Europe:
The EU's new programme to support the film industry
and cultural projects

INTRODUCTION AND ISSUES AT STAKE
The Creative Europe Programme builds upon earlier Union programmes and initiatives in the cultural
and audiovisual fields.
Audiovisual policy in the EU is mainly governed by Articles 167 and 173 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). Over more than two decades, the four generations of the
MEDIA programmes – MEDIA I (1991-1995), MEDIA II (1996-2000), MEDIA Plus (2001-2006) and
MEDIA 2007 (2007-2013) – supported the European film industry. With a budget of EUR 755 million,
the MEDIA 2007 programme aimed to increase the circulation of European films, facilitate access to
financing, promote the use of digital technologies and support training of professionals. The MEDIA
Production Guarantee Fund (MPGF) was set up in 2010 to improve access for small and medium
enterprises to private sources of finance; while the MEDIA Mundus programme, established as an
audiovisual cooperation programme with professionals from third countries.
The Culture 2000 programme (2000-2006) aimed to promote cultural diversity and shared cultural
heritage by supporting artistic and cultural projects with a European dimension and providing grants to
cultural and artistic cooperation projects. With a budget of EUR 400 million, the Culture 2007
programme (2007-2013) encouraged cultural cooperation within Europe and promotion of Europe’s
common cultural heritage, supporting cross-border mobility of cultural players, circulation of artistic
and cultural works and products, as well as intercultural dialogue and exchanges.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
In November 2011, the Commission presented its proposal for a new programme, called “Creative
Europe”, for the period 2014-2020, to bring together the current MEDIA, MEDIA Mundus and
Culture programmes under a common framework, and set up a new financial instrument – called the
“cultural and creative sectors facility” – to improve access to funding via loans.
The new programme had two general objectives: (i) to safeguard and promote European cultural and
linguistic diversity and (ii) to strengthen the competitiveness of the cultural and creative sectors. It was
to be made up of three “strands”: a cross-sectoral strand, a culture strand and a MEDIA strand, each
identifying priority actions and measures that the programme would support. The Commission
suggested a budget of EUR 1 801 million.
The EP rapporteur Silvia COSTA (IT, S&D) presented her draft report on 8 October 2012: the
Committee adopted its draft report on 18 December 2012. Six trilogues were subsequently held with
the Council (under the Irish and Lithuanian presidencies), resulting in a first-reading agreement.
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RESULTS
The main points of the agreement reached were:
-

The programme consists of two-sub programmes (MEDIA and Culture) and one crosssectoral strand, each sub-programme having its own budgetary priorities and logos (with the
MEDIA programme keeping its current logo);

-

There are specific budgetary allocations: at least 56% for MEDIA, at least for 31% for Culture
and a maximum of 13% for the cross-sectoral strand, including at least 4% dedicated to
transnational cooperation measures and the Creative Europe Desks;

-

Administrative costs for implementation of the programme may not exceed 7% of the overall
programme budget, with separate ceilings of 5% for MEDIA and 2% for Culture;

-

The financial contribution of the programme may not exceed 80% of the costs of the
operations supported;

-

The annual work programme will be adopted by means of an implementing act, under the
examination procedure.

The programme budget formed part of the negotiations on the multiannual financial framework for
2014 to 2020. It was finally set at EUR 1 462 million in current prices.
Once again, the main achievement of the Parliament in the Creative Europe legislative procedure was
to strike a reasonable balance between, on the one hand, the Commission’s commitment to
administrative stream-lining and simplification and, on the other hand, the need to ensure a degree of
continuity and the retention of familiar and user-friendly features of the previous programmes. An
increase of 9% in the overall programme budget was a modest but important achievement, given that
national and regional public spending on cultural projects and the film industry are currently under
severe pressure.
Katarzyna SOCHACKA
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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9. Investment and growth policies

Enhancement of road safety

INTRODUCTION
The European Union (EU) is aiming to create a European road safety area during the period of 20102020. Competence in this field is principally national, therefore the EU is focusing its measures on
vehicle condition, the transport of dangerous goods and safety of road networks on the basis of Title
VI of the Treaty of Lisbon, and in particular, Article 91 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union (TFEU), gives the EU the power to legislate on measures to improve transport safety
. The aim is to improve road safety and contribute to sustainable mobility. According to statistics, there
were 28 000 deaths and 250 000 people seriously injured on roads in the EU in 2012. This represents a
reduction of 9% which, compared with 2011’s modest fall of 2%, allows room for hope that it is
possible to achieve the aim of halving the number of road deaths by 2020, even, to achieve this, the
figures will have to fall on average by 7% per year.
KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
In June 2003 the European Commission (EC) published the European Road Safety Action
Programme 2003-2010 (Rapporteur Ari VATANEN, EPP, Finland). The aim of this programme, the
third of its kind, was to halve the number of road deaths in the EU before the end of 2010. In 2010 the
Commission presented the policy orientations on road safety for 2011-2020 which took account of the
results obtained during the 3rd road safety action programme 2001-2010, but showed that in spite of
important progress made on road safety, efforts needed to be continued and further strengthened
(Rapporteur Dieter-Lebrecht KOCH, EPP, Germany).
The new White Paper published on 28 March 2011 moved the target date for halving the number of
fatal road accidents forward to 2020 and set 2050 as the target date for moving close to having ‘zero
fatalities’ (Rapporteur Mathieu GROSCH, EPP, Belgium). The EC also set out in its policy orientations
seven objectives for which it envisages national and EU measures being adopted.
Those objectives include: improving education and training for road users and stepping up the
enforcement of road rules; making both road infrastructure and vehicles safer; promoting the use of
intelligent transport systems (ITS), through the ‘eCall’ on board emergency call system for instance;
improving emergency and post-injury services; and protecting vulnerable road users such as pedestrians
and cyclists. Implementation of the policy orientations is based on open cooperation between the
Member States (MS) and the EC.
In setting these objectives, the policy orientations point the way for national and local strategies, in
accordance with the principles of shared responsibility and subsidiarity. Member States are thus
encouraged to launch national programs linked to specific targets. The European Road Safety Charter,
launched by the Commission in 2004, is also addressed to civil society so that it too may play its part,
by sharing experience, in cutting the number of deaths on the EU’s roads.
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KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Enhancing road safety focuses on several aspects. Technical harmonisation of vehicles is the most
important and covers:
 vehicle testing (Directive 2009/40/EC of 6 May 2009 on roadworthiness tests for motor vehicles

and their trailers; Directive 2000/30/EC of 6 June 2000 on roadside inspection of commercial
vehicles; Directive 1999/37/EC of 29 April 1999 on the registration documents for vehicles). A new
package of legislative measures, proposed on 13 July 2012, aims to improve protection for
vulnerable users and in particular young people; to establish a single European vehicle testing area
(tests, equipment, qualifications of inspectors, assessment of defects and cooperation between MS);
and to reduce the administrative burden for road haulage firms. In its proposal for a regulation to
replace Directive 2009/40/EC, the EC aimed to extend roadworthiness tests to motorcycles and
mopeds. An agreement was found in first reading with the Council that says that motorcycles with
engine displacement of more than 125 cm3 shall be tested as of 2022. Member states may exempt
those motorcycles from testing provided that they introduced effective alternative road safety
measures. Rapporteurs were Werner KUHN (EPP, Germany), Olga SEHNALOVÀ (S&D, Czech
Republic) and Vilja SAVISAAR-TOOMAST (ALDE, Estonia).
 compulsory use of seat belts in vehicles under 3.5 tons in weight. Directive 2003/20/EC of 8

April 2003 stipulated the compulsory use of child restraints and of seat belts for all persons seated in
those buses and coaches in which they are fitted (with exemptions for local transport services in
urban areas). Rapporteur was Ewa HEDKVIST PETERSEN (S&D, Sweden);
 compulsory installation of speed limitation devices in motor vehicles exceeding 3.5 tons

pursuant to Directive 92/6/EEC of 10 February 1992. Directive 2002/85/EC of 5 November 2002
extended the obligation to use speed limitation devices to all passenger vehicles with more than eight
seats (not including the driver) and to goods vehicles of between 3.5 tons and 12 tons. Rapporteur
was Konstantinos HATZIDAKIS (EPP, Greece);
 active safety systems: Regulation (EC) No 78/2009 of 14 January 2009 on the type-approval of

motor vehicles with regard to the protection of pedestrians and other vulnerable road users, laid
down certain requirements for the construction and functioning of frontal protection systems in
the event of a head-on collision with another vehicle, and enhanced the technology by which
collisions with cyclists and pedestrians can be effectively avoided. It also laid down that typeapproved brake assist systems (BAS) should be fitted. Rapporteur was Francesco FERRARI
(ALDE, Italy);
 safety of road users was improved by reducing the ‘blind spot’: Directive 2003/97/EC of 10

November 2003 stipulated that new heavy goods vehicles being driven in the EU should have
additional ‘blind spot’ rear-view mirrors (wide angle, close proximity and forward view)
(Rapporteur Giuseppe GARGANI, EPP, Italy). Directive 2007/38/EC of 11 July 2007 laid down
that existing lorry fleets were also to be fitted with these devices (Rapporteur Paolo COSTA, ALDE,
Italy).
Directive 94/55/EC of 21 November 1994 extended to national transport the rules laid down in the
European Agreement concerning the International Carriage of Dangerous Goods by Road (ADR)
(Rapporteur Nel B.M. van DIJK, G/EFA, Netherlands). Directive 2008/68/EC of 24 September 2008
set up a common regime covering all aspects of the inland transport of dangerous goods in the EU
by rail and inland waterway as well as by road (Rapporteur Bogusław LIBERADZKI, S&D, Poland).
EC Directive 2012/45/EU of 3 December 2012 brought this up to date, in line with the latest version
of the ADR Agreement (which is updated every two years). Council Directive 95/50/EC of 6 October
1995 governs uniform procedures for checks in the EU on the transport of dangerous goods by road.
Council Directive 96/35/EC of 3 June 1996 covered the professional qualifications of safety advisers
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for the transport of dangerous goods by road, making it compulsory for businesses to appoint them.
Directives 94/55/EC and 96/35/EC were repealed by Directive 2008/68/EC.
On 16 December 2008, the EC launched an Action Plan for the deployment of intelligent transport
systems (ITS) in road transport (Rapporteur Anne E. JENSEN, ALDE, Denmark). This was based on
a series of initiatives (for example the eSafety initiative, launched in 2006) and provided for priority
actions. Working on the same lines, Directive 2010/40/EU of 7 July 2010 on ITS in road transport
aims at achieving the coordinated and consistent deployment of interoperable ITS services in the EU
(Rapporteur Anne E. JENSEN, ALDE; Denmark). Intelligent transport systems include automatic
speed adjusters, devices to prevent involuntary lane departures, collision warning devices and automatic
emergency call systems in the event of an accident (eCall).
Directive 2004/54/EC of 29 April 2004 laid down minimum safety requirements for tunnels in the
Trans-European Road Network (Rapporteur Reinhard RACK, EPP, Austria) The directive stipulates
that all tunnels longer than 500 meters are to be subject to harmonised safety rules covering
organisational, structural, technical and operational aspects of operating these tunnels, and keep in
mind the kinds of accidents that occur most frequently, such as fire. Directive 2008/96/EC of 19
November 2008, on road infrastructure safety management, aims to ensure that road safety is taken
into account, through impact assessments, at all stages of the construction, operation or substantial
alteration of roads (Rapporteur Helmuth MARKOV, GUE/NGL, Germany).
The CARE database on road accidents resulting in death or injury was created as an outcome of
Council Decision 93/704/EC, to compile data from national statistical files and circulate them via the
European Road Safety Observatory (ERSO). As part of the EU’s policy on improving driving
behaviour, the EC stipulates that MS must adopt random breath testing. Levels for maximum
permitted blood alcohol content must be complied with. Persons suspected of drink-driving are
subjected to random tests using instruments known as breathalysers (EC Recommendations 2001/115
of 17 January 2001 and 2004/345 of 17 April 2004).
Directive 2011/82/EU of 25 October 2011 on the cross-border exchange of information on road
safety related traffic offences established a procedure for information to be exchanged between
‘national contact points’ using an electronic data exchange network (Rapporteur Inés AYALA
SENDER, S&D, Spain). This enables vehicles and their owners or holders to be identified when
suspected of having committed an offence in a MS other than the one in which the vehicle is registered,
and allows the contact point in the country concerned to carry out ‘automated searches’ in another MS.
RESULT
The EP has issued numerous resolutions emphasising the importance of road safety. When in 2005 it
endorsed the EC’s third action programme (2003-2010), it was already calling for a long-term plan to be
developed going beyond 2010, which would set out measures intended to prevent all road deaths
(‘Vision Zero’). In its resolution on European road safety 2011-2020 (P7-TA(2011)0408), EP once
again called on the EC to make the prevention of all road deaths a long-term objective, but it linked
this to the systematic use of technology in road vehicles and the development of good quality ITS
networks. EP is insistent that a comprehensive action programme, including a detailed catalogue of
measures, should be adopted, with timetables and follow-up tools.
It has also added other quantitative targets to be met by 2020: a 60% drop in the number of children
under 14 killed on the roads, a 50% drop in deaths of pedestrians and cyclists, and a 40% drop in the
number of people seriously injured, these figures to be established according to a uniform EU
definition to be devised as soon as possible. In its resolution on a sustainable future for transport, EP
asked the EC to present a brief study on the best practices in MS concerning the impact of speed
limiters and expressed its concerns over the safety of workers in the transport sector. EP also
advocated having a uniform definition of road safety terms in order to improve research on accidents
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by ensuring findings where comparable. The EC’s working document on road injuries, published on 19
March 2013, is a partial response to EP’s call for strategy on road accidents to be broadened. It sets out
the objective of reducing at EU level the total number of people seriously injured (in 2015-2020) and it
announced that a system to define serious injuries has been operational throughout the EU since 2012.
However EP wants to see by 2020 the establishment of a programme with quantified indicators,
measures and milestones.
On 11/03/2014 EP adopted its first reading position in line with the Council on the Roadworthiness
package, comprising vehicle testing, roadside inspection and registration documents. According to the
agreement testing equipment has to meet minimum technical standards and inspectors carrying out
periodic checks have to satisfy minimum competence and training requirements laid down in the new
rules. Testing methods and frequency for motorcycles is left to the Member States. In each year,
roadside checks have to be made on at least 5% of commercial vehicles on EU roads and each Member
State should strive to carry out an appropriate number of inspections proportionate to the number of
registered vehicles. In order to simplify vehicle re-registration, Member States in which vehicles are reregistered are required to recognise a valid roadworthiness certificate issued by another Member State.
On eCall, on 16/04/2014 EP reached also a first reading agreement concerning the answering points
that receive these calls (Rapporteur Philippe De Backer). Member States have to to put in place the
necessary infrastructure no later than 1 October 2017 and at least 6 months before the date of
application of the rules on placing eCall devices in cars - the other file in the eCall package of
proposals, which is yet to be negotiated with the Council (Rapporteur Olga SEHNALOVÀ, S&D,
Czech Republic).
Katarzyna SOCHACKA
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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9. Investment and growth policies

Scrutiny of implementation of the Single European Sky

INTRODUCTION
The Single European Sky (SES) initiative aims at increasing the efficiency of air traffic management and
air navigation services by reducing the fragmentation of European airspace. By its nature, this ongoing
initiative is pan-European and open to neighbouring countries. SES legal basis is the article 100(2) of
the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
SES initiative was launched in 1999 to improve the performance of Air Traffic Management (ATM)
and Air Navigation Services (ANS) through a better integration of European airspace. The expected
benefits of the SES are huge: compared to 2004, once completed (around 2030) it could triple the
airspace capacity; halve the costs of ATM; improve the safety and reduce the impact of aviation on the
environment by 10%.
A comprehensive regulatory framework has significantly fostered the restructuring of European
airspace and the provision of ANS by imposing: the separation of regulatory functions from service
provision; the flexible use of airspace between civil and military; the interoperability of equipment; the
harmonised classification of upper airspace, a common charging scheme for ANS or the common
licensing requirements for air traffic controllers. In addition, the ‘key components’ which form the
structure of the SES have been set up:


Pursuant to the ‘Performance Scheme’, binding performance targets on key areas (safety,
environment, capacity and cost-efficiency) and incentives aim at improving the overall
efficiency of ATM and ANS. The performance targets are adopted by the European
Commission (EC) through comitology procedure.



The ‘Network Manager’ (currently Eurocontrol) deals with the ‘network functions’ which must
be addressed in a centralised manner, as is the case with the design of the European Route
Network, Air Traffic Flow Management (ATFM) and the coordination of radio frequencies
used by general air traffic.



The ‘Functional Airspace Blocks’ (FABs) shall remedy the fragmentation of the European
airspace by restructuring its function of traffic flows regardless of national boundaries. This is
to allow enhanced cooperation (i.e. better management of airspace/optimized network of
routes, economy of scale through a better integration of services or even mergers between
service providers across national borders) to lower the costs of ANS.



The ‘SESAR (Single European Sky ATM Research) Joint Undertaking’ (set up in 2007) manages
the technological and industrial dimension of the SES, i.e. the development and deployment of
the new European ATM system. The total estimated cost of the development phase of the
SESAR programme (2008-2013/most probably 2017) is EUR 2.1 billion to be shared equally
between the EU, Eurocontrol and the industry.

The efficiency of ATM in Europe is improving: the average (en-route and airport) ATFM delay per
flight is on a downward slope: from 5.4 minute per flight in 1999 to 1.8 minute in 2011, and around 1
minute in 2012; from 2008 the average horizontal direct en-route extension has been going down
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continuously from 4.6% to 4.3% in 2011 and around 4.2% in 2012 — i.e. on average the routes flown
are 4.2% longer than ‘the most direct route’; in total, the cost of ANS should decrease by EUR 3.5
billion between 2009 and 2014 (i.e. should amount to 37.2 billion over the period, instead of 40.7
billion at 2009 prices).
The current improvements, however, are not sufficient to achieve the SES objectives. In spite of the
progress made over the last 10 years, European airspace is still far from full integration. This is certainly
due to the huge scope of the initiative (which in any case should not be completed by 2030) and the
difficulties and resistances it entails. In 2014 the SES initiative is still “in progress” following
Parliament’s adoption of its first reading position on the SES2+ package – a new set of rules proposed
by the EC in June 2013 aiming at addressing ‘existing deficiencies in terms of efficiency and quality of
the national air navigation service providers, and the present sub-optimal institutional set-up’.
KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
The SES was launched as a reaction to delays due to rapid growth of air traffic and resulting congestion
of the airspace which had reached a peak in Europe in the late 1990s. The SES aimed at reducing its
fragmentation — thereby increasing its capacity and the efficiency of air traffic management and air
navigation services. By its nature, the initiative is pan-European and open to neighbouring countries. In
practice, the SES — which is due for completion around 2030 — should result in reduced flight times
and, consequently, in reduced flight costs and aircraft emissions.
The liberalisation of the EU’s aviation market in 1993 has made air transport more accessible and
affordable, with an obvious impact on growth in air services. In order to improve the overall efficiency
of the way in which European airspace is organised and managed, the EC launched in 2004 the SES I
package, followed in 2009 by the SES II. Nevertheless, the initiative is currently experiencing significant
delays in its implementation, notably the insufficient efficiency of Air Navigation and the EU ATM
system still fragmented. The lack of efficient SES creates extra costs of around €5 billion a year and has
a negative impact on aviation’s carbon emissions. To tackle these difficulties and speed up the
implementation of SES II, on 11 June 2013 the EC has launched an update to the SES legal
framework, known under the abbreviation of SES 2+ package. The package proposed to merge the
four SES regulations into a single one39 and to adapt and strengthen the role of the European Agency
for Safety in Aviation. Following favourable reports of the Committee on Transport and Tourism, The
Parliament adopted its first reading position on 23 March 2014 focussing more on even better and
more independent oversight of air navigation service providers, fostering service improvements and
efficiency gains through a new concept of industrial partnerships and testing the ground for a future
market opening of the support services such as meteo or information exchange. Pending the agreement
to be reached with the Council, once fully implemented, the SES will ensure a seamless, safe and
modern air transport system, with benefits for environment, aviation industry and passengers.
Major related decisions of the EP:


Report of 21 January 2004 on the regulation laying down the framework for the creation of the
Single European Sky (A5-0010/2004) - rapporteur Claudio FAVA (S&D, Italy);



Report of 19 January 2009 on the proposal for a regulation amending Regulations (EC) No
549/2004, (EC) No 550/2004, (EC) No 551/2004 and (EC) No 552/2004 in order to improve

39

Proposal for a Regulation of the EP and of the Council on the implementation of the Single European Sky (recast)
/COM/2013/0410. The vote in TRAN Committee (Rap. Marian-Jean Marinescu) took place on 30 January 2014 and the
Parliament adopted its first reading position on 12 March 2014.
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the performance and sustainability of the European aviation system (A6-0002/2009) - MarianJean MARINESCU (EPP, Romania);


Resolution of 23 October 2012 on the implementation of the Single European Sky legislation
(P7_TA(2012)0370) - Jacqueline FOSTER (ECR, UK);



Vote on 23 March 2014 on the first reading position on the two TRAN Committee reports on
the SES2+ package Rapporteur on SES2+ was Marian-Jean MARINESCU (EPP, Romania),
Rapporteur on EASA David-Maria SASSOLI (S&D, Italy)

RESULT
The European Parliament (EP) has always endeavoured to remove obstacles to the implementation of
the SES through a pragmatic approach. Thus, it is the EP that insisted strongly and successfully on the
need for a close cooperation between civil and military sectors, in the context of the flexible use of
airspace, when the Member States were still reluctant to address the issue. It is also the EP that
proposed the creation of an industry consultation body to enable stakeholders to advise the EC on the
technical aspects of the SES. The EP has also always advocated the crucial role Eurocontrol had to play
in the implementation of the Single Sky, and the need to foster cooperation with neighbouring
countries to extend the initiative beyond the borders of the EU.
Considering that the major objectives of the SES are still to be reached, the EP calls now on the EC to
switch from the ‘bottom-up’ to the ‘top-down’ approach in order to overcome the remaining reticence
and to speed up the implementation of the initiative — notably with respect to SESAR and the FABs.
Katarzyna SOCHACKA
Cabinet of the Secretary General
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9. Investment and growth policies

Review of the Accounting Directives

INTRODUCTION
The new Accounting Directive40 has consolidated and updated the EU accounting rules for limited
liability companies. It has merged and replaced Directive 78/660/EEC (individual financial statements)
and Directive 83/349/EEC (consolidated financial statements). For 30 years, successive amendments
to the accounting Directives had added many new requirements, making rules extremely complex.
The new Accounting Directive has relaxed the accounting rules for smaller companies and has
introduced a new obligation for large companies active in the extracting and logging of primary forests
sectors to report payments to governments.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The definition of SME: the principle that unnecessary and disproportionate administrative costs
imposed on small companies hampers the economic activity and impedes growth and employment is
not controversial. However, when the time comes to establish a regime which alleviates the
requirements for small and medium size companies, the definition of SME becomes essential, especially
in European Union integrated by 28 Member States with very different economic situations and
business structures.
Transparency in the extractive and logging industries: many developing countries are rich in natural
resources, but this wealth is often misused or stolen by their governments. Imposing disclosure
requirements of payments made to governments on by companies active in the extractive and logging
industries makes governments accountable, encouraging them to use the income received on the
citizen's benefit. However, these new requirements were not welcome by some stakeholders, who
claimed that they would increase administrative burden for the companies and jeopardise their
competitiveness.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The Commission presented the legislative proposal on 25 October 2011. The file was attributed the
Chair of the Committee on Legal Affairs, Klaus-Heiner LEHNE (EPP, DE), and was dealt with as a
package together with the revision of the Transparency Directive (Rapporteur: Arlene MCCARTHY
(S&D, UK)). The JURI Committee adopted its final report in September 2012 which constituted the
negotiating mandate for the trialogues. Seven trialogues with the Cyprus Presidency and later on with
the Irish Presidency led to an agreement in April 2013. The EP plenary and the Council approved the
compromise text in June 2013 and the Directive entered into force in July 2013.

40

Directive 2013/34/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 on the annual financial
statements, consolidated financial statements and related reports of certain types of undertakings amending Directive
2006/43/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council and repealing Council Directives 78/660/EEC and
83/349/EEC.
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RESULTS
Definition of small company: Parliament and Council agreed to define small companies as which
those with less than 50 employees, a turnover of not more than €8 million and/or a balance sheet total
of not more than €4 million. Member States may alternatively use thresholds for turnover and balance
sheet total up to €12 million and €6 million, respectively.
Reduction of administrative burden for small companies: The agreement simplified the
preparation of financial statements and reduced the amount of information required by small
companies in the notes to financial statements. Under the Directive, small companies are only required
to prepare a balance sheet, a profit and loss account and notes to meet regulatory requirements.
Member States may also permit small companies to prepare only abridged balance sheets and profit and
loss accounts. Of course, any small company remains entitled to provide more information or
statements on a voluntary basis.
There will be no EU obligation for small companies to have an audit. If a Member State chooses to
impose this obligation, the Directive provides for a proportionate approach.
Transparency and accountability: country-by-country reporting requirement for extractive and
forestry industries: Under the Accounting Directive, large undertakings operating in the extractive
industry or logging of primary forests are now obliged to annually prepare a separate report, in which
they will include material payments made to governments in the countries in which they operate, on a
country by country and on a project by project basis.
Any single payment or series of payments of €100,000 or more in any financial year made to a
government in relation to any particular project must be included in the report. The term payment is
broadly defined and includes production entitlements, taxes, royalties, dividends, bonus and payments
for infrastructure improvements.
The Directive contains a revision clause providing for the possibility to extend the reporting
requirements to other economic sectors and to extend the scope of the information provided.
Simplification of EU legislation: The new Directive has consolidated the existing accounting
Directives and has incorporated the Micro-entities Directive (Directive 2012/6/EU), which permits
micro-entities (companies with less than 10 employees, a turnover of €700,000 and/or a balance sheet
total of not more than €350,000) to prepare a very simple balance sheet and profit and loss account
with virtually no notes
Member States must transpose the provisions of the directive into national law by the beginning of 20
July 2015.
Leticia ZULETA DE REALES ANSALDO
JURI Committee Secretariat
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10. Rebuilding the European financial sector

Banking Union

INTRODUCTION
In December 2012, the President of the European Council, in close collaboration with the Presidents
of the European Commission, the European Central Bank (ECB) and the Eurogroup, drew up a
specific and time-bound road map for the achievement of a genuine Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU). One of the vital parts of this road map has been creation of a more integrated financial
framework, i.e. Banking Union.
Banking Union includes three pillars: Single Supervisory Mechanism (SSM), Single Resolution
Mechanism (SRM) and a common backstop with single deposit guarantee scheme. The pillars shall use
two horizontal set of rules: capital requirements for banks (CRD IV package) and provisions of the
Bank Recovery and Resolution Directive (BRRD).
On 20 November 2012 the European Parliament adopted a resolution "Towards a genuine
Economic and Monetary Union" (Rapporteur: Marianne Thyssen) with recommendations to the
Commission to establish a real Banking Union, including among others a European single deposit
guarantee fund and a single European recovery and resolution regime.
1. SINGLE SUPERVISORY MECHANISM (SSM)
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The SSM is the first pillar of the Banking Union. The European Commission proposed in September
2012 two regulations, one conferring supervisory powers on the ECB and the other amending the
regulation on the European Banking Authority (EBA) to take account of the ECB new supervisory
powers. The key issues at stake were the sharing of responsibilities between the ECB and national
supervisors, the governance and decision-making of the Supervisory Board to be established within the
ECB, the separation between the ECB monetary and supervisory tasks, the accountability of the single
supervisor and the relationship between euro and non-euro area Member States.
KEY PLAYERS


European Parliament: ECON Chair: Sharon BOWLES (S&D, UK); Rapporteur for the ECB
Regulation: Marianne THYSSEN (EPP, Belgium) and for the EBA Regulation Sven
GIEGOLD (G/EFA, Germany); Shadow Rapporteurs: Burkhard BALZ (EPP, Germany),
Gianni PITTELLA (S&D, Italy), Antolín SÁNCHEZ PRESEDO (S&D, Spain), Wolf KLINZ
(ALDE, Germany), Sylvie GOULARD (ALDE; France), Philippe LAMBERTS (G/EFA,
Belgium), Ivo STREJČEK (ECR, Czech Republic), Kay SWINBURNE (ECR, UK), Jürgen
KLUTE (GUE/NGL, Germany);



Council: the Cyprus and Irish Presidencies;



European Commission, DG Markt Commissioner Michel Barnier;



ECB, in particular President Mario Draghi, also followed the process closely.
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CHRONOLOGY


29 November 2012: ECON adopted its report.



13 December 2012: ECOFIN adopted a general approach.



18 December 2012 to 19 March 2013: 12 trilogues took place.



19 March 2013: concluding political trilogue.



18 April 2013: Coreper endorsed the political agreement.



May 2013: vote in plenary.



May to September 2013: negotiations between the European Parliament and the ECB on the
Interinstitutional Agreement (IIA) on the practical modalities of the exercise of democratic
accountability and oversight over the exercise of the tasks conferred upon the ECB within the
framework of the SSM. IIA was signed on 6 November 2013.

RESULTS
In the political agreement reached in March 2013, co-legislators agreed the following:


The SSM covers all (ca. 6000) banks in the euro area. The ECB will be responsible for the direct
supervision of the 128 largest banks, and national supervisors will continue to carry out the
supervision of the other banks, under the responsibility of the ECB.



Non-euro area Member States may participate in the SSM. If so, a Memorandum of
Understanding is concluded between the ECB and the relevant national supervisor.



Clear rules govern the organisational and operational separation of the ECB roles in the area of
supervision and of monetary policy.



In its supervisory role the ECB is accountable to the European Parliament and to the Council.
Details of its accountability towards Parliament are laid down in an IIA between the European
Parliament and the ECB.

The SSM regulations entered into force in November 2013. During a one-year transitional phase the
ECB is preparing for the full take-up of its new supervisory tasks. In particular, the ECB is carrying out
a comprehensive assessment of all banks which will be under its direct supervision, and will conduct
stress tests on those banks. The SSM is expected to become fully operational in November 2014.
2. SINGLE RESOLUTION MECHANISM (SRM)
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The SRM is the second pillar of the Banking Union, following the SSM. The European Commission
proposal aimed to establish a single mechanism for resolving all SSM-banks, through the creation of a
Single Resolution Board (the Board) dealing with resolution planning and actions, and the setting up of
a Single Resolution Fund (the Fund) based on contributions from the banking sector. Ultimately, the
idea is to ensure the orderly resolution of banks without resorting to tax-payers' money. The starting
positions of the European Parliament and the Council diverged to a great extent, in particular on scope,
the decision-making, both as regards the possible involvement of the Council as Meroni institution and
as regards the division of tasks between the executive and plenary sessions of the Board, the voting
modalities within the Board, the provisions relating to the transfer of bank contributions to the Fund
and the possible division of the latter into national compartments, which, in Council´s view, had to be
dealt with through an Inter-Governmental Agreement (IGA).
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KEY PLAYERS


European Parliament: ECON Chair: Sharon BOWLES (S&D, UK); Rapporteur: Elisa
FERREIRA (S&D, Portugal), Shadow Rapporteurs Corien WORTMANN-KOOL (EPP,
Netherlands), Sylvie GOULARD (ALDE, France), Sven GIEGOLD (G/EFA, Germany),
Vicky FORD (ECR, UK) and Thomas HÄNDEL (GUE/NGL, Germany);



Council: the Greek Presidency, with the involvement of Finance Minister Stournaras and of
Eurogroup President Dijsselbloem at the end of the process;



European Commission, with the involvement of DG Markt Commissioner Michel Barnier;



ECB, in particular President Mario Draghi also followed the process closely, providing input
and making public statements.

CHRONOLOGY


17 December 2013: ECON adopted its report.



18 December 2013: ECOFIN adopted a general approach.



From 8 January to 24 March 2014: 10 trilogues have taken place.



19 March 2014: concluding political trilogue.



27 March 2014: Coreper endorsed the political agreement.



April II 2014: vote in plenary.

RESULTS
A political agreement was reached in the early hours of Thursday, 20 March 2014, after 16 hours of
negotiations. Co-legislators agreed that:


the executive session of the Board will be in charge of all resolution cases unless a significant
share of the Fund is used, in which case the plenary may have its say on the use of the Fund,



the decision-making process is simplified so that a decision on a resolution scheme may
effectively be taken within a weekend,



the Council will be involved only at the European Commission’s express request and only to
assess the public interest criterion or to approve a larger or lower use of the Fund proposed by
the Commission,



the borrowing capacity of the Fund will be enhanced,



the provisions relating to the transfer of contributions and mutualisation of the Fund will be
governed by an IGA but the period both for the mutualisation and the pay-in to the Fund will
be shortened from 10 to 8 years, with a non-linear mutualisation starting with 40% the first year
and 20% the second year.

3. DEPOSIT GUARANTEE SCHEME (DGS) DIRECTIVE
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The DGS text updates an existing Directive from 1994 and enacts the new higher limit of 100,000
EUR for depositor protection, set during the crisis as a common level to avoid bank runs and to ensure
a level playing field across Member States. It also recognises that Institutional Protection Schemes
(mutual guarantee systems such as exist in several Member States) can be recognised as DGS and
updates the governance arrangements and rules for paying out to depositors when banks fail.
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Although not a single deposit guarantee scheme, the DGS directive forms together with the possible
European Stability Mechanism (ESM) facility for direct recapitalisation of financial institutions (see
relevant file on p.77) the third pillar of the Banking Union.
KEY PLAYERS


European Parliament: ECON Chair: Sharon BOWLES (S&D, UK); Rapporteur: Peter SIMON
(S&D, Germany); Shadow Rapporteurs Burkhard BALZ (EPP, Germany), Wolf KLINZ
(ALDE, Germany), Sven GIEGOLD (G/EFA, Germany), Vicky FORD (ECR, UK), Jürgen
KLUTE (GUE/NGL, Germany);



Council: the Polish Presidency (to reach a general approach), the Lithuanian Presidency (to
conclude trilogues);



European Commission, with the involvement of DG Markt Commissioner Michel Barnier.

CHRONOLOGY


24 May 2011: ECON adopted its report.



June 2011: ECOFIN adopted a general approach.



16 February 2012: EP concluded first reading.



1 October to 17 December 2013: 4 trilogues took place with a view to early 2nd reading.



17 December 2013: concluding political trilogue.



20 December 2013: Coreper endorsed the political agreement.



6 March 2014: Council concluded its first reading.



April 2014: vote in plenary (2nd reading).

RESULTS
The DGS outcome sets into law the figure of 100,000 EUR for depositor protection. It requires higher
amounts to be protected if they are temporary high balances arising from eg house sales. At EP
insistence, the time for deposits to be paid out on the event of bank failure will be reduced to just 7
days, much quicker than now – and depositors will be able to access enough for living expenses in just
5 days. The directive recognises the possibility for DGS to be involved in financing measures to avoid
bank failure, as well as protecting depositors in case failure happens.
4. BANK RECOVERY AND RESOLUTION DIRECTIVE (BRRD)
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The BRRD enacts a G20 commitment to provide ways in which banks can fail without requiring
taxpayer bail-outs. It does this by providing for recovery and resolution plans (‘living wills’) and setting
out how losses have to be borne first by shareholders and creditors, rather than through recourse to
state funds. If external money is needed, Member States have to create a financing arrangement
(generally, a fund) from contributions by the sector.
KEY PLAYERS


European Parliament: ECON Chair: Sharon BOWLES (S&D, UK); Rapporteur: Gunnar
HÖKMARK (EPP, Sweden); Shadow Rapporteurs Elisa FERREIRA (S&D, Portugal), Wolf
KLINZ (ALDE, Germany), Philippe LAMBERTS (G/EFA, Belgium), Vicky FORD (ECR,
UK), Marisa MATIAS (GUE/NGL, Portugal);
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Council: the Irish Presidency (to reach a general approach), the Lithuanian Presidency (to
conclude trilogues);



European Commission, with the involvement of DG Markt Commissioner Michel Barnier.

CHRONOLOGY


20 May 2013: ECON adopted its report.



29 June 2013: ECOFIN adopted a general approach.



10 July to 11 December 2013: 11 trilogues took place.



11 December 2013: concluding political trilogue.



20 December 2013: Coreper endorsed the political agreement.



April 2014: vote in plenary.

RESULTS
The BRRD outcome applies the requirements to all banks and investment firms (Council had wanted
waivers for small banks). The only remaining waivers are limited and are for institutions covered by
broader arrangements such as Institutional Protection Schemes. The outcome ensures that exclusions
from the possibility to ‘bail in’ liabilities are very limited and depositors are the very last in line to be
affected. If covered depositors were to be affected then DGS would step in in their place. The level of
the resolution fund (or levy arrangement) must reach 1% of covered deposits in 10 years – increased at
EP insistence – but these funds can only be used in resolution after 8% of a bank’s liabilities have
already been bailed in or written down.
5. CRD IV PACKAGE
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
In 2013 European Parliament adopted the CRD IV package composed of the fourth Capital
Requirements Directive (CRD) and the Capital Requirements Regulation (CRR). These two legal acts
set out the prudential capital requirements for credit institutions and investment firms based on the
internationally agreed principles (Basel III). The CRD reform must be understood in the context of
multiple responses to the financial and economic crisis, when it became clear that the level of fiscal
support provided to credit institutions had to be matched with a robust reform addressing the
regulatory shortcomings.
KEY PLAYERS AND CHRONOLOGY


ECON legislative stock-taking exercise in September-October 2009 and several EP requests.



European Parliament resolution of 7 October 2010 on Basel II and revision of the CRD.



European Commission proposal of 20 July 2011 on CRD IV aiming at a maximum
harmonisation and creating a "single rulebook".



ECON voted on the negotiation mandate on 14 May 2012.



Rapporteur: Othmar KARAS (EPP, Austria), Shadow Rapporteurs: Udo BULLMANN (S&D,
Germany), Sharon BOWLES (S&D, UK), Philippe LAMBERTS (G/EFA, Belgium), Vicky
FORD (ECR, UK), Jürgen KLUTE (GUE/NGL, Germany)



Council adopted general approach on 15 May 2012.



Final agreement was reached in the early hours of 21 March 2013.
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Vote in the plenary on 16 April 2013.



New rules to apply as from 1 January 2014.

6.3. RESULTS


Preserving the level playing field inside the single market by achieving a Single Rule Book for all
EU 8 200 banks.



Strengthening bank capital and liquidity standards (quality and level of capital, leverage ratio,
securitisation), addressing the procyclical nature of Basel II and also taking into account the
specific concerns raised by systemically important financial institutions.



Reforming compensation practices (e.g. bonuses) to support financial stability.



Strengthening adherence to international supervisory and regulatory standards.



Lending to the real economy, especially SMEs.



Disclosure of profits made, taxes paid and subsidies received country by country, as well as
turnover and number of employees.



During 2014-2019 legislature, the European Commission shall submit further legislative acts to
review certain provisions of the CRD IV package as well as Level 2 measures.
ECON Committee Secretariat and EGOV Unit
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10. Rebuilding the European financial sector

Regulating the derivatives trade

INTRODUCTION
Derivatives play an important role in the economy. But they are also associated with certain risks. The
financial crisis, including the default of Lehman Brothers and the bail out of AIG, highlighted that
these risks were not sufficiently mitigated, particularly in the OTC market (over-the-counter, i.e.
privately traded) where almost 95% of derivatives were traded. The G20 agreed in 2009 that "all
standard OTC derivative contracts should be traded on exchanges or electronic trading platforms,
where appropriate, and cleared through central counterparties by end-2012 at the latest." Furthermore,
the G-20 acknowledged that "OTC derivative contracts should be reported to trade repositories and
that non-centrally cleared contracts should be subject to higher capital requirements."
The OTC derivatives market was valued at around €425 trillion in 2009.
The EU action is part of a larger international effort to increase the stability of the financial system in
general, and the OTC derivatives market in particular.
In 2010 the EP (Report by Werner LANGEN, EPP, Germany) called for derivative products to be
scrutinised at national level, EU level and also by the G20.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


To increase transparency, the new rule requires that i) detailed information on OTC derivative
contracts entered into by EU financial and non-financial firms BE reported to trade repositories
and made accessible to supervisory authorities, and that ii) trade repositories publish aggregate
positions by class of derivatives accessible to all market participants. In the course of the
negotiations the scope of the proposal has been widened to cover the reporting of both listed
(i.e. non-OTC) and OTC derivatives.



To reduce counterparty credit risk, the new rules introduce (i) stringent rules on prudential (e.g.
how much capital they need to hold), organisational (e.g. role of risk committees) and conduct
of business standards (e.g. disclosure of prices) for CCPs, (ii) mandatory CCP-clearing for
contracts that have been standardised (i.e. they have met predefined eligibility criteria), (iii) risk
mitigation standards for contracts not cleared by a CCP (e.g. exchange of collateral)



To reduce operational risk. Operational risk is the risk of loss resulting from inadequate or
failed internal processes, people and systems, or from external events. The proposal required
the use of electronic means for the timely confirmation of the terms of OTC derivatives
contracts. This allows counterparties to net the confirmed transaction against other transactions
and ensure accurate book keeping.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY




EP resolution of 15 June 2010, rapporteur Werner LANGEN (EPP, Germany)
The Commission adopted on 15 September 2010 the legislative proposal
EP voted on the negotiation mandate on 5 July 2011, rapporteur Werner LANGEN (EPP,
Germany)
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Final agreement with the Council was reached on 9 February 2012
Vote in plenary on 29 March 2012

RESULTS


Obligatory clearing for OTC derivatives, reporting for all derivatives: The regulation
provides that OTC derivative contracts would have to be cleared through central counterparties
(CCPs), thus reducing counterparty credit risk, i.e. the risk that one party to the contract may
default. In negotiations, MEPs secured a requirement that all derivative contracts (not only
OTC derivatives), will have to be reported to central data centres or "trade repositories", which
will have to publish aggregate positions by class of derivatives, thereby offering market players a
clearer view of the market.



Strong role for ESMA: The work of trade repositories will be monitored by the European
Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA), which will be responsible for granting or
withdrawing their registration. Parliament's negotiators strengthened ESMA's role by making it
easier for it to block the authorisation of a CCP to operate on the EU's internal market. They
also provided for binding mediation by ESMA in disputes among national authorities over the
authorisation of CCPs.



Pension schemes: MEPs secured a "light touch" regime for pension schemes with regard to
the clearing obligation. For these schemes, the obligation would not apply for three years,
extendable by another two years plus one, subject to proper justification.



Recognition of CCPs from third countries: CCPs from third countries will be recognized in
the EU only if the legal regime of the third country in question provides for an effective
equivalent system for recognition. However, this does not set a precedent for other legislation
on the supervision and oversight of financial market infrastructures.
Adolfo BARBERÁ DEL ROSAL
ECON Committee Secretariat

228

10. Rebuilding the European financial sector

Bringing transparency and integrity to financial markets

INTRODUCTION
In the aftermath of the financial crisis, a global consensus emerged that markets must serve the efficient
allocation of investments and savings in the real economy and should not pose risks to financial
stability. To this end, international commitments at G20 level were taken to implement a reinforced
framework on market integrity and efficiency, including measures to address the risks posed by high
frequency trading and dark liquidity.
The G20 also agreed that there is a need to ensure enhanced market transparency, both on cash and
financial commodity markets, including OTC, and achieve appropriate regulation and supervision of
participants in these markets. Market regulators and authorities should be granted effective intervention
powers to address disorderly markets and prevent market abuses. In particular, market regulators
should have, and use formal position management powers, including the power to set ex-ante position
limits, particularly in the delivery month where appropriate, among other powers of intervention.
These objectives are to be implemented in the EU legal framework through legislation in the area of
markets in financial instruments and market abuse.
The new MIFID (market in financial instruments directive) introduces specific requirements on
commodity derivatives markets, including registration of market participants and transparency
requirements, and seeks to address G20 recommendation on position management through position
limits or position management. The new market abuse regulation will increase the transparency and the
integrity of the derivatives markets including OTC transactions.
The gravity of crimes of market abuse requires the application, where appropriate, of criminal
penalties. The introduction of a directive aimed at harmonising the criminal sanctions regimes for
market abuse across the EU is essential to ensure effective implementation of EU financial services
legislation. The proposal for a Regulation on Market Abuse adds a significant innovation to the current
market abuse framework by providing a detailed list of infringements that must be sanctioned, a
detailed list of measures and sanctions that must at least be available to the competent authorities and
criteria for the application of sanctions.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
As regards the regulation of markets in financial instruments
The existing regulatory framework (MIFID I) had to be updated. The market situation has changed due
to technical progress, new market participants and the development of more complex trading strategies.
Moreover, in response to the financial crisis, MiFID had to be reviewed in order to reduce systemic risk
and to ensure financial markets stability as well as adequate investor protection, as follows:


Closing all gaps in the regulatory framework in order not to have parts of the market left
unregulated.



Ensuring that the exemptions are not misused.



Strengthening the regulatory framework for investor protection in order to provide improved
information to clients about the services and the execution of their orders.
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Record keeping of transactions including telephone conversations or electronic
communications.



Tackling the issues raised by algorithmic trading and ensuring that trading venues are resilient
in extreme market situations and that they have in place proper circuit breakers and business
continuity arrangements.



Strengthening corporate governance



Having specific rules for trading venues on which commodity derivative contracts are traded



Ensuring that all firms would have to publish their trade reports to allow efficient comparison
of prices and trades across all venues possible



Organising the regime third-country equivalency

As regards market abuse
Main issues to address:


serious gaps in regulation of new markets, platforms and over-the-counter (OTC) trading in
financial instruments



loopholes in the regulation of commodities and commodity derivatives



obstacles to effective enforcement for regulators



administrative burdens for SMEs



the lack of legal certainty, which undermines the effectiveness of the MAD, and



the lack of criminal sanctions.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
As regards the regulation of markets in financial instruments


The Commission adopted on 20 October 2011 the legislative proposals



EP voted on mandate on 26 October 2012



A final agreement was reached in January 2014



Rapporteur was Markus FERBER (EPP, Germany)

As regards market abuse


The Commission adopted on 15 November 2011 the legislative proposals



ECON voted on mandate on 22 October 2012



Following the final agreement with the Council, the first reading regarding the Market Abuse
Regulation was voted on 10 September 2013



A final agreement on the Market Abuse Directive was reached in February 2014.



Rapporteur was Arlene McCARTHY (S&D, UK)
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RESULTS
- As regards the regulation of markets in financial instruments:
Market structure: All systems enabling market players to buy and sell financial instruments would
have to operate as Regulated Markets (RMs) like stock exchanges, Multilateral Trading Facilities
(MTFs) or Organised Trading Facilities (OTFs) designed to make sure that all trading venues are
captured by the Market in Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID). Trading on OTFs would be
restricted to non-equities, such as interests in bonds, structured finance products, emission allowances
or derivatives.
The trading obligation would ensure that investment firms do their trades in shares on organised
trading venues such as RMs or MTFs. Transactions in derivatives subject to this obligation would have
to be concluded on RMs, MTFs, or OTFs.
Investor protection: Under the new rules, the duty of firms providing investment services to act in
clients’ best interests would also include designing investment products for specified groups of clients
according to their needs, withdrawing “toxic” products from trading and ensuring that any marketing
information is clearly identifiable as such and not misleading. Clients should also be informed whether
the advice offered is independent or not and about the risks associated with proposed investment
products and strategies.
Commodities: Parliament’s negotiators ensured that for the first time, the competent authorities
would be empowered to limit the size of a net position which a person may hold in commodity
derivatives, given their potential impact on food and energy prices. Under the new rules, positions in
commodity derivatives (traded on trading venues and over the counter), would be limited, to support
orderly pricing and prevent market distorting positions and market abuse. The European Securities and
Markets Authority should determine the methodology for calculating these limits, to be applied by the
competent authorities. Position limits would not apply to positions that are objectively measurable as
reducing the risks directly related to the commercial activity.
High-frequency algorithmic trading: Parliament also introduced, for the first time at EU level, rules
on algorithmic trading in financial instruments. As defined by these rules, such trading takes place
where a computer algorithm automatically determines individual parameters of orders, such as whether
to initiate the order, the timing, price or quantity. Any investment firm engaging in it would have to
have effective systems and controls in place, such as “circuit breakers” that stop the trading process if
price volatility gets too high. To minimize systemic risk, the algorithms used would have to be tested on
venues and authorized by regulators. Moreover; records of all placed orders and cancellations of orders
would have to be stored and made available to the competent authority upon request.
Third country regime: Third countries whose rules are equivalent to the new EU rules would be able
to benefit from the “EU passport” when providing services to professionals.
- As regards the Market Abuse Regulation:
Tougher sanctions: Companies convicted of market abuse could be fined up to 15% of their annual
turnover or €15 million. Individual perpetrators would face fines of up to €5 million and a temporary or
some cases permanent ban on doing certain jobs within investment firms.
Wider scope: The new rules will now be extended to cover a variety of financial instruments including
commodity derivatives affecting food and energy prices, traded inside and outside the exchanges. In
particular, in response to the LIBOR scandal, MEPs ensured that transmitting false or misleading
information or providing false or misleading inputs which manipulate the calculation of a benchmark
fall under market abuse rules to cover all possible and future manipulation
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- As regards the Market Abuse Directive:
Criminal penalties: The draft rules lay down tougher criminal penalties, including prison terms, for
serious market abuses such as unlawful disclosure of information, insider dealing or market
manipulation and also inciting, aiding or abetting them. To ensure that these penalties apply EU-wide,
all member states would have to require their judges to sentence maximum penalty offenders to no less
than four years in jail for the most serious forms of insider dealing or market manipulation and no less
than two years for unlawful disclosure of information.
Offences: Under the new rules, the definitions of offences and the penalties applied for them would be
harmonised. Market manipulation offences punishable by a four-year jail term would include entering
into a transaction or placing an order which gives false or misleading signals about the supply, demand
or price of one or more financial instruments or providing false or misleading inputs to manipulate the
calculation of benchmarks, such as the London Interbank Offered Rate (LIBOR) or Euro Interbank
Offered Rate (EURIBOR). Insider dealing offences punishable by four years’ imprisonment include
those in which inside information is used with intent to buy or sell financial instruments or to cancel or
amend an order. Member states would remain free to set or maintain tougher criminal law penalties for
market abuse than those laid down in these rules.
Adolfo BARBERÁ DEL ROSAL
ECON Committee Secretariat
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10. Rebuilding the European financial sector

Strengthening the insurance sector

INTRODUCTION
The so-called Solvency II legislation is part of a broader package which fine-tunes risk management
rules to make them consistent with the EU's financial supervisory system set up in 2012. The purpose
of the legislation is to reduce the riskiness of insurance firms’ investments – and taxpayer exposure to
them. The rules applied to insurers will be like those already in place for banks, but adapted to their
typically longer-term investment profile, so as not to penalise them for taking a long-run view. The
“Solvency II” legislation, thirteen years in the making, will require the EU’s €8 trillion insurance
industry, its largest institutional investor, to set aside enough capital to cover investment risks. It is to
take effect on 1 January 2016.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


The biggest hurdle was the size of the capital buffer that insurance companies would need to
hold for investments they declared they would hold on to for a long time (so called “long-term
guarantees”). The agreed rules acknowledge that insurers hold on to their investments for
comparatively long periods and are therefore less affected than others by sudden and severe
market shocks.



The need to ensure that the newly-established European Insurance and Occupational Pensions
Authority (EIOPA) has the necessary clout in the system.



Ensuring a workable relationship with third country systems.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


Commission Omnibus II proposal adopted on 19 January 2011



Negotiation mandate voted in committee on 28 March 2012



Political agreement reached on 13 November 2013



Rapporteur was Burkhard BALZ (EPP, Germany)

After 14 years since its inception, 4 years after agreement on the Solvency II Directive, 3 years after the
Omnibus II proposal, and 2 Quick-Fix Directives postponing dates, we can now conclude that
Solvency II will be applied as of 1 January 2016.
RESULTS


Concerning the Long Term Guarantees package, the agreed rules acknowledge that insurers
hold on to their investments for comparatively long periods and are therefore less affected than
others by sudden and severe market shocks. However, the rules would still require insurance
companies to hold more buffer capital than they do now and to take more realistic views of
their liabilities. The rules will also require insurers to take account of the effect of financial
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market volatility. MEPs also secured a provision on continuous monitoring and control systems
to ensure that the prescribed requirements are appropriate in practice. In sum:
o a 65% application ratio for the Volatility Adjustment
o a 16 year transitional period for the interest rate transitional and the technical provisions
transitional
o the fundamental spread in relation to the Matching Adjustment includes a 30%
threshold for exposures to government bonds and 35% to corporate bonds.
o further qualitative supervisory tools including: a capital add-on, supervisory approval for
all measures and enhanced disclosure requirements


For provisional equivalence in relation to subsidiaries in third countries of EU groups, criteria
have been agreed that allow for a unilateral decision by the Commission that provisional
equivalence exists, protecting EU interests. In addition, the provisional equivalence decision will
last for 10 years with renewals for further periods of 10 years, which should ensure sufficient
long-term investment planning certainty for companies.



Sovereign debt: although Parliament wanted a reference to "sovereign debt", a reference to
"fixed-income securities and long term infrastructure" was in the end acceptable to the
Presidency



The issue of explanatory documents has been a continuing issue in all negotiations and blocks
so far a final vote on the Mortgage Credit Directive (MCD). We have now found a solution in
that the ESA Regulations will be amended through Omnibus II and MCD to include an
obligation on national supervisors to provide information to the ESAs as to how the financial
services Directives and Regulations are applied in accordance with Union law.



A similar solution to amend the ESA Regulations has been found to solve the timing problem
for adoption of Regulatory Technical Standards, which now provides for the possibility to have
in total three months (1+1+1).



It has also been ensured that an EP Inquiry Committee has full access to confidential
information held by supervisory authorities, both in Insurance (Solvency II through Omnibus
II) and banking (CRD IV through MCD).
Adolfo BARBERÁ DEL ROSAL
ECON Committee Secretariat
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10. Rebuilding the European financial sector

Retail financial services

The retail services files are the following:


Credit agreements relating to residential property (proposed mortgage credit directive (MCD))



proposal to boost protection for those who buy investment funds (currently governed by the
Directive on Undertakings for Collective Investment in Transferable Securities (UCITS).



a proposal for a regulation on key information documents for packaged retail investment
products (PRIPs)



a revision of the Insurance Mediation Directive (IMD)



a proposal for a directive on the comparability of fees related to payment accounts, payment
account switching and access to payment accounts with basic features (Basic Banking Services)

Mortgages (MCD)
INTRODUCTION
Irresponsible lending and borrowing was at the heart of excessive indebtedness, one of the main causes
of the financial crisis. It is necessary to define a category of special risk agreements to correct excessive
uniformity of regulation; to combat financial illiteracy at the root of irresponsible practices; to deal with
key problems during the life of a credit agreement by guaranteeing flexibility through an enhanced
balance of competition and stability; and to promote transparent, smart and reliable mortgage markets.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Special risk agreements: this kind of agreement needs to be defined and the risks managed through
extra measures including warnings for consumers and stricter prudential requirements so that those
taking greater risks also bear the potential costs of taking such risks.
Creditworthiness assessment: this is key to achieving a sustainable market. The assessment must be
robust but to avoid financial exclusion, judgement should be used to protect consumers from arbitrary
or unjustified decisions to deny credit.
Reflection period: consumers should have a time to compare offers and ask for advice.
Advice: It is important to define and provide clear standards for advice and to distinguish such advice,
which includes a personalised recommendation, from personalised marketing material which does not
contain such a recommendation.
Early repayment: consumers should have the right to repay early, under certain conditions.
Valuation: Both creditors and consumers have an accurate and impartial valuation of the property.
Traceability: The crisis has shown the importance of ensuring the traceability of rights in residential
immovable property for creditors and for those investing in instruments for which the right in the
residential immovable property provides collateral.
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KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY


The Commission adopted the proposal on 31 March 2011



Rapporteur was Antolin SÁNCHEZ-PRESEDO (S&D, Spain)



ECON adopted the negotiation mandate on 7 June 2012.



Political agreement with the Council on 23 April 2013



Completion of the first reading agreement is subject to a final agreement on a horizontal issue
regarding the so-called “explanatory documents”.

RESULTS
As part of the Parliament’s achievements:


Irresponsible lending will be made more difficult. Credit institutions will have to give much
more information to consumers and will have to carry out an in-depth assessment of the
borrowers. There will also be higher requirements on the valuation of the residential property
and on the risk analysis of the market.



There will be a seven-day reflection period, which could be longer if member states so decide.
Consumers will be able to assess their decision and have a right of withdrawal.



There will be a higher degree of flexibility during the mortgage. And to protect borrowers
better in case of crisis and default, there are principles to avoid the termination of the contract
and foreclosure. The door is open to sell the property for the best effort price, protecting
consumers to avoid over-indebtedness and repaying the loan by returning the property.

PRIPs/KID, UCITS and IMD files (“Retail Package”)
INTRODUCTION
Lack of transparency, low awareness of risks, and poor handling of conflicts of interest have meant
that consumers across the EU have been repeatedly sold investment and insurance products that were
not right for them. Consumers have had their faith in the financial sector shaken. In addition, existing
legislation has not developed fast enough to reflect the growing complexity of financial services. Only
by taking steps to tackle these shortcomings can low consumer confidence be tackled, laying strong
foundations for growth in the EU. Strong, well-regulated retail markets that place the best interests of
consumers at their heart are necessary for consumer confidence and economic growth in the medium
and longer term.
Packaged retail investment products (PRIPs) – Key Information Document (KID)
The PRIPs proposal aims at improving the quality of information that is provided to consumers when
considering investments. Investment products are complex and it can be difficult to compare them or
fully grasp the risks involved. The original Commission proposal aimed at informing consumers in a
format easy to understand by introducing a new, innovative standard for product information, one that
is short and plain-speaking, and thus far more consumer-friendly. This document is called the 'Key
Information Document' (KID). The proposal foresaw that every manufacturer of investment products
(e.g. investment fund managers, insurers, banks) will have to produce such a document for each
investment product.
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Undertakings for Collective Investment in Transferable Securities (UCITS) V
The original UCITS Directive created the internal market for investment funds in Europe. The
UCITS V proposal aimed at ensuring that the depositary's (the asset-keeping entity) duties and liability
are clear and uniform across the EU (precise definition of the tasks and liabilities of all depositaries
acting on behalf of a UCITS fund; clear rules on the remuneration of UCITS managers; a common
approach to how core breaches of the UCITS legal framework are sanctioned).
Insurance Mediation Directive (IMD) Revision
The goal of this revision is to upgrade consumer protection in the insurance sector by creating
common standards across insurance sales and ensuring proper advice. It will do so by improving
transparency and establishing a level playing field for insurance sales by intermediaries and sales by
insurance undertakings.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE

PRIPs/KID
Easy reading KID: Two-page A4 standard format KIDs should be given to all small investors, to help
them to understand and compare investment products. KIDs should make no reference to advertising
material and should be prepared by a clearly identifiable entity that created the product.
Investment products covered: The new rules should make all risks clear and enable small investors to
compare products. Packaged investments can benefit small investors by spreading risks across many
different economic sectors or underlying assets. Deposits, securities and insurance products which do
not offer a surrender value are excluded from the scope of this measure.
Broker’s fees: The investment broker's fees would be stipulated in an annex to the KID. Liability for
losses: KIDs must not be misleading. If a small investor could show that a loss was caused by identified
information in a KID, then the investment product manufacturer could be liable under civil law.
Fines: Competent authorities designated by EU member states would be able to impose penalties such
as suspending or prohibiting the sale of a product, issuing a public warning and administrative fines of
up to 10% of the investment product manufacturer's total annual turnover or up to €5,000,000 on
individual persons.

Undertakings for Collective Investment in Transferable Securities (UCITS) V
Depositary: To clarify who is responsible for small investors' funds, there should be a single
"depositary" (investment firm or credit institution), to oversee investor payments to the fund and act as
a custodian of its assets. Depositaries should be required not to act without authorisation and would
have to keep investors' money clearly separate from their own assets.
Pay: Fund managers should be required not to take investment risks beyond what is accepted by their
UCITS investors. Where a UCITS loses money, its managers' remuneration would be reduced or even
clawed back.
Penalties: All EU Member States would have to provide in their laws for harmonised administrative
penalties for funds that fail to comply with national UCITS authorisation and reporting rules. These
penalties would include a public warning, temporarily or permanently banning the perpetrators from
fund management and administrative fees of up to ten times of profits made while breaking the rules.

Insurance Mediation Directive (IMD) Revision
Scope: The Commission is seeking to expand the scope of the directive to encompass sales of
insurance contracts by insurance and reinsurance undertakings without the intervention of an insurance
intermediary, claims management and insurance policies sold along with other services.
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Registration and simplified declaration procedure: Although they have been brought within the scope
of the directive, insurance undertakings and their employees will not need to register again. Tied
intermediaries may be registered by registered intermediaries.
Professional and organisational requirements: Insurance intermediaries should be required to update
their knowledge and ability through continuing professional development. In order to prevent the
internal market being undermined by different qualifications in the various Member States, minimum
requirements regarding knowledge and abilities applicable should be established.
Conflicts of interest and transparency: The proposed provisions regarding conflicts of interest and
transparency are one of the major changes under the revised directive. Insurance intermediaries would
be required to disclose the nature and exact amount of their own remuneration and of variable
remuneration received by insurance company sales staff.
Insurance investment products: Insurance investment products should be covered by additional
consumer protection requirements.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The Commission submitted the three proposals on 3 July 2012.
i) The mandate for the PRIPs/KID file was voted in Committee on 22 October 2013. The final deal
was reached on 1 April 2014. Rapporteur was Pervenche BERÈS (S&D, France).
ii) As regards UCITS, the negotiation mandate was adopted on 3 July 2013. The final deal was reached
on 25 February 2014. Rapporteur was Sven GIEGOLD (G/EFA; Germany).
iii) As regards IMD, ECON decided to take the file to plenary and to start negotiations with the
Council under the next mandate. Rapporteur is Werner LANGEN (EPP, Germany).
RESULTS

As regards the PRIPs/KID file:
Easy-reading KIDs: Before signing a contract, all small (non-professional) investors should be given
three-page A4 standard format KIDs to help them to understand and compare packaged retail and
insurance-based investment products (PRIIPs), estimate the total cost of their investment as well as be
aware of its risk-reward profile. KIDs should be clearly separate from advertising materials, consistent
with any binding contractual documents and prepared by a clearly identifiable entity that created the
product. Parliament's negotiators ensured that where applicable investors will also be informed whether
their investment will contribute to any projects with environmental or social aims. Where applicable,
the KID should also include a “comprehension alert” warning that "you are about to purchase a
product that is not simple and may be difficult to understand”.
Investment products covered: The new rules would apply to all investment products intended for
small investors. However, they would not apply to: non-life insurance products, life insurance contracts
where the benefits under the contract are payable only on death or in respect of incapacity due to
injury, sickness or infirmity, or deposits other than structured deposits and securities. Officially
recognised pension schemes, pension products which, under national law, are recognised as having the
primary purpose of providing the investor with an income in retirement and individual pension
products for which a contribution from the employer is required would also be exempted from the
scope of the legislation.
Liability for losses: KIDs must not be misleading. If a small investor could show that a loss was
caused by the information in a KID, or was inaccurate or inconsistent with any binding contractual
documents, then the investment product manufacturer could be liable under national law.
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As regards the UCITS file:


If the depositary becomes insolvent, UCITS assets will be protected through clear segregation
rules and safeguards provided by the insolvency law of the Member States. Depositaries in the
EU will be liable for any loss of UCITS assets held in custody. If something goes wrong with
these UCITS assets, investors will be in a much better position to have the situation remedied.
Importantly, UCITS investors will always have the right of redress directly against the
depositary and will not have to rely on the management company's ability to accomplish this
task.\



In addition to this, a new harmonised framework of remuneration policies for all risk-takers
involved in managing UCITS funds has been introduced so that remuneration practices do not
encourage excessive risk-taking and instead promote sound and effective risk management.



The agreement also strengthens the existing rules on sanctions to ensure effective cooperation
between authorities and harmonises administrative sanctions in order to detect and deter
breaches of UCITS provisions. Throughout the EU, UCITS managers and depositaries must be
well supervised and, where necessary, properly sanctioned.

Basic Banking Services
INTRODUCTION
As part of the financial inclusion policy, the Parliament has requested that basic banking services be a
legal right for the 10% of EU citizens who currently do not have any, including homeless people, those
on very low incomes, students, people with no credit record and expatriate workers.
Legislation is needed at EU level because simple Commission recommendations have yielded the
desired results in only a few countries and banks have a natural tendency to target only commercially
attractive clients.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE


The basic payment account must always be cheaper than any alternative offered by a given
institution, the resolution says.



Banks and other institutions offering payment accounts must not be able to refuse to grant
such an account on grounds such as low income, type of employment, credit history, or level of
indebtedness. Most importantly, they must not be allowed to make the basic account
conditional on the purchase of other products or services, adds the text.



The basic account would allow a person to carry out any essential payment transaction such as
receiving income or benefits, paying bills or taxes, buying goods and services, making cash
withdrawals, and printing account statements.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The European Parliament adopted on 4 July 2012 legislative initiative report (Klute report) requesting
the Commission to submit a legislative proposal.
The Commission submitted the proposal on 8 May 2013
ECON planned on its report on 18 November 2013 and the Council adopted its general approach on 5
December 2013.
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The final deal was reached on 20 March 2014.
Rapporteur was Jürgen KLUTE (GUE/NGL, Germany)
RESULTS
This is a particularly important victory for the Parliament, which has been energetically requesting this
legislation.
Open access: Parliament insisted that basic payment accounts must be offered by all credit institutions
or by a sufficient number of them to guarantee access for all consumers in any given EU country and
competitive offers must be provided. Moreover such offers will not be limited to banks that only
provide on-line services. Anyone legally residing in the EU, including customers with no fixed address,
will be able to open a basic account. However, member states may, while fully respecting the
fundamental rights of customers, require them to show a genuine interest in opening such a bank
account in a specific country, without making such a request too difficult or burdensome.
Clear Information: Anyone who opens a payment account should be able to understand its fees and
interests rates and to compare account offers – this information should be clear and standardised
across the EU. In each EU member state there should be at least one independent website comparing
the fees charged by banks. Member states may also require such a website to compare the levels of
service offered, such as the number and location of branches. Banks will also be required to inform
their clients that they offer these accounts.
Characteristics of a basic account:
“Basic” payment accounts will enable customers to pay in and withdraw cash and execute payment
transactions within the EU. However, it will be up to the member states to decide that such accounts
should not include overdraft facilities, or to limit the amount of such overdraft facilities. Customers will
be able to execute an unlimited number of such operations, either for no fee or for a reasonable fee.To
benefit from the most convenient offers customers should be able to switch to another basic account
offered by a bank located in the EU for a reasonable fee. Moreover, banks should provide assistance to
the consumer, including providing a list of standing orders, transferring any positive balance remaining
on the account to the new account and closing the account. Banks will be also obliged to refund,
without delay, any financial loses resulting directly from faults in the switching process.
Adolfo BARBERÁ DEL ROSAL
ECON Committee Secretariat
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10. Rebuilding the European financial sector

Economic Governance

INTRODUCTION
The 2008 financial crisis which turned into an economic and sovereign debt crisis across the Economic
and Monetary Union (EMU) revealed structural imbalances in some Member States as well as
shortcomings in the set-up of the EMU. A more efficient economic governance system was therefore
highly needed, overhauling the economic and fiscal coordination which had been in place until then.
Economic governance is the system of institutions and procedures with a view to achieve the EU
objectives in the economic area, namely a better coordination of economic and budgetary policies
geared towards growth and job creation.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
As shown by the crisis, EU Member States - especially those in the euro area - are highly
interdependent in the economic and financial areas. A greater economic and budgetary coordination
between Member States is, therefore, required in order to prevent potential imbalances and negative
spillover effects from emerging. In particular, the sustainability of public finances should be targeted as
well as the safeguard of the financial system, especially for Member States sharing a common currency.
Ultimately, an enhanced structure of economic governance seeks to boost growth, job creation and
improved competitiveness.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The Six-Pack legislation entered into force on 13 December 2011. It is applicable to all EU Member
States (Art. 121 and 126 and Protocol No 12), with a few specific rules for euro area Member States
(Art. 136). Rapporteurs: Corien WORTMANN-KOOL (EPP, NL), Diogo FEIO (EPP, PT), Vicky
FORD (ECR, UK), Elisa FERREIRA (S&D, PT), Carl HAGLUND (ALDE, FI), Sylvie GOULARD
(ALDE, FR).
The Two-Pack Regulations entered into force on 30 May 2013. It is applicable to euro area Member
States only (Art. 136). Rapporteurs: Jean-Paul GAUZÈS (EPP, FR) and Elisa FERREIRA (S&D, PT).
The Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the EMU (TSCG) was signed on 2
March 2012 by the leaders of all EU Member States except Czech Republic and the United Kingdom.
It entered into force on 1 January 2013.
The treaty of the European Stability Mechanism (ESM) was signed on 2 March 2012 and has
become fully operational since 8 October 2012, replacing the temporary European Financial Stability
Fund (EFSF).
The Euro+ Pact was signed in March 2011 by 23 Member States, including 6 outside the euro area
(Bulgaria, Denmark, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Romania).
The European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB) and the three European Supervisory Authorities
(ESAs) ̶ the European Banking Authority (EBA), the European Securities and Markets Authority
(ESMA) and the European Insurance Occupational Pensions Authority (EIOPA) ̶ were established in
January 2011.
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RESULTS
A new structure of economic governance has been implemented since 2011 in order to address
weaknesses revealed by the crisis. This framework includes the 'Six-Pack' legislation which strengthens
the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) by reinforcing the preventive and corrective arm of the Pact, and
introduces macroeconomic surveillance (Art. 121 TFEU). Multilateral surveillance aims at ensuring
sound public finances (i.e. preventive arm) while the Excessive Deficit Procedure (EDP) seeks to
prevent excessive deficit from emerging and ensures their prompt correction (corrective arm). Similarly,
the 'Two-pack' regulations further strengthen euro area economic coordination and integration, with
special emphasis on enhanced surveillance for Member States experiencing financial difficulties.
EU economic governance also incorporates the European Semester, i.e. Member States coordinate
their budgetary, macroeconomic and structural policies over a 6-month period taking into account EU
considerations at an early stage. This aims at ensuring that all policies are analyzed and assessed
together and that policy areas which previously were not systematically covered by economic
surveillance - such as macroeconomic imbalance and financial sector issues - are included.
In addition, further fiscal discipline has been introduced since the entry into force of the Treaty on
Stability, Coordination and Governance in EMU (TSCG) on 1 January 2013. In particular, the
TSCG compels contracting parties to transpose into national law (preferably on constitutional level) a
balanced-budget rule, under the threat of financial sanctions to be imposed by the European Court of
Justice. The contracting parties face a greater automaticity of the correction mechanism should they
deviate significantly from the medium-term objective or the adjustment path towards it.
A crisis resolution mechanism, the European Stability Mechanism (ESM), has also been created in
order to safeguard financial stability within the euro area. Specifically, the ESM provides financial
assistance to EMU Member States experiencing financing difficulties so as to prevent, ultimately,
sovereign defaults and financial contagion.
Moreover, the 23 EU Member States which signed the Euro+ Pact in March 2011 have committed to
reinforcing economic coordination in four key areas: competitiveness, employment, sustainability of
public finances and financial stability.
Lastly, a new financial supervision structure has been established since 2011, including (i) the ESRB
which is tasked with macro-prudential overseeing of the financial system; and (ii) three ESAs (i.e. EBA,
ESMA and EIOPA). Overall, this aims at repairing and safeguarding the financial system.
Stanislas DE FINANCE
DG IPOL, Economic Governance Unit
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11. In service of the European consumer

Passenger rights in all transport modes

INTRODUCTION
The EU objective set in 2001 to introduce passenger rights to all modes of transport (air, rail, maritime
and bus and coaches) has been achieved. The most recent Regulation which entered into force in
March 2013 was the Regulation regarding passenger rights for bus and coach transport. The first
Regulation ever, the one regarding air passenger rights, is now under revision. At this stage, the
European Parliament has adopted its first reading position on the Commission's proposal for revision
on 5 February 2014.
Despite the fact that the EU is today a unique area where passenger rights in all transport modes are
protected, some fundamental questions remain open in relation to the full implementation and proper
enforcement of these rights. In addition, passengers are not yet fully aware of their rights and often
frustrated because of the costly and cumbersome way to defend them.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Passengers can expect a transport service that guarantees non-discrimination in access to transport,
timely and accessible information at the various stages of travel, immediate and proportionate
assistance in case of long delays at departure or at connecting points (from refreshments for shorter
delays to accommodation), transparency of travel conditions in regard to ticket prices and baggage
allowances, a minimum quality of service, and full respect of the terms of their contract.
Like for any other consumer, the non-fulfilment of the contract opens the right to redress for the
passenger, based on a liability regime which is now-a-days established by the aforementioned
comprehensive set of EU legislation, including the right to renounce travelling (reimbursement of the
full cost of the ticket) when the trip is not carried out as planned, the right to rerouting and rebooking,
and the right to compensation under certain circumstances (longer delays or cancellation).
Furthermore, specific EU legislation provides for the carrier's liability towards passengers and their
baggage. The Court of Justice has ruled on the scope of passenger rights as regards cancellations,
delays, and extraordinary circumstances under which carriers are exempted from compensation
payment and has thus contributed to close loopholes in the EU legislation.
The right to an efficient and accessible system of complaint handling and to full application and
enforcement of EU law are further major elements of passengers' rights protection. In this context, the
Directive 2013/11/EU on Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) is an important step forward. The
Directive, which enters into force in 2015, obliges Member States to create national bodies responsible
for dealing with complaints. These new out-of-court resolution bodies, together with the already
existing National Enforcement Bodies, whose role is to closely monitor the enforcement of the law at
national level and sanction infringements by carriers, are supposed to offer to passengers a more
effective mechanism for defending their rights, without prejudice of passengers' access to Court
proceedings.
The right to mobility and in particular the accessibility and assistance at no additional cost for disabled
passengers and passengers with reduced mobility (PRM) are additional important rights applicable to all
transport modes. In air transport, they benefit from a special Regulation ((EC) No 1107/2006). In its
resolution of March 2012, the EP called for better quality of service to people in this category,
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including barrier-free access to airport facilities, proper staff training and liability for damage to mobility
devices. Specific EU guidelines will help to improve the implementation of its relevant Regulation.
RESULTS
Strengthening, enforcing and communicating the rules more actively to passengers are main challenges
for the future. Recent steps have been undertaken in that direction and are supposed to bring about
positive results:


The strengthening of the rules in the field of air passenger rights, which is the scope of the ongoing revision of Regulation (EC) 261/2004;



The improved enforcement due to the new out-of-court resolution mechanism to be
established at national level;



The adoption of EU guidelines for the implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2006 on
the rights of persons with disabilities or reduced mobility travelling by air;



The communication of the rules to passengers as a result of the EU information campaign
lasting until 2014.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Among the key players are the Member States, the European institutions, National Enforcement
Bodies, transport carriers, infrastructures managers, and consumer protection agencies.


Regulation EC 261/2004 establishing common rules on compensation and assistance to air
passengers (and EP resolution of 5 February 2014 on the Commission's Proposal for amending
the Regulation (COM/2013/0130) (Rapporteur: Georges BACH, EPP, Luxembourg);



Regulation EC 1371/2007 on rail passengers' rights and obligations



Regulation EC 1177/2010 concerning the rights of passengers when traveling by sea and
inland waterway (Rapporteur Ines AYALA-SENDER, S&D, Spain);



Regulation EU 181/2011 concerning the rights of passengers in bus and coach transport
(Rapporteur Antonio CANCIAN, EPP, Italy)



Regulation (EC) No 1107/2006 on the rights of persons with disabilities or reduced mobility
travelling by air (Rapporteur Robert EVANS, S&D, UK);



European Parliament resolution of 29 March 2012 on the functioning and application of
established rights of people travelling by air (2011/2150(INI) (Rapporteur Keith TAYLOR,
G/EFA, UK)



European Parliament resolution of 23 October 2012 on passenger rights in all transport
modes (2012/2067(INI)) (Rapporteur Georges BACH, EPP, Luxembourg)
Ursula BAUSCH
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11. In service of the European consumer

Consumer Rights

INTRODUCTION
Current consumer protection rules are set out in four Union directives stipulating minimum
requirements. Over the years, Member States have added further, uncoordinated requirements, making
consumer rights law into a patchwork of 28 differing national regimes. Also, as the original directives
predated the digital revolution, consumers today are poorly protected when shopping on line.
As of 13 June 2014, the Directive on Consumer Rights replaces the Doorstep Selling Directive (1985)
and the Distance Sales Directive (1997) with the dual aim of ensuring a high level of consumer
protection and facilitating the smooth operation of the single market. It introduces a regime of full
harmonization of consumer rights, with some limited exceptions to avoid lowering of consumer
protection levels in some Member States. The new rules cover almost all purchases, whether made in a
shop, by phone, postal order or on the doorstep. However, these rules are improving the rights of online shoppers in particular, and hence should boost consumer confidence and cross-border on-line
trade. In its proposal dating back to October 2008, the Commission had originally envisaged replacing
also the current Unfair Contract Terms (1993) and Consumer Sales and Guarantees (1999) Directives,
but this approach was abandoned by Council and Parliament. Those two Directives will therefore
remain in force under their current minimum harmonization regime. New fully harmonized rules on
the delivery of goods and the transfer of risk have however been added in the Consumer Rights
Directive.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
14 days to change your mind
The new rules stipulate a 14-day Union-wide withdrawal period for distance contracts (sales by phone,
post or internet) and off-premises contracts (sales away from a company’s premises, such as in the
street or the doorstep), during which consumers may change their minds. Consumers are provided with
a model withdrawal form which they can (but are not obliged to) use. The cost of returning any bulky
good which cannot be returned by normal postage, such as a sofa, should be clearly stated in the sales
contract. If the trader does not comply with the information requirement, the consumer does not have
to bear the costs. Finally, the price paid by the consumer for the good must be refunded within 14 days
of the withdrawal. These are major steps forward for consumer rights.
The right to make informed choices
It should be clear to consumers from whom they are buying, exactly what they are buying and how
much it will cost when shopping online or ordering from a catalogue. The new information rights will
also put an end to hidden charges, such as those associated with the "pre-ticked boxes" sometimes used
in internet sales. In addition, the buyer will have to knowingly accept the total price before a sale is
concluded. Finally, traders are no longer able to charge consumers more for paying by credit card (or
other means of payment) than what it actually costs the trader to offer such means of payment.
Better consumer protection in relation to digital products
Information on digital content has to be clearer, including about its compatibility with hardware and
software and the application of any technical protection measures. Consumers have a right to withdraw
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from purchases of digital content, such as music or video downloads, but only up until the moment the
actual downloading process begins.
Common rules for businesses make it easier for them to trade all over Europe
A single set of core rules for distance contracts and off-premises contracts in the European Union will
create a level playing field and reduce transaction costs for cross-border traders, especially for sales by
internet. Specific rules apply to small businesses and craftsmen, such as a plumber, to reduce red tape.
There is no right of withdrawal for urgent repairs and maintenance work. Member States may also
decide to exempt traders who are requested by consumers to carry out repair and maintenance work in
their home of a value below €200 from some of the information requirements.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
On 23 June 2011, the European Parliament approved the Consumer Rights Directive in first reading,
after three months of intensive negotiations with the Council. The Council endorsed the text on 10
October 2011, which was then published on 22 November 2011. Member States had until the end of
2013 to transpose the Directive into national law. National laws implementing the provisions of the
Consumer Rights Directive apply to contracts concluded after 13 June 2014.
EP Negotiating Team: Rapporteur Andreas SCHWAB (EPP, DE); Shadow rapporteurs: Evelyne
GEBHARDT (S&D, DE), Robert ROCHEFORT (ALDE, FR), Emilie TURUNEN (Greens/EFA,
DK), Kyriacos TRIANTAPHYLLIDES (GUE-NGL, CY), Adam BIELAN (ECR, PL), Matteo
SALVINI (EFD, IT), Diana WALLIS (ALDE, UK, Draftsperson JURI, associated committee)
RESULTS
The Consumer Rights Directive effectively removes hindrances to the smooth functioning of the
internal market for consumers and traders alike, while ensuring a very high level of consumer
protection. The Directive will foster consumer confidence in the internal market, as it does away with
many divergences in consumer protection levels, which are currently dissuading consumers from, for
instance, buying online or from a catalogue. The full harmonization approach has the benefit of
simplification - one and the same set of information requirements and rules concerning the right of
withdrawal for the entire Union – which will help traders to reduce transaction costs and will create a
level playing field for them across the Union. It is expected that the Consumer Rights Directive will
increase the number of cross-border sales and services contracts, especially those concluded online.
IMCO Secretariat
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11. In service of the European consumer

Alternative dispute resolution

INTRODUCTION
The functioning of the internal market which benefits growth and creation of jobs in the European
Union is still not perfect. Fragmentation of rules related to alternative resolution of disputes which arise
from sales or service contracts was identified as a significant barrier to cross-border trade, especially online, affecting in a negative way both consumers and traders. In view of the limited effects of two
Commission's Recommendations on that matter, and following the Parliament's resolutions which
called for legislative action, two acts were proposed, negotiated and adopted within this legislature:
Directive 2013/11/EU on alternative dispute resolution and Regulation (EU) 524/2013 on online
dispute resolution, both related to consumer contracts. Taken together, they made one of 12 levers to
boost growth and strengthen confidence in the Single Market, as listed in the Single Market Act (I) in
April 2011.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Alternative dispute resolution (ADR) offers a simple, fast and low-cost out-of-court solution to
disputes between consumers and traders, but its existence, coverage and quality varies among Member
States. Throughout the legislative process, the following issues were discussed - among others - as key
elements of the EU directive that would ensure certain minimum standards throughout the Union:
- scope of application,
- independence requirements for ADR entities,
- information obligations,
- effectiveness and fairness of ADR procedures,
- principles of liberty and legality,
- monitoring obligations for Member States.
In order to facilitate resolution of consumer disputes related to on-line contracts, the establishment of a
European online dispute resolution (ODR) platform was proposed. This platform will take the form of
an interactive website offering a single point of entry accessible in all official languages of the EU, and
directing to the appropriate ADR schemes established in the given Member State and fulfilling the
criteria of the Directive. The following major elements of the regulation were at stake:
- scope of application,
- information obligations for the traders,
- responsability of the Commission for the translation mechanism,
- relation of the ODR platform with Your Europe portal,
- details of delegating implementing powers to the Commission,
- status of organisations and persons facilitating the resolution of disputes.
In both dossiers, closely interlinked and negotiated in a parallel manner, specific deadlines for essential
elements of ADR and ODR were proposed and discussed.
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KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The two legislative proposals were proposed by the Commission on 29 November 2011. The Internal
Market and Consumer Protection Committee (IMCO) of the European Parliament adopted its two
reports on 10 July 2012 and the outcome of trialogue negotiations on 18 December 2012. The signature
of both acts took place on 21 May 2013, and they entered into force on 9 July 2013.
The IMCO Rapporteurs responsible were Louis GRECH (S&D, MT) for the ADR Directive and Róża
Gräfin VON THUN UND HOHENSTEIN (EPP, PL) for the ODR Regulation. In addition to the
respective Shadows from two major groups, Hans-Peter MAYER (EPP, DE) for ADR and Mitro
REPO (S&D, FI) for ODR, other Members were actively covering both files on behalf of the political
groups: Robert ROCHEFORT (FR) for ALDE, Heide RÜHLE (DE) for Greens, Ashley FOX (UK)
for ECR.
From the Council's side, the Danish Presidency assured the adoption of a general approach towards
both proposals in June 2012, but it was the Cypriot Presidency who managed the real negotiations with
the Parliament on behalf of the Member States, until the successful end. The signature took place under
the Irish Presidency that followed.
DG SANCO is responsible for these acts in the European Commission. Following their formal
adoption, a series of meetings were organised with the Member States' experts (in June, September and
December 2013) in order to facilitate the transposition and proper application of the ADR Directive in
their national laws by 9 July 2015, and possibly to prepare Commission's guidelines. With regard to the
ODR platform, the Commission is obliged to test it before that date. It is also empowered to modify
via delegated acts the list of information to be provided when submitting the on-line complaint.
RESULTS
As a result of intensive negotiations the exceptions from the scope of application of the ADR Directive
were restricted to a limited number of sectors (health-care and education), and additional safeguards of
independence were introduced for the 'in-house mediators'. It was also agreed that the Directive will
prevail over conflicting rules of other EU acts regulating ADR, and that Member States may permit
ADR entities to refuse to deal with a given dispute on the basis of a limited number of procedural rules,
while ensuring that parties using ADR are not deprived from seeking redress before the court.
As regards the ODR Regulation, the Council eventually agreed to extend its scope to domestic and
business-to-consumer complaints, while the Member States were granted flexibility in relation to the
appointment of contact points and their role in domestic disputes.
Articles dealing with the information that has to be provided to the consumer by the trader were agreed
last, and constitute a fair balance between the need to provide sufficient information on ADR and
ODR, and the reasonable burden put on traders.
IMCO Secretariat
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11. In service of the European consumer

Public procurement modernisation and concessions contracts

INTRODUCTION
In January 2014, the European Parliament and Council adopted the final modernisation package on
public procurement, tabled by the Commission in 2011. This comprehensive package included the
revision of the two existing directives on public procurement ("classic" and "utilities"); a new
instrument on the award of concessions contracts, and an international procurement instrument on
third country market access. The package was further complemented by a directive on electronic
invoicing in public procurement (adoption March 2014) and two Commission communications, 'A
strategy for e-procurement' and 'End-to-end e-procurement' (2012).
Public Procurement: This refers to the process whereby public authorities and certain private entities
buy goods, services or works. In 2011, procurement markets represented approximately 19% of EUwide GDP. For contracts above certain threshold values, procurement rules are coordinated at EU
level. The modernisation proposals formed part of the 2011 Single Market Act's 12 'levers for growth'.
Making public expenditure more efficient is also in keeping with the EU's 'Europe 2020' growth
strategy, which calls on public authorities to make the best strategic use of procurement, by getting
better value for tax payers' money, whilst also addressing key societal challenges.
Concessions: The proposal for a directive on concessions was the first ever effort at Union level to
establish genuine, EU wide rules to govern the award of concession contracts for both, works and
services. Concession contracts refer to arrangements whereby the operation of a given works or service
is transferred to an economic operator, who will be remunerated by his right to exploit the asset, but
who must also bear the risk of variable returns on his investment. Even though the classic public
procurement directive would foresee basic transparency rules for works concessions, services
concessions were covered neither by EU legislation nor the Union's international commitments (WTO
Government Procurement Agreement and bilateral Free Trade Agreements).
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Public Procurement: Negotiations centred on where to set the trade-off between simpler, more
efficient rules on the one hand, and more comprehensive award criteria on the other hand.
- In making the so called "MEAT" (most economically advantageous tender) or best price quality ratio
the key approach for awarding contracts, the new directives put more emphasis on non-price criteria
enabling tenderers to compete on green, social and innovation-related aspects, whilst still taking into
account the price, including life-cycle costing. Non-price aspects must relate to the subject-matter of
the procurement. Controversial discussions also took place on tougher provisions on subcontracting
and 'abnormally low' bids, and how to best guarantee the respect for labour laws and collective
agreements.
- The reform seeks to further open up access to procurement contracts, especially for SMEs. The
flexibility of procedures has been reviewed, with the European Parliament insisting on a mandatory
transposition of the entire 'tool-box' of procedures in all Member States, which also includes an entirely
new procedure, the 'Innovation Partnerships'. While Parliament also supported a 'Public Procurement
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Passport' to reduce bidders’ paperwork, as proposed by the Commission, a lighter 'Single Procurement
Document' was finally agreed with the Member States.
- The use of electronic tendering procedures (e-procurement) will become mandatory within 4 years
from the entry into force of the directive, as supported by Parliament.
Concessions: Concessions contracts differ from public procurement ones insofar as the public buyer
does not procure anything per se; also, they are often more complex and more long-term in nature. The
new rules should provide a set of common minimum rules across the Internal Market, so as to open up
new business opportunities for economic operators and additional funding possibilities for public
authorities. Aimed at overcoming a complex and uneven case law, negotiations centred on the scope of
the new rules and whether to adopt a specific regime (compared to public procurement).
- Intensive debate took place at both, the political level and in national media, as to whether the
directive should cover concessions in the water sector, since such services were seen as touching upon
the basic right of access to water. Finally it was decided to exclude totally the water sector from the
scope of application of the directive.
- A second issue concerned the directive's threshold of application. The Commission proposal had
provided for a common threshold of 5 million EUR for both works and services concessions; the
IMCO report raised this to 8 million EUR. In the trialogue negotiations parties agreed on the common
threshold originally proposed by the Commission, as the EU had already committed to it at
international level for works concessions, and a different threshold for works and services was not a
desirable option.
Joint issues: Several controversial issues affecting all three instruments were discussed jointly. These
included, notably, rules for exempting cooperations between public undertakings (‘public-public
cooperation’); on subcontracting; on reserved contracts, on modification of contracts, as well as the
issue of how to accommodate multi-purpose affiliated undertakings.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
Public Procurement (Classic / Utilities): Rapporteur Marc TARABELLA (S&D, BE), Shadow
rapporteurs: Frank ENGEL (EPP, LU), Heide RÜHLE (G/EFA, DE), Jürgen CREUTZMANN
(ALDE, DE), Malcolm HARBOUR (UK) and Edvard KOŽUŠNÍK (CZ) for the ECR, Matteo
SALVINI (EFD, IT), Cornelis DE JONG (GUE, NL).
Concessions: Rapporteur Philippe JUVIN (EPP, FR); Shadow rapporteurs: Antonio PANZERI
(S&D, IT), Heide RÜHLE (G/EFA, DE), Christian BUSOI (ALDE, RO), Malcolm HARBOUR (UK)
and Edvard KOŽUŠNÍK (CZ) for the ECR, Matteo SALVINI (EFD, IT), Thomas HÄNDEL (GUE,
DE).
Together with the IMCO Chairman, Malcolm HARBOUR (ECR, UK), the Rapporteurs and Shadows
led the respective, intensive trialogue negotiations on the Parliament's side. Whilst generally running in
parallel, several trialogue meetings were organised jointly to ensure coherence across all three
instruments.
The reform was processed in the record time of 2 years. The Commission had presented to IMCO its
proposal on public procurement on 25 January 2012, and on concessions contracts on 6 February 2012
(followed by the acts on access to international procurement markets in March 2012 and on e-invoicing
in July 2013). IMCO adopted its 3 Reports a year later, giving also the green light for trialogue
negotiations. On 5 September 2012, IMCO confirmed with strong majorities the trialogue results. The
final agreements were then adopted by the Parliament in January 2014 and by Council in February
2014. The directives will be published on 28 March 2014 and enter into force on 17 April 2014.
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RESULTS
The reform of EU public procurement rules is a good example of how to improve and rationalise EU
legislation, so as to help governments to do more with less in the current period of economic austerity.
Public Procurement: The final text achieves a balance between the need for clear and flexible, yet
thorough and equitable procedures. Parliament succeeded in particular to include its concerns with
regards to social and environmental considerations, innovation partnerships and faster deadlines for
compulsory e-procurement.
Concessions: The final text forms a balanced compromise between the Council and the Parliament
positions, while it diverges considerably from the original Commission proposal. The Parliament
achieved a satisfactory result on most of its priority issues, concerning notably the adoption of an
overall 'lighter approach'; the definition of risk, the rules governing public-public cooperation and
affiliated undertakings, as well as rules for subcontracting and additional considerations.
On joint issues, a common approach across all instruments was successfully adopted, to ensure the
vital consistency between all instruments.
IMCO Secretariat
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11. In service of the European consumer

Clearer food labelling

INTRODUCTION
On 25 October 2011, the European Parliament and the Council adopted Regulation (EU) No
1169/2011 on the provision of food information to consumers (hereinafter, the 'FIC Regulation'). The
FIC Regulation modifies existing food labelling provisions in the Union to allow consumers to make
informed choices and to make safe use of food, while at the same time ensure the free movement of
legally produced and marketed food. It entered into force on 12 December 2011. It shall apply from 13
December 2014, with the exception of the provisions concerning the nutrition declaration which shall
apply from 13 December 2016.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Consumers will be able to make better informed, healthier choices as the result of new EU food
labeling. Labels will have to spell out a food's energy content as well as fat, saturated fat, carbohydrate,
sugar, protein and salt levels, in a way that makes them easy for consumers to read.
Nutrition values compulsory: Under the new rules, the energy content and amounts of fat, saturated
fat, carbohydrates, sugars, protein and salt must all be stated in a legible tabular form on the packaging,
together and in the same field of vision. All this information has to be expressed per 100g or per 100ml.
It may also, in addition, be expressed per portion.
Allergens: Currently all ingredients - including allergenic substances - must be indicated on the labels
of pre-packed foods. In future it will be easier for consumers to see if a product contains allergenic
substances, as they will have to be highlighted in the ingredient list. Consumers will thus be able to see
information on allergens at a glance. The new rules also state that information on allergens must be
given for non-packaged foods, for example on food sold in restaurants or canteens. Member States may
themselves decide how the information is to be made available to consumers.
Country of origin: Under existing EU rules, the origin of certain foods - such as beef, honey, olive oil
and fresh fruit and vegetables - already has to be shown on the label. This also applies where the failure
to do so would mislead the consumer. This rule will now be extended to fresh meat from pigs, sheep,
goat and poultry, at Parliament's request. Country of origin labelling could in future be extended to
other categories of food (such as meat when used as an ingredient, milk or unprocessed foods) but the
Commission must first do impact assessments to weigh up the feasibility and potential costs of doing
this.
Consumers must not be misled: The new rules will also ensure that consumers are not misled by the
appearance, description or pictorial presentation of food packaging. In addition, it will be easy to spot
"imitation foods" - foods that look similar to other foods but are made of different ingredients, such as
"cheese-like" foods made with vegetable products. Where an ingredient that would normally be
expected has been replaced, this will have to be clearly stated on the front of the pack in a prominent
font size and next to the brand name. Meat consisting of combined meat parts must be labeled "formed
meat". The same will apply to "formed fish".
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KEY PLAYERS / CHRONOLOGY
The key players included the EP rapporteur Renate SOMMER (EPP, DE), while the shadow
rapporteurs were Glenis WILLMOTT (S&D, UK), Gerben-Jan GERBRANDY (ALDE; NL), Struan
STEVENSON (ECR, UK), Carl SCHLYTER (G/EFA, SE), Kartika Tamara LIOTARD (GUE, NL).
The Hungarian Council Presidency was led by Ágnes VARGHA, Ambassador, Deputy Permanent
Representative and the European Commission by Paola Testori, Director General of DG SANCO.
The following days were important milestones for the FIC Regulation:
- 22 November 2011: Regulation 1169/2011 on the provision of food information to consumers
published.
- 27 July 2011: Commission Opinion on the European Parliament's position on the Council's common
position.
- 6 July 2011: European Parliament 2nd reading position on the proposed legislation, agreed with the
Council.
- 22 February 2011: Commission Communication to the European Parliament on Council's common
position
- 21 February 2011: Council's common position
- 16 June 2010: European Parliament 1st reading position on the Commission proposal
- 30 January 2008: Commission proposal
RESULTS
The new EU rules will ensure that food labelling will become clearer and carry the essential information
consumers need to make informed choices.
The FIC Regulation will modernize, simplify and clarify food labelling within the EU. It will harmonize
existing rules on information that is compulsory on all labels, such as list of ingredients, "best before"
or "use by" dates, specific conditions of use, etc. The new rules will add a requirement to list key
nutritional information on the packaging of pre-packed food, the so-called mandatory nutrition
declaration. Labels should become more legible and for producers and food business operators, it will
reduce red tape and strengthen the single market.
Other new elements of the new rules will be improvements of the rules on allergen and country of
origin labelling, rules to avoid that consumers are misled and the labelling of vegetable oils. For
example, under the new rules the energy content and amounts of fat, saturated fat, carbohydrates,
sugars, protein and salt, must be indicated in a legible tabular form on the packaging in the same field
of vision. The mandatory nutrition information can be supplemented voluntarily with indications on
other nutrients (mono-unsaturates; polyunsaturates; polyols; starch; fibre; vitamins or minerals), but this
voluntary information shall not be displayed to the detriment of space available for mandatory
information.
Georgios AMANATIDIS
ENVI Secretariat
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11. In service of the European consumer

Telecoms package

INTRODUCTION
The Commission’s 2007 proposals for the review of the EU regulatory framework for electronic
communications were presented in two parts:



the Better Regulation Directive, aimed at improving the wholesale aspects in the area of
economic regulation of the framework, i.e. those aspects relating to the conduct of players and
the commercial relationships between network and service providers, and
the Citizens’ Rights Directive, aimed at improving consumer protection rules, including
protection of privacy. Both proposals also sought to reinforce the coherent application of the
rules across the Union. That aspect was also addressed through a third proposal, for a
Regulation establishing a European telecoms supervisor.

KEY ISSUES AND PLAYERS
Net neutrality came to the forefront as a key issue for the Better Regulation proposal (Rapporteur
Catherine TRAUTMANN, S&D, FR), but also with respect to the Citizens’ Rights proposal
(Rapporteur Malcolm HARBOUR, ECR, UK). In the Citizens’ Rights Directive, a solution based on a
balance between a provision underlining the need for respect of fundamental rights, transparency
provisions and a right for regulators to impose quality of service requirements was found and adopted
in plenary. A partly similar compromise regarding the need for respect of fundamental rights, combined
with ensuring an open internet as a policy objective for national regulators, was reached with the
Council on the Better Regulation Directive. Following a massive and effective campaign by various
NGOs, as well as street demonstrations, that compromise was however rejected in second reading in
plenary, shortly before European elections.
The proposal for a European telecoms supervisor (Rapporteur Pilar del CASTILLO VERA, EPP, ES)
was substantially redrafted by the Parliament and also adopted in plenary. Following conciliation a
compromise was also found on the Better Regulation Directive, and the new Directives and the
Regulation were signed in November 2009.
RESULTS
With respect to the proposed European telecoms supervisor, the Body of European Regulators for
Electronic Communications (BEREC), the Parliament achieved a fundamentally different and much
more flexible structure than the one proposed by the Commission. The outcome is a mix of a Union
body (“the Office”), and a network of heads of national regulators, supported by the Office. On the
Better Regulation proposal, apart from the open internet aspects, among other things a new structure
for a coordinated implementation and application of the framework was achieved by involving an
active role by BEREC. The Citizens’ Rights Directive, again apart from open internet aspects, resulted
in substantial improvements of user rights, for example by allowing switching between suppliers within
one day.
Peter TRAUNG, ITRE Committee Secretariat
Fabrizio PORRINO, Policy Department on Economic and Scientific Policy
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11. In service of the European consumer

Mobile roaming prices

INTRODUCTION
Roaming charges are the high extra charges users have to pay to use their mobile phone simply because
they travel from one Member State to another. In response to citizen complaints, the European
Parliament drew attention to the problem in a resolution in 2005, which called for reduced roaming
charges and requested that the Commission develop new initiatives in order to reduce the high costs of
cross-border mobile telephone traffic, so that a real internal market for consumers with affordable
roaming charges for mobile telephony could soon be realised.
Following that request by Parliament, the Commission presented the first proposal for a Regulation to
reduce roaming charges in 2006. That Regulation has since been revised twice. The current Regulation,
adopted in June 2012, introduced lower price caps, extended price regulation to also cover data
roaming, and contains a set of structural measures aimed at opening roaming services for competition.
KEY ISSUES AND PLAYERS regarding the 2012 Roaming Regulation
The 2012 Roaming Regulation (Rapporteur Angelika NIEBLER, EPP, DE) aimed at further reducing
the price caps applicable at both consumer and wholesale level, for voice calls, SMS, data
communications, while also, as a novelty, opening roaming services to competition. On the price caps,
the discussion turned around their level, as well as on whether to phase out roaming charges altogether.
On the structural measures, it involved obliging mobile operators to unbundle roaming services from
their other services, and enabling other operators to access their networks in order to be able to
compete in offering roaming services. In addition, it introduced a possibility for competitors to offer
the increasingly important data services as a separate offering, so-called local breakout. Parliament also
ensured that the goal of roaming regulation overall, to reduce roaming charges to national levels, is
enshrined in the regulation.
RESULTS IN 2012
The 2012 Roaming Regulation was immediately successful in further reducing roaming prices, including
for data, thus enabling citizens to make more use of mobile services while abroad. Parliament, through
hard negotiations with Council, succeeded in substantially further reducing the level of roaming
charges, in particular with respect to the now crucial data roaming charges. The structural measures are
currently being implemented.

A new chapter in 2013 – will Parliament finally achieve the total abolishment of roaming
charges?
Roaming is now being considered by Parliament again, following a proposal by the Commission in
September 2013 to amend the Regulation adopted in 2012 mainly in order to introduce voluntary
roaming alliances to stimulate mobile operators to offer limited “roam like at home” packages (where
the user would not be charged extra for using the phone in other parts of the Union, provided that the
use is limited in accordance with an undefined “reasonable use” criterion).
The Parliament Rapporteur for this new proposal, Ms del Castillo, presented her draft Report in
November 2013. She takes the view that the proposal would be ineffective in further reducing roaming
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charges, as there are no incentives for operators to voluntarily lower charges. Furthermore, the
Commission’s proposal would severely undermine the structural measures agreed just a year earlier and
potentially produce sunk costs for operators.
Instead, the Rapporteur proposes to finally abolish consumer roaming charges once and for all, with
effect from 1 July 2016, and without any “reasonable use” requirement.
If that approach becomes law, which also depends on Council, Parliament would finally have
succeeded in its long battle to allow users to continue using their mobile phones as they normally do
also when travelling in the Union, thus facilitating the practical exercise of the freedom of movement
and also stimulating higher mobile usage and use of mobile data services while sharpening competition
between mobile operators.
Peter TRAUNG, ITRE Committee Secretariat
Fabrizio PORRINO, Policy Department on Economic and Scientific Policy
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11. In service of the European consumer

Pharmacovigilance of medicinal products for human use

INTRODUCTION
New medicinal products for human use need a marketing authorisation by the competent authorities
before to be placed on the market (Directive 2001/83/EC, Regulation (EC) No 726/2004). However,
when medicines have been authorised to come on the market, it is still impossible to have a complete
safety profile. Some adverse reactions can only be detected after a medicine has been used by a large
number of patients. The science and activities related to the detection, assessment understanding and
prevention of adverse effects of medicinal products are called pharmacovigilance. Recently, weaknesses
in the legislation have been revealed: 5 % of all hospital patients suffer from an adverse drug reaction
and adverse drug reactions are the fifth most common cause of hospital death.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The Commission presented a new legislation proposal (COM(2008)664 and COM (2008) 665) with aim
to provide clearer roles for the different actors involved and to rationalise the decision-making progress
in order to avoid patient's unnecessary exposure to risks associated with medicines. The proposal was
also requesting to strengthened the pharmaceutical companies own pharmacovigilance systems without
increasing the administrative burden. It was requested that post-authorisation safety studies have better
periodic reporting of suspected adverse reactions as well as creating the possibility for direct reporting
by patients and health-care professionals. The aim was to enhance the quality of collection of data and
improve the pharmacovigilance system in the EU.
KEY PLAYERS ,CHRONOLOGY


The European Commission presented a new proposal at the end of 2008 but the real
discussions could only start in the newly elected European Parliament in the autumn 2009.It
was the Committee for the Environment, Public health and Food safety (ENVI) which was
dealing with this complex issue and nominated Linda McAVAN (UK, S&D) as rapporteur.



The committee adopted an amended version of the text proposed by the European
Commission and started negotiations with the Council. It could conclude a package deal which
was subsequently submitted for final approval to the Parliament's plenary in September 2010
and entered into force in July 2012.



In February 2012 the Commission presented an additional legislative proposal aiming at closing
certain loopholes which were revealed by the "Mediator "case (see last point of "results") and a
"stress-test" it had been carrying out.



The ENVI committee adopted its report in May 2012 and entered immediately into
negotiations with the Council of Ministers, led by the same rapporteur, in order to speed up the
legislative procedure. As a result, the final text, adopted by the Parliament's Plenary in
September, entered into force in December 2012.

RESULTS
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EMA, the European Medicines Agency based in London, remains in charge of authorising
medicines for the EU as a whole but also deal with pharmacovigilance questions related to
medicines which are authorised in one single or in a few Member States. To make this possible,
the Eudravigilance database managed by EMA is strengthened and becomes the single point
of receipt of pharmacovigilance information on medicines which will facilitate early detection of
adverse reactions.
EMA will also be in charge of a European medicines portal enhancing transparency and
accessibility of information for the citizen /patient.
All these activities have a cost and in order to avoid an additional burden for the EU -budget
EMA is allowed to collect fees from the drug companies whose medicines they have to
monitor. The revenues will be shared between EMA and the national medicines agencies.



The Member States and the national medicines agencies will play a crucial role in
collecting information on suspected adverse reactions and not only in cases of the "prescribed",
regular use of medicines but also in case of overdose, misuse, abuse and medication errors.
Member States will have to make sure that patients and health care professionals can report to
the national competent authorities which in their turn have to inform EMA.



The pharmacological industry: a company which received a marketing authorisation for a
medicine have to establish a pharmacovigilance system to ensure the monitoring and
supervision of the medicine produced by them. This system has to be permanently available for
inspection by the authorities. In addition, EMA or the national medicines agencies can impose a
safety and efficacy study even after the marketing authorisation has been issued if they have
concerns regarding the risk-benefit balance of a medicine.



Health care professionals (doctors, pharmacists....) will be required to report suspected
adverse reactions and the possibilities to do this will be improved.



Citizens/medicine users/patients will have to work together with health care professionals
Extra efforts are made to make the packaging leaflets with the summaries of the product
characteristics more readable and useful for the public so as to avoid to the extent possible
misunderstandings and make information more accessible.



Revision of the legislation: as already mentioned, after the adoption of the new
pharmacovigilance legislation, in France a case of large -scale "off label" use of a medicine
intended for diabetes patients caused many deaths (probably over thousand) over a longer
period of time. The drug was also sold to non-diabetes patients who just wanted to lose weight.
Originally, the drug was marketed in several countries but was withdrawn by the company,
except in France were the fatalities occurred. As a consequence, some weaknesses in the
pharmacovigilance system were detected and addressed. This specific case (the "Mediator-case")
resulted in the following improvements in the legislation: when a EU Member State or the EU
itself considers suspending, revoking or refusing renewal of a marketing authorisation or when
a company intends to withdraw from the market a medicine, wants to interrupt the sale of a
medicine or intends not to request the renewal of a marketing authorisation, this has to be
communicated to all parties involved and duly motivated. This transparency should help to
avoid that unjustified marketing authorisations are issued or prolonged; in addition,
investigations will be carried out, if necessary.
Jos VERVLOET, ENVI Committee Secretariat

Purificacion TEJEDOR DEL REAL, Lorenzo VICARIO, Policy Department on Economic and Scientific Policy
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11. In service of the European consumer

EU Patent

INTRODUCTION
Until very recently, patents in Europe have been governed only by the European Patent Convention
(EPC) of 1973, an intergovernmental agreement amongst 38 European states, including all 28 Member
States but not the EU itself. In essence, under the EPC applicants can apply at the European Patent
Office for a European Patent which constitutes de facto a bundle of national patents validated by each
state in which the applicant wishes to have patent protection.
The EU attempts to establish an EU patent law dated back to the 1960s. However, there have been
some significant challenges, in particular in relation to the applicable linguistic regime and patent
litigation that made it impossible for Member States to reach an agreement. As a “last resort” it was
decided to use the so-called “enhanced cooperation” procedure that allows a group of at least nine
Member States to pursue further integration within the EU institutional framework.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The objective of establishing a unitary patent protection has been to foster scientific and technological
advances and the functioning of the internal market. It has also been designed to reduce patent
protection costs, in particular for small and medium-sized enterprises.
KEY PLAYERS, CHRONOLOGY
On 10 March 2011, after receiving the Parliament’s consent (lead: Legal Affairs Committee rapporteur:
Klaus-Heiner LEHNE (EPP, DE)), the Council authorised enhanced cooperation in the area of the
creation of unitary patent protection. In total 25 Member States joined the enhanced cooperation with
Italy and Spain deciding to stay outside.41
Following the authorisation, on 13 April 2011 the Commission presented a proposal for a regulation
implementing enhanced cooperation in the area of the creation of unitary patent protection and a
proposal for a regulation implementing enhanced cooperation in the area of the creation of unitary
patent protection with regard to the applicable translation arrangements. In addition, Member States
participating in the enhanced cooperation decided to conclude an international agreement with the
objective of setting up the jurisdictional system for patent disputes arising out in the context of the
unitary patent protection. The two proposals and the draft agreement constituted the so-called “patent
package” negotiated between the Parliament and the Council. Legal Affairs Committee was in lead on
the patent package with Bernhard RAPKAY (S&D, DE) as a rapporteur for the main regulation,
Raffaele BALDASSARRE (EPP, IT) as a rapporteur for the translation arrangements regulation and
Klaus-Heiner LEHNE (EPP, DE) responsible for an own-initiative report on jurisdictional system for
patent disputes.
An initial agreement on the two regulations constituting the patent package was reached between
Council and Parliament on 2 December 2011. However, owing to prolongation of the negotiations
41

Since Croatia joined EU on 1 July 2013 the participation in enhanced cooperation is opened to it.
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between Member States concerning the seat of the Unified Patent Court and the decision taken by the
Heads of State or Government to delete Articles 6 to 8 of the unitary patent protection regulation,
which broke the original agreement reached with the Parliament, it took until December 2012 to find a
final agreement between the Parliament and the Council on the patent package and to adopt it.
RESULTS
Both regulations entered into force at the very beginning of 2013 with application date set at 1 January
2014 or the date of entry into force of the Agreement on a Unified Patent, whichever is the later. To
date only Austria and France have completed the ratification process. Pending ratifications by other
contracting states42, the patent package, in particular with respect to the setting up of the Unified Patent
Court is now in its implementation phase which is to prepare its full application in practice.
In the meantime, on 22 March 2013 Spain decided to challenge the two regulations before the Court of
Justice bringing two actions against the Parliament and the Council.43
Ewa KÖNIG-WOJTOWICZ
JURI Committee Secretariat

42 Except for Poland all Member States participating in the enhanced cooperation signed the agreement; Italy, although not a
participatory Member State, also signed it.
43 Cases C-146/13 and C-147/13 concerning Regulation 1257/2012 of 17 December 2012 implementing enhanced
cooperation in the area of the creation of unitary patent protection and Regulation 1260/2012 on the applicable translation
arrangements.
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11. In service of the European consumer

Falsified Medicines 44

INTRODUCTION
Medicines may be falsified in relation to their identity, history or source; and may contain ingredients
which are falsified, below the standard, in the wrong dosage, or placebo. Falsified medicines pose a
major threat to patients’ health, and also to the European pharmaceutical industry. What adds more to
those concerns is the changing risk profile of falsified medicines with more and more innovative and
life-saving medicines involved; and the increasing volume. The Community Code on human medicines
was amended in 2011 to remedy the situation.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
There a number of reasons why it is difficult to detect falsified medicines: falsification may happen
already at the stage of manufacturing the active substance; due to their appearance it is not always easy
to distinguish falsified medicines from the originals; and the distribution chain of medicines is rather
complex with several possible entry points for false products or ingredients. Legislators took a holistic
approach in order to address all those issues. Ensuring the quality and safety of active substances,
dealing with medicines which are entering the EU but not placed on the market i.e. not subject to
marketing authorisation procedure, taking care of brokers and internet sales, reinforcing the
authenticity of the packaging, and tightening the rules on the traceability of medicines featured among
the key issues in the legislative process.
KEY PLAYERS, CHRONOLOGY
The Commission presented the legislative proposal in December 2008. Given the election break,
legislative work started in the ENVI Committee in the autumn of 2009 with Marisa MATIAS (GUE,
PT) as Rapporteur. ENVI Committee adopted its final report in April 2010 which constituted the
negotiating mandate for the trialogues. Three trialogues were held in autumn 2010. Following
successful negotiations, the EP plenary approved the compromise text in February 2011 and the
Council in May 2011. The legislation entered into force in July 2011.
RESULTS
Clearer definitions: The legislation now defines in clear terms falsified medicines, active substances
and excipients with a distinction that unintentional quality defects or the infringement of intellectual
property rights are not in the scope of this legislation.

44

Directive 2011/62/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 2011 amending Directive 2001/83/EC
on the Community code relating to medicinal products for human use, as regards the prevention of the entry into the legal
supply chain of falsified medicinal products
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Quality and safety of active substances: Member States have to take the necessary steps to ensure
that good manufacturing practices are respected within their territory for the manufacturing of active
substances. Concerning import from third countries, active substances shall only be imported if the
standards in the given country on good manufacturing practice and control of the plant are equivalent
to those in the Union; the competent authority of the exporting third country has to furnish written
confirmation on that. The requirement of a written confirmation is waived for certain third countries.
Medicines entering the EU but not intended for marketing: With regard to the transit of
medicines through the Union (i.e. when medicines enter the EU but are not meant to be placed on the
European market), if there are sufficient grounds to suspect that those medicines are falsified, Member
States have to take the necessary measures to prevent that those medicines enter into circulation. That
ensures a certain level of protection for those medicines which are not intended to the EU citizens but
for the citizens of e.g. developing countries.
Brokering: The term covers any activity related to the sale or purchase of medicines with the exception
of wholesale distribution. The legislation now includes a clear definition of brokering; and sets criteria
for the registration of brokers and the removal of brokers from the registry, as well as for the conduct
of their activities.
Internet sale: Provisions on internet sale were introduced into the legislation upon the initiative of the
Parliament; the legislative proposal by the Commission had not dealt with the subject. The main
achievements are:


The legal body offering medicines for sale on the internet needs to be authorised or entitled to
supply medicines, also at a distance, in accordance with legislation of the Member State.



Legal online pharmacies/retailers will wear a common, EU-wide logo. The logo has to be
clearly displayed on every page of the website offering the medicinal products. The website of
the online pharmacy will be linked to a national website for the purpose of checking whether
the portal of the online pharmacy is safe. That national website, in addition, will also provide
information on the functioning of the logo, advise on national legislation, and deliver
background information on the risks.



The Commission, in cooperation with the Member States and the European Medicines Agency,
will run information campaigns to warn about the risks of buying medicines on the internet.

Safety features: The outer packaging of the medicines will bear an obligatory safety feature for the
verification of the authenticity of the medicine. The safety features apply for all prescription medicines,
unless there is clearly no risk of falsification; and apply for non-prescription medicines in exceptional
cases where there is such risk.
Traceability: Member State will put in place a system which prevents that dangerous medicinal
products (falsified and with quality defects) reach the patient. The system allows for notification on
dangerous medicines, and also for recalls and withdrawals, including recalls from patients where the
medicine was already provided.
Member States had to transpose the provisions of the directive into national law by the beginning of
2013. At the time of writing this note there is not much experience yet with the application of the
legislation in the Member States.
Zsuzsanna LAKY
ENVI Committee Secretariat
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12. Protecting citizens

Combating child sex abuse and child pornography

INTRODUCTION
The file was the second legislative file in the criminal material law sphere after Lisbon (Article 83
TFEU), after the Directive on trafficking. The proposed directive was supposed to replace a previous
directive where it introduced higher penalties, re-established existing offences (sexual abuse, sexual
exploitation, child pornography) and introduced new offences (on-line grooming) as well as additional
flanking measures (for example, blocking and deletion).
The proposal was issued in 2010. The Rapporteur in Parliament was Ms Roberta ANGELILLI (EPP,
IT). The deliberations in the Parliament included also an extensive two day hearing in 2010 inviting
participants from NGOs, international organisations and state entities dealing with the topic (for
example, Unicef, Eurojust, Europol, national police, victims organisation, etc.). The LIBE vote took
place in February 2011 followed by first reading negotiations under the Hungarian presidency. The
extensive negotiations were concluded in June 2011, followed by the final adoption of now Directive
2011/92/EU of 13 December 2011 on combating the sexual abuse and sexual exploitation of children
and child pornography, and replacing Council Framework Decision 2004/68/JHA.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The main issues included the level of penalties, whereby the parliament achieved an increase of some of
them, the addition of on-line grooming as well as the addition of flanking measures such as blocking
and deletion (the Parliament opted for optional blocking and obligatory deletion on the internet which
was also the final adopted solution) as well as educational measures, preventive measures, checking of
persons working with children and extended jurisdiction as regards the offences.
The Parliament also strongly addressed the issue of off-line grooming, for which, although not
included, a separate declaration has been attached.
KEY PLAYERS, CHRONOLOGY
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT
LIBE Committee was the competent EP Committee, Roberta ANGELILLI (EPP, IT) its rapporteur.
Both the CULT and the FEMM committee gave an opinion. The draft report was presented to LIBE
Committee on 10 January 2011. 342 Amendments were tabled in LIBE all together (37 of this by the
Rapporteur), an orientation vote took place in LIBE on 14 February 2011
RESULTS
Trilogues with Council started immediately after the orientation vote with the Hungarian presidency.
The negotiations were concluded in June 2011 followed by a LIBE vote in July 2011 and a plenary vote
on 27 October 2011.
The Parliament systematically followed and achieved the establishment of an all-comprehensive system
of children protection from sexual abuse. In that regard not only criminal law provisions strictu sensu
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were part of the adopted act (a comprehensive system of criminalisation and punishment of such acts,
including the crime of on-line grooming triggered by the use of new technologies by children) but also
several flanking measures referring to prevention (educational programs, awareness campaigns,
preventive treatment) and after-treatment (victims helps, special protection in the criminal procedure
for the victim, prevention of new criminal acts by background checks for certain professions, etc.) were
introduced.
Anze ERBEZNIK
LIBE Committee Secretariat
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12. Protecting citizens

Human trafficking and protection of victims:
The fight against trafficking in human beings

Directive 2011/36/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 April 2011 on
preventing and combating trafficking in human beings and protecting its victims, and
replacing Council Framework Decision 2002/629/JHA
INTRODUCTION
The Treaty of Lisbon contains multiple references to the fight against trafficking in human beings: Article
83 sets the legal basis for establishing minimum rules concerning the definition of criminal offences and
sanctions in the area of trafficking in human beings and sexual exploitation of women and children and
Article 79 sets a legal basis under the common immigration policy.
The EU legal framework on trafficking in human being is currently mainly based on:
 Framework Decision 2002/629/JHA of 19 July 2002 on combating trafficking in human beings
which aims at a minimum harmonisation of national legislation;
 Directive 2004/81/EC of 29 April 2004 on the residence permit issued to third-country
nationals who are victims of trafficking in human beings or who have been the subject of an
action to facilitate illegal immigration, who cooperate with the competent authorities;
 Directive 2011/36/EU of 5 April 2011 on preventing and combating trafficking in human
beings and protecting its victims, and replacing Council Framework Decision 2002/629/JHA.
The deadline for implementation is 6/4/2013.

KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
As expressed in its Resolution of 10 February 2010 in view of the adoption of the proposal for a
Directive by the European Commission, the main points are the following:








Action against trafficking in human beings should be developed on the basis of a holistic
approach centred on human rights and focusing on combating trafficking, prevention, and
protection of victims.
A victim-focused approach should be adopted, meaning that all potential categories of victim
must be identified, targeted and protected, with special attention being given to children and
other at-risk groups.
Under the supervision of the Commissioner for Justice, Fundamental Rights and Citizenship,
an EU anti-trafficking coordinator to coordinate EU action and policies in this field – including
the activities of the network of national rapporteurs – and reporting to both the EP and the
Standing Committee on Operational Cooperation on Internal Security (COSI) should be
established.
Policies on trafficking in human beings should cover aspects linked to social affairs and social
inclusion including appropriate programmes and effective methods of ensuring social
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rehabilitation of victims, including measures relating to the labour market and the social security
system.
Due attention should be given to the external relations dimension of trafficking in human
beings and the dimensions of immigration, asylum and reintegration policies;
Information and awareness campaigns should be run through the education and school system
in the countries of origin, transit and destination for trafficking.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The key players included the two EP co-rapporteurs (Rule 51 procedure between LIBE and FEMM
was applicable): Anna HEDH (S&D, SE), Member of the LIBE Committee and Edit BAUER (EPP,
SK), Member of the FEMM Committee. The negotiations took place during the Belgian Council
Presidency.
The following dates were important milestones for the Victims Directive:
29 March 2010: The European Commission adopted its legislative proposal.
4 June 2010: Adoption by the Council of a General Approach.
June 2010 to November 2010: Negotiations took place in several trilogues
24 November 2010: agreement in COREPER
29 November 2010: Orientation vote took place in LIBE
14 December 2010: The European Parliament adopts its 1st reading position.
21 March 2011: Adoption by Council
5 April 2011: Signature of the act by the European Parliament and the Council
RESULTS
The new directive constitutes the first legislative act in the area of substantive criminal law after
the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty.
The new directive sets maximum EU-wide penalties of at least five years' imprisonment or, in specific
aggravating circumstances, ten years' imprisonment. These aggravating circumstances include cases
where children are exploited, criminal organisations are involved, the victim's life is endangered or
serious violence is used. Instigating, aiding, abetting or simply attempting to commit such an offence
will also be punishable.
Member States should also ensure that the instruments and proceeds of these crimes are seized and
confiscated. They are also “encouraged” to use them to support help and protection for victims,
including compensation.
Victims should receive accommodation, material assistance and where necessary medical treatment,
including psychological assistance, counselling and information. Legal counselling and legal
representation should be free of charge, at least when the victim lacks sufficient financial resources.
Victims of trafficking should also have access to witness protection programmes and to compensation
schemes.
Assistance and support should be provided “before, during and for an appropriate time after criminal
proceedings”, irrespective of a victim's willingness to act as a witness. A requirement not to prosecute
or impose penalties on victims is explicitly stated in the text.
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Within five years the European Commission must submit a report assessing the impact of existing
national laws that make it a crime to use services "which are the objects of exploitation of trafficking in
human beings" or aim to prevent trafficking in human beings. This report must be accompanied, if
necessary, by appropriate proposals.
The EP approach was crucial in the negotiation of the Directive and in the setting of the Antitrafficking Coordinator, which, contrary to the EP position, the European Commission has included in
the portfolio of the Home Affairs Commissioner.
Claudia GUALTIERI
LIBE Committee Secretariat
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12. Protecting citizens

Human trafficking and protection of victims:
Rights, support and protection of victims of crime

Directive 2012/29/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012
establishing minimum standards on the rights, support and protection of victims of crime, and
replacing Council Framework Decision 2001/220/JHA
INTRODUCTION
In its resolution of 25 November 2009 on the Stockholm Programme, Parliament called for a
comprehensive legal framework offering victims of crime and in particular victims of terrorism,
organised crime, trafficking in human beings and gender violence, the widest possible protection,
including adequate compensation.
As a step in responding to the Stockholm Programme and its Action Plan, which set the protection of
crime victims as a priority, the Commission published on 18 May 2011 a package of measures including
a communication on strengthening victims' rights in the EU, a proposal for a Regulation on mutual
recognition of protection measures in civil matters and a proposal for a Directive establishing minimum
standards on the rights, support and protection of victims of crime.
Following the same method adopted for the procedural rights of the suspected or accused persons, the
Council published on 10 June 2011 a Roadmap for strengthening the rights and protection of victims,
in particular in criminal proceedings. While stressing the need for a step-by-step approach in this field,
the Council's Roadmap covered the following measures:






Directive replacing Council Framework Decision 2001/220/JHA on standing of victims in
criminal proceedings;
Recommendations on practical measures and best practices in relation to the Directive set out
in Measure A;
Regulation on mutual recognition of protection measures in civil matters;
The review of Council Directive 2004/80 relating to compensation to crime victims;
Recommendations on practical measures and best practices in dealing with the specific needs of
victims.

KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The Directive sought to promote the right to dignity, life, physical and mental integrity, liberty and
security, respect for private and family life, the right to property, the principle of non-discrimination,
the principle of equality between women and men, the rights of the child, the elderly and persons with
disabilities, and the right to a fair trial, namely to establish minimum standards on the protection of
victims of crime at the EU level.
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The following points were of great importance:




Victims of crime should be recognised and treated in a respectful, sensitive and professional
manner without discrimination of any kind, in all contacts with victim support or restorative
justice services or a competent authority, operating within the context of criminal proceedings.
Victims should not undergo discrimination of any kind based on any ground such as race,
colour, ethnic or social origin, genetic features, language, religion or belief, political or any other
opinion, membership of a national minority, property, birth, disability, age, gender, gender
expression, gender identity, sexual orientation, residence status or health.

KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY
The key players included the two EP co-rapporteurs (Rule 51 procedure between LIBE and FEMM
was applicable): Teresa JIMÉNEZ BECERRIL BARRIO (EPP, ES), Member of the LIBE Committee
and Antonyia PARVANOVA (ALDE, BG), Member of the FEMM Committee. The negotiations took
place during the Danish Council Presidency.
The following dates were important milestones for the Victims Directive:
18 May 2011: The European Commission adopted its legislative proposal.
10 June 2011: Adoption of a Council Resolution on a Roadmap for strengthening the rights and
protection of victims, in particular in criminal proceedings.
27 March 2012: Orientation vote took place in LIBE
29 March 2012 to 13 June 2012: Five trilogues took place.
20 June 2012: agreement in COREPER
12 September 2012: The European Parliament adopts its 1st reading position.
4 October 2012:adoption by Council
25 October 2012: Signature of the act by the European Parliament and the Council
RESULTS
Once the Directive has been implemented in the Member States (implementation date: 16 Noviember
2015) all victims will undergo an individual assessment of their specific needs at the earliest
opportunity. Depending on personal characteristics, such as age, gender, race, religion or sexual
orientation, the nature and the circumstances of the crime, any person could have specific protection
needs, says the agreed text, adding that individual assessments should be carried out several times
during criminal proceedings to take account of any changes in the victim's situation.
Member States need to ensure that victims and their family members have access to free-of-charge,
easily accessible and confidential victim support services (for example, psychological support, trauma
care or legal advice) from the moment the victim suffers harm, during and after the conclusion of the
investigation and trial and regardless of where the crime took place. Specialist support services should
also be set up for victims with specific needs, such as victims of gender-based violence or children, it
adds.
Victims will have to be informed, from their first contact with a competent authority, of their rights as
defined in the directive, either orally or in writing, in simple and accessible language and in a language
that they understand. Victims will also be able to report the crime and take an active part in the criminal
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proceedings (interviews and court hearings) in a language that they understand. Interpretation and
translation services will be made available to this end.
Children's specific rights and needs will have to be taken into account in all cases and child victims will
be given the opportunity to play an active role in criminal proceedings and to have their testimony
taken into account.
Claudia Gualtieri, LIBE Committee Secretariat
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12. Protecting citizens

Standard rights and a simpler work and residence permit
for non-EU workers

INTRODUCTION
The Treaty of Amsterdam offered the Union explicit legislative competences within an institutional
framework for immigration. Legislation was to be adopted by the Council, under the unanimity rule
and after simple consultation of the European Parliament.
The Lisbon Treaty made the European Parliament colegislator with Council in the area of legal
immigration. Legislation is to be adopted according to the ordinary legislative procedure.
The policy-objective set out in the Treaty is developing a common immigration policy, aimed at
ensuring efficient management of migration flows, fair-treatment of third-country nationals residing
legally in Member States, and the prevention of, and enhanced measures to combat, illegal immigration
an trafficking in human beings. The principle of solidarity and fair sharing of responsibility should
govern this policy.
The right to determine volumes of admission of third-country nationals coming from third countries in
order to seek work remains however an explicit national competence.
In the context of economic migration, five Commission proposals were initially planned: on the Blue
Card Directive, on Seasonal Workers, on Intra-corporate transfers, on admission of remunerated
trainees and on the single-permit. The single permit was intended to shape the general framework for a
fair and rights based approach to labour migration.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The purpose of the Single Permit is to create a single application procedure for third-country nationals
to reside and work in the territory of a Member State, with a uniform format for the permit. The
Directive provides also for a common set of rights for third-country workers legally residing in a
Member State, such as related to working conditions, education and vocational training, recognition of
diplomas, payments of pensions.
KEY PLAYERS, CHRONOLOGY
Rapporteur: Véronique MATHIEU HOUILLON (EPP, France)
Shadow rapporteurs: Vilija BLINKEVIČIŪTĖ (S&D, Lithuania), Renate WEBER (ALDE,
Romania), Jean LAMBERT (G/EFA, UK), Timothy KIRKHOPE (ECR, UK), Cornelia ERNST
(GUE/NGL, DE)
The first Commission proposal was issued in 2007, and the European Parliament delivered its Opinion
in November 2008, while negotiations in Council were still on-going. After the entry into force of the
Lisbon Treaty, the European Parliament became colegislator and the LIBE-Committee adopted the
corresponding draft report in September 2010. In Plenary, the amended proposal was rejected, due to
disagreement on the scope of the Instrument, the elements to be part of the equal treatment of third
country workers and the possibility for Member States to require other documents, in addition to the
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(single) permit. The Report was sent back to the LIBE-Committee (under Rule56 (3) of the rules of
Procedure).
Eventually the European Parliament adopted its First Reading Position in March 2011.
Within Parliament, this report was one of the first reports under the application of Rule 50, the
procedure with associated Committees: the LIBE-Committee was the Committee responsible and the
EMPL-Committee was associated. Due account was given to the explanatory comments issued by the
Conference of Presidents to Rule 50, that application of the procedure with associated committees has
to be followed at all stages of the procedure. Constructive cooperation among Committees and creative
organization were necessary to give concrete effect to this Rule, drafted in very general terms, in the
context of the rather exceptional procedure to be followed for the file.
The European Parliament prenegotiated Council’s First Reading Position, which allowed to the
adoption in Plenary of the Agreed text in European Parliament’s Second Reading in December 2012.
RESULTS
Third country workers within the EU will obtain a work and residence permit via a single procedure
and enjoy common rights, similar to those of EU nationals, as regards working conditions, pensions,
social security, recognition of qualifications, the right to join trade unions, tax benefits, employment
office services and public housing. On certain rights Member States will be able to apply some specific
restrictions.
Of particular interest to the EP was that non-EU workers were allowed to receive their pensions when
moving back to their home country and that they can access vocational training and education when
employed or registered as unemployed.
The Single Permit Directive entered into force on 24.11.2011 and the transposition deadline was
25.12.2013.
Patricia VAN DE PEER
LIBE Committee Secretariat
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12. Protecting citizens

Schengen Area

Introduction
"Schengen" as an area of currently 26 countries45 in which persons can move freely without being
subject to border control is for many EU citizens one of the most visible achievements of European
integration. The set of rules to make this unique area function is comprehensive and includes
harmonised provisions on external border control, the absence of control at internal borders, visa
policy, the return of illegally staying third-country nationals, but also law enforcement and judicial
cooperation as well as the exchange of information (including by means of large-scale IT systems such
as the Schengen Information or Visa Information Systems).46 To ensure the continued functioning of
this unique area it is frequently necessary to review legislation or to adopt new legislation. One recent,
important reform was adopted as the so-called Schengen Governance Package.
Key issues at stage
The reform of Schengen governance included two acts considered necessary for the functioning of the
Schengen area, namely the adoption of a new Schengen Evaluation Mechanism (1) and a review of the
Schengen Borders Code, in particular as regards the rules for the exceptional reintroduction of controls
at internal borders within the Schengen area (2).
(1) The Schengen Evaluation Mechanism is the tool by which the respect of the rules of Schengen by
the Member States is evaluated. As such this mechanism results from the need to maintain a high level
of mutual trust among the Member States of Schengen as each one needs to rely on others fulfilling
their tasks in a proper manner. External border control is one example: as persons can circulate freely
in the Schengen area, all Member States need to be able to trust the external border controls
undertaken.
The original evaluation mechanism resulted from the time when the Schengen cooperation was purely
intergovernmental and took place outside the EU Treaties. Its nature was a peer-to-peer evaluation in
which Member States evaluated each other. This mechanism was considered as weak and not able to
identify and remedy deficiencies.
(2) The Schengen Borders Code contains the rules for border control at external borders and provides
for the absence of controls at internal borders within the Schengen area, the latter being the most
visible element of Schengen and as such cherished by citizens. The Code also contains rules according
to which Member States could in exceptional circumstances reintroduce controls at internal borders for
a limited period of time. Traditionally these provisions were used for cases such as important sports or
political events.

45 The Schengen area is distinct from the area of the EU as some of its Members do not participate in the free movement
aspects of Schengen (UK, Ireland) or could not yet lift internal border controls (Croatia, Cyprus, Bulgaria, Rumania), while
some non-EU countries participate (Norway, Iceland, Switzerland, Lichtenstein).

For a recent list of the provisions concerning Schengen see Annex II of the act of accession of Croatia to the EU, OJ L
112, of 24.4.2012.
46
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It was felt necessary to introduce, in addition to support measures for the Member State concerned, as
a very last resort a further safeguard clause to allow for the exceptional reintroduction of internal
border controls in a truly critical situation where a Member State is no longer able to comply with its
obligations under the Schengen rules.
Key players / chronology
For the Schengen Evaluation Mechanism the EU institutions disagreed as regards the correct legal basis
in the Treaty for the adoption of the new mechanism and thereby about the degree of involvement of
Parliament. In June 2012 it took the unprecedented decision to freeze five dossiers in order to put
pressure on the Council. By this step Parliament secured its involvement it considered necessary in
order to obtain a mechanism with more ambition. Further intensive negotiations, in which Parliament's
negotiators were led by its rapporteur Carlos Coelho (EPP), took place between June 2012 and June
2013.
Together as part of a package the review of the Schengen Borders Code was discussed and needed to
be agreed under the codecision procedure - to which the provisions on border control are subject since
2005 - between Parliament, Council and Commission. Parliament's rapporteur was Renate Weber
(ALDE).
An overall agreement between the institutions on the Schengen Governance Package was reached by
June 2013, one year after the Parliament had decided to freeze the five dossiers.
Results
To assess the results obtained the two dossiers need to be seen together as the underlying idea of the
package rests on the hypothesis that the reinforced evaluation mechanism and the possible support
measures for Member States in cases of deficiencies will precisely avoid the need for an exceptional
reintroduction of internal border control thereby protecting the concept of free movement.
The new mechanism is now a European one with a much reinforced role for the Commission which
will be responsible for the general coordination of the evaluations and the follow-up process and which
will take the majority of decisions including the adoption of the report of an evaluation mission. The
mechanism will also be more effective and dissuasive. It will, for example, be possible to undertake
unannounced on-site visits to internal borders to check that the rules as to the absence of internal
border control are respected. Furthermore the overall transparency and accountability of the
mechanism was reinforced.
The revised Borders Code provides that if, under the new evaluation mechanism, serious deficiencies in
the carrying out of external border control are identified, the Commission may recommend that the
evaluated Member State take specific measures. These could be the deployment of European Border
Guard teams, submission of strategic plans for assessment by Frontex or, as a last resort in a serious
situation, the closure of a specific border crossing. Only where such specific measures are ineffective
and where the overall functioning of the Schengen area is put at risk as a result of persistent serious
deficiencies related to external border control and insofar as this constitutes a serious threat to public
policy or internal security, as a last resort the temporary reintroduction of controls on specific internal
borders could exceptionally be recommended at Union level.
Katrin HUBER, LIBE Secretariat
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12. Protecting citizens

Asylum Right

INTRODUCTION
The Treaty of Amsterdam made asylum part of the Union competences. A first set of rules with
minimum standards in the area of Asylum was adopted by Council under the unanimity rule (simple
consultation of the Parliament). In the Tampere Conclusions a first goal on the way forward to create a
Common European Asylum System (CEAS) was to harmonize the Member States’ legal frameworks
on the basis of common minimum standards. Under the Treaty of Nice the European Parliament
became a colegislator on equal footing with Council for the revision of this first generation of Asylum
Law. The Hague Programme of 2004 defined the second phase of the CEAS as the establishment of a
common asylum procedure and a uniform status for beneficiaries of international protection, combined
with enhanced practical cooperation between Member States and the setting up of a European support
office. The first Commission proposals for this revision were issued in December 2008. The Hague
Programme set the deadline for the adoption of the respective legislative instruments at the end of
2010. However, this deadline was prolonged in the Commission's policy plan on asylum47, in the
European Pact on Immigration and Asylum48 and in the Stockholm programme until the end of 2012.
Council Conclusions on Borders, Migration and Asylum of 9 June 2011 and European Council 23-24
June confirmed the commitment to the establishment of the CEAS by the end of 2012.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
Qualification Directive (QD)49: conditions which need to be met for an individual to qualify for
"refugee status" or "subsidiary protection status", common standards for the qualification, the uniform
status and for the content of the protection granted to beneficiaries, definition of family members, best
interests of the child.
Reception Conditions Directive (RCD)50: reception conditions, detention grounds, guarantees for
asylum seekers, detention conditions, detention of vulnerable persons (including unaccompanied
minors) and persons with special reception needs, access to the labour market, identification of
vulnerable persons, material reception conditions.
Asylum Procedures Directive (APD)51: common asylum procedures and deadlines, proper training
of staff, special guarantees for vulnerable persons, unaccompanied minors, legal assistance, stricter
deadlines, concept of "safe country", subsequent applications.
Dublin Regulation52: transfers of asylum seekers between EU countries, mechanism for earlywarning, preparedness and crisis management, stronger protection for asylum seekers, in particular
unaccompanied minors, family members of minors, right to information, personal interviews, remedies
and free legal assistance and representation.
COM(2008)0360.
Council document No. 13440/08.
49 Directive 2011/95/EU.
50 Directive 2013/33/EU.
51 Directive 2013/32/EU.
52 Regulation (EU) No 604/2013.
47
48
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EURODAC Regulation53: possibility for Member States' law enforcement authorities and Europol to
consult the Eurodac fingerprint database for the purposes of prevention, detection, or investigation of
terrorist offences and of other serious criminal offences. Conditions of access to Eurodac data by
designated authorities, transfers of data to third countries, period of storage of data, rights of the data
subject.
Joint EU Resettlement Programme54: Setting-up a Union Resettlement Programme, allocating lump
sums to Member States that resettle according to common Union priorities. Solidarity with countries
outside of the Union that receive high numbers of refugees, that cannot return in their country of
origin neither integrate in the society that receives them.
European Asylum Support Office55: establishment of an Agency in order to help improving the
implementation of the CEAS, to strengthen practical cooperation among Member States on asylum and
to provide and/or coordinate the provision of operational support to Member States subject to
particular pressure on their asylum and reception systems.
KEY PLAYERS, CHRONOLOGY
The first Commission proposals for this revision were issued in December 2008. In the sensitive matter
of Asylum, Member States showed a strong reluctance to share the colegislative powers with the
Parliament. The negotiations therefore went slowly, and once the European Parliament concluded its
first reading positions (on an average of 6 months after the publication of the Commission proposals),
Council kept the files in hostage, for more than 2 years. Out of seven files, only two were concluded as
first reading agreements. All the others became early second reading agreements, what is very unusual
for LIBE-practices. As the files remained blocked in Council, the LIBE Chair launched the idea of an
inter-institutional contact group on Asylum during the informal JHA Council meeting in Sopot on 18
July 2011 under the Polish Presidency. Immediately after the summer recess, on the 7th of September
2012, a kick-off meeting with Commissioner Malmström, and Minister Miller took place and all the
Institutions found internally the necessary support for setting up this Group. At EP side, it was chaired
by the LIBE-Chair in presence of all rapporteurs and shadow rapporteurs of the Asylum files. The
meetings of the informal inter-institutional contact group that followed were very fruitful and made it
possible to unblock the package.
EP negotiating teams:
Qualification Directive
Rapporteur: Jean LAMBERT (G/EFA, UK). Shadows: Monika HOHLMEIER (EPP, Germany),
Carmen ROMERO LÓPEZ (S&D, Spain), Nadja HIRSCH (ALDE; Germany), Timothy KIRKHOPE
(ECR, UK), Rui TAVARES (G/EFA, Portugal)
Reception Conditions Directive
Rapporteur: Antonio MASIP HIDALGO (S&D, Spain). Shadows: Georgios PAPANIKOLAOU
(EPP, Greece), Nadja HIRSCH (ALDE, Germany), Jean LAMBERT (G/EFA, UK), Timothy
KIRKHOPE (ECR, UK), Kyriacos TRIANTAPHYLLIDES (GUE/NGL, Cyprus), Philip CLAEYS
(NI, Belgium)
Asylum Procedures Directive
Rapporteur: Sylvie GUILLAUME (S&D). Shadows: Monika HOHLMEIER (EPP, Germany),
Cecilia WIKSTRÖM (ALDE, Sweden), Hélène FLAUTRE (G/EFA, France), Timothy KIRKHOPE
(ECR, UK), Kyriacos TRIANTAPHYLLIDES (GUE/NGL, Cyprus)
Regulation (EU) No 603/2013.
Decision No 281/2012/EU.
55 Regulation (EU) No 439/2010.
53
54
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Dublin Regulation
Rapporteur: Cecilia WIKSTRÖM (ALDE, Sweden). Shadows: Georgios PAPANIKOLAOU
(EPP, Greece), Sylvie GUILLAUME (S&D, France), Jean LAMBERT (G/EFA, UK), Timothy
KIRKHOPE (ECR, UK), Cornelis DE JONG (GUE/NGL, Netherlands)
Eurodac Regulation
Rapporteur: Monica MACOVEI (EPP, Romania). Shadows: Claude MORAES (S&D, UK), Sarah
LUDFORD (ALDE; UK), Jan ALBRECHT and Franziska KELLER (G/EFA, Germany), Timothy
KIRKHOPE (ECR, UK), Cornelis DE JONG (GUE/NGL, Netherlands)
Joint EU Resettlement Programme
Rapporteur: Rui TAVARES (G/EFA, Portugal). Shadows: Georgios PAPANIKOLAU (EPP,
Greece), Antonio MASIP HILDAGO (S&D, Spain), Nadja HIRSCH (ALDE; Germany), Timothy
KIRKHOPE (ECR, UK), Kyriacos TRIANTAPHYLLIDES (GUE/NGL, Cyprus)
European Asylum Support Office Regulation
Rapporteur: Jean LAMBERT (G/EFA, UK). Shadows: Simon BUSUTTIL (EPP, Malta), Claude
MORAES (S&D, UK), Jeannine HENNIS-PLASSCHAERT (ALDE, Netherlands), Timothy
KIRKHOPE (ECR, UK), Rui TAVARES (G/EFA, Portugal)
RESULTS
The Regulation establishing EASO was adopted and published on 19 May 2010 and EASO became
operational in February 2011. The Qualification Directive was the first act of CEAS to be concluded
and was adopted and published on 13 December 2011. Member States shall transpose its provisions
into their national law by 21 December 2013. The other instruments of CEAS (RCD, APD, Eurodac
and Dublin) were all adopted and published on 26 June 2013. The new system will apply as of July
2015. The Dublin rules on transfers of asylum seekers will apply to applications for international
protection lodged as from January 2014.
Main achievements of the asylum package: uniform status for refugees and beneficiaries of
subsidiary protection, common standards for qualifying as beneficiary of international protection,
stronger protection for asylum seekers, better reception conditions, clearly defined detention grounds,
common asylum procedures and deadlines, new mechanism for the identification of vulnerable
persons, consideration of special needs, protection measures for minors, in particular for
unaccompanied minors, creation of an early-warning mechanism, guarantees in case of access to
Eurodac database for law enforcement purposes.
Maria GANDOLFO and Patricia VAN DE PEER
LIBE Committee Secretariat
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12. Protecting citizens

Data protection

INTRODUCTION
The protection of personal data is a fundamental right recognised in Article 8 of the EU Charter and in
Article 16 TFEU.
Currently, there are different legal instruments, adopted under the former institutional system, which
do not set out a consistent framework ensuring the same level of protection in different activities. The
essential instrument is Directive 95/46/EC (the data protection directive) which has established the
general framework for data processing in the EU. Regulation 45/2001 applies the same regime to data
processing by EU institutions, agencies and bodies. However in the field of police and judicial
cooperation for criminal matters (law enforcement) the legal framework is not uniform; several legal
instruments exist with different rules and level of protection. The basic instrument is Framework
Decision 2008/977/JHA. Only exchanges of personal data between Member States are covered.
Domestic processing is not harmonised.
The EP has constantly called for a consistent and robust data protection regime for all data processing
in the EU covering both "commercial" and "law enforcement" sectors (for example in the European
Parliament resolution of 6 July 2011 on a comprehensive approach on personal data protection in the
European Union).
The Commission presented the 25th January 2012 the data protection package: a Regulation, setting
out the legal framework for all data processing except in the law enforcement sector and a Directive for
the processing of personal data for law enforcement purposes.
The objective of this reform is to update and modernise the principles enshrined in the 1995 Data
Protection Directive to guarantee privacy rights. The proposals focus on: reinforcing individuals' rights,
strengthening the EU internal market, ensuring a high level of data protection in all areas (including
police and criminal justice cooperation) ensuring proper enforcement of the rules, facilitating
international transfers of personal data and ensuring the existence of independent data protection
authorities with effective powers to intervene, and cooperation mechanisms (European Data Protection
Board).
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The package aims at establishing a modern, consistent and robust legal framework for data processing
in the EU which addresses the challenges posed by globalisation, new technologies (cloud computing,
geolocalisation), and the growing use of commercial data by law enforcement authorities (bank data,
transport data, telecom and internet data, etc).
The proposed "police" Directive will increase the level of protection for data processing by law
enforcement authorities and will reduce the current patchwork of applicable legal instruments. It will
also harmonise the rules for domestic processing.).
The package does not cover data processing by EU institutions, agencies and bodies, which are covered
either by Regulation 45/2001 or by specific legal instruments. The Commission has stated that once the
package will be adopted it will table proposals to bring into line Regulation 45/2001 to the data
protection package.
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Commission and Parliament aim at the adoption of the package under this EP legislature.
KEY PLAYERS, CHRONOLOGY
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT
LIBE Committee is the responsible EP Committee.
Rapporteurs:
- M Jan ALBRECHT (G/EFA, Germany) for the Regulation
- M Dimitrios DROUTSAS (S&D, Greece) for the Directive.
JURI, ITRE, IMCO, EMPL gave opinion on the Regulation and JURI also on the Directive.
The draft reports were presented to LIBE Committee on 10 January 2013.
3999 Amendments were tabled with regard to the Regulation and 771AM in respect of the Directive
Adoption of the reports by LIBE: 21 October 2013. (Albrecht and Droutsas Reports)
Adoption of a decision to enter into negotiations and on the negotiating team (Rule 70(2): 21 October
2013.
COUNCIL
Council has not yet been able to reach a "general approach" on any of the texts (i.e. the Council
mandate for negotiation). Council has mainly focused discussions on the Regulation. Regarding the
Directive some Member States are reluctant to the harmonisation relying on subsidiarity. If the Council
was able to adopt the general approach in December, "trilogues" could start shortly afterwards.
RESULTS
"Trilogues" with the Council have not yet started, due to the incapacity of the Council to adopt a
"general/partial approach" setting out the mandate of the Council.
In the absence of an agreement between the two co-legislators, the European Parliament on 12 March
2014 voted on its first reading of the draft legislation, in order to consolidate the work done so far and
hand it over to the next Parliament. This ensures that the MEPs newly elected in May can decide not to
start from scratch, but instead build on work done during the current term.
The draft regulation was approved by 621 votes to 10, with 22 abstentions.
The draft directive was approved by 371 votes to 276, with 30 abstentions.

José Manuel de FRUTOS GÓMEZ and Anze ERBEZNIK
LIBE Committee Secretariat
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12. Protecting citizens

The fight against organised crime, corruption and money laundering

INTRODUCTION
In line with the recommendation included in its resolution of 25 October 2011 on organised crime in
the European Union56, the European Parliament set up a special committee on organised crime,
corruption and money laundering (CRIM) by decision of 14 March 201257. The term of office of the
newly established committee started on 1 April 2012 and, owing to the vast scope of the subject-matter,
the original one-year mandate was eventually extended to 30 September 201358.
In a nutshell, the mandate of the CRIM Committee encompassed the following tasks:
a) evaluating the extent of organised crime, corruption and money laundering and their impact on the
European Union and its Member States and proposing appropriate measures to enable the Union to
forestall and counter those threats;
b) evaluating the current implementation of Union legislation on organised crime, corruption and
money laundering, and related policies, as well as monitoring their compatibility with fundamental
rights and the principles underpinning the Union's external action;
c) scrutinising the implementation of the role and the activities of the Union agencies working on
matters relating to organised crime, corruption and money laundering, and related security policies;
d) addressing the issues referred to in its resolutions of 25 October 2011 on organised crime in the
European Union and of 15 September 2011on the EU's efforts to combat corruption59;
e) establishing the necessary contacts, make visits and hold hearings with all the relevant interlocutors.
The CRIM Committee was also specifically mandated to present to Parliament a mid-term report and a
final report containing recommendations concerning the measures and initiatives to be taken, which the
Committee adopted on 7 May and on 17 September 2013 respectively. The two reports are
complementary60.
KEY ISSUES AT STAKE
The setting up of the CRIM Committee was Parliament’s response to the ever-growing awareness of
the dissemination of organised crime, corruption and money laundering throughout the European
Union (and beyond), and of their adverse impact on the safety of European citizens and the interests of
European businesses. It was also a response to the new powers and responsibilities conferred upon the
European Parliament by the Treaty of Lisbon, especially in the area of judicial and police cooperation
in criminal matters. Indeed, the Treaty of Lisbon provides new instruments at EU level for countering
transnational organised crime (first and foremost, the European Public Prosecutor’s Office61) and
enhances the possibility of establishing minimum rules to combat serious cross-border criminal
offences more effectively62.

European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2011 on organised crime in the European Union (P7_TA(2011)0459), paragraph 15.
European Parliament decision of 14 March 2012 on setting up a special committee on organised crime, corruption and money laundering, its powers,
numerical composition and term of office (P7_TA(2012)0078).
58 See minutes of the plenary sitting on 11 December 2012.
59 European Parliament resolution of 15 September 2011 on the EU's efforts to combat corruption (P7_TA(2011)0388).
60 See Final report (A7-0307/2013), paragraph 1.
61 See Article 86, paragraph 4, TFEU.
62 See Article 83 TFEU.
56
57
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The two reports adopted by the CRIM Committee touch upon several, concrete aspects of organised
crime, corruption and money laundering and urge that a European action plan be launched for the
period 2014-2019 in order to eradicate those phenomena. In particular, the European Commission has
been requested, in keeping with the new possibilities offered by the Treaty of Lisbon, to put forward
legislative initiatives on a common definition of organised crime (to include, inter alia, the crime of
involvement in a mafia-type organisation), corruption and money laundering (also with a view to
making the so-called self-laundering a criminal offence), on the incrimination of the abuse and
exploitation of the victims of trafficking in human beings, on the setting up of a European protection
programme for whistle-blowers and State’s witnesses, and on mutual recognition of specific types of
seizure and confiscation orders concerning criminal assets. Abolition of banking secrecy, enhancement
of the Financial Intelligence Units, ineligibility for certain public offices of those convicted by final
judgment of participation in organised crime, corruption and money laundering and their exclusion
from public procurement procedures, and support for investigative journalism and new technologies in
the fight against particularly serious crime are some of the many other measures recommended by the
CRIM Committee. Last but not least, a ‘European Day of Memory and Commitment in Remembrance
of the Innocent Victims of Organised Crime’ will be held each year as from 23 October 2014.
KEY PLAYERS/CHRONOLOGY63
Rapporteur
15.10.2012
23.01.2013
18.02.2013
18.03.2013
07.05.2013
11.06.2013
18.06.2013
17.09.2013
23.10.2013

Salvatore IACOLINO (IT, EPP)
Rapporteur’s presentation of a Working Document on Organised Crime
Rapporteur’s presentation of a Working Document on Corruption
Rapporteur’s presentation of a Working Document on Money Laundering
Rapporteur’s presentation of the draft Mid-term Report on Organised Crime,
Corruption and Money Laundering
Adoption of the Mid-Term Report by CRIM
Adoption of the CRIM Mid-term Report by Parliament
Rapporteur’s presentation of the Draft Final Report on Organised Crime, Corruption
and Money Laundering
Adoption of the Final Report by CRIM
Adoption of the CRIM Final Report by Parliament

RESULTS
On 23 October 2013, the European Parliament adopted the final report of the CRIM Special
Committee by 526 votes in favour, 25 against and 87 abstentions, thus paving the way to an extensive,
coherent and uniform regulatory framework designed to strike at the economic heart of organised
crime and strengthen judicial and police cooperation at European and international level. The
resolution also seeks to advocate leaner and fitter government, and hence make it less prey to
corruption, to make politics more accountable, to speed up criminal justice and enhance its credibility,
to encourage more honest business practices, to call for more transparent systems for banks and the
professions, to propose appropriate anti-money laundering measures in order to ensure that crime will
not remain a lucrative business which damages the lawful economy, entrepreneurs and honest citizens
alike.
The resolution includes a clause pledging Parliament to continue to pay special attention to the issues
dealt with by the CRIM Committee also after the end of the latter’s term of office. To his end, it
63 The following timetable only gives a limited account of the many activities carried out by the CRIM Committee, which included, inter alia, a number of
hearings and public meetings (during which a total of 121 experts gave presentations to its Members), committee visits to Serbia, Italy, the Netherlands and
the USA (during which a total of 150 institutional interlocutors and other experts were heard), an interparliamentary committee meeting, a seminar with
parliamentarians from the Western Balkans, and the discussion of ten Thematic Papers on various aspects of organised crime, corruption and money
laundering.
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instructs the Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs, where necessary in cooperation
with any other relevant parliamentary committee, to make sure that the recommendations included in
the final report would be duly implemented at political and institutional level and, where appropriate, to
hear experts, set up working groups and adopt follow-up reports.
Andrea SCRIMALI
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