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8 November 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, HUMAN RIGHTS, 
COMMON SECURITY AND DEFENCE POLICY

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the General Revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Linda McAvan

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy 
appointed Linda McAvan draftsman at its meeting of 20 March 2001.

 It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 18 September 2001 and 5-6 November 2001.

 At the latter, it adopted the following conclusions by 24 votes to 2, with 14 abstentions.

The following were present for the vote: Elmar Brok, chairman, Baroness Nicholson of 
Winterbourne and Catherine Lalumière, vicechairmen; Linda McAvan, draftsman; 
Alexandros Baltas, Bastiaan Belder, André Brie, John Walls Cushnahan, Rosa M. Díez 
González, Robert J.E. Evans (for Pasqualina Napoletano pursuant to Rule 153(2)), Giovanni 
Claudio Fava (for Véronique De Keyser), Monica Frassoni (for Daniel Marc Cohn-Bendit), 
Per Gahrton, Alfred Gomolka, Bertel Haarder, Glenys Kinnock (for Klaus Hänsch), Joost 
Lagendijk, Armin Laschet (for Michael Gahler), Cecilia Malmström (for Pere Esteve), Pedro 
Marset Campos, Hugues Martin, Philippe Morillon, Sami Naïr, Arie M. Oostlander, Reino 
Paasilinna (for Magdalene Hoff), Doris Pack (for Ingo Friedrich), Hans-Gert Poettering, 
Jacques F. Poos, José Ignacio Salafranca Sánchez-Neyra, Jacques Santer, Amalia Sartori, 
Patsy Sörensen (for Elisabeth Schroedter), Ioannis Souladakis, Francesco Enrico Speroni, 
Ursula Stenzel, Hannes Swoboda, Johan Van Hecke, Demetrio Volcic (for Emilio Menéndez 
del Valle), Matti Wuori, Christos Zacharakis.

SHORT JUSTIFICATION

Earlier this year, the Committee on Constitutional Affairs was given the task of drawing up a 
report in response to a widely felt need for a reform of the way Parliament works.  The need for 
reform was extensively explored in the consultation paper drawn up last year by James Provan. 
The report of the Committee on Constitutional Affairs (rapporteur: Corbett-PSE) seeks to put 
into effect some of the radical changes proposed by Provan and, at the same time, to 'tidy up' 
existing rules and bring them into line with what was agreed at Nice.
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The lead committee proposes a number of significant reforms, covering:

- uncontroversial reports to go to plenary without debate or amendment, unless one tenth of 
Parliament's members, three political groups or the Conference of Presidents request 
otherwise;

- restrictions on the tabling of amendments in plenary;
- a change to the rules on speaking time in debates;
- any Member unable to get speaking time to be entitled to submit 200 words in writing for 

inclusion in the verbatim report;
- current Question Time procedures to be modified;
- changes to the 'urgencies' procedure;
- greater flexibility regarding the provision of interpretation;
- the Hughes Procedure to be codified.

Essentially, the draftsman of the Foreign Affairs Committee welcomes the thrust of the Corbett 
proposals, as they represent a serious attempt to overhaul and update Parliament's rules to take 
account of its new, enhanced, post-Nice powers of co-decision as well as the forthcoming 
enlargement.

In particular, she welcomes the proposal for a simple procedure for uncontroversial reports 
(conclusion 3), and the proposals on rationalising plenary voting procedures as they would 
ensure that voting focuses on key issues and on making the procedure altogether simpler, clearer 
and, as a result, more transparent.  There is much talk of bringing the EU closer to its citizens 
and we in Parliament can certainly contribute to this by making plenary voting less of a 
Byzantine process.  Having a session at the end of debates where members could obtain 
speaking time by catching the eye of the President would certainly encourage more members 
to stay for the full debate and, hopefully, make for a livelier debate. (Conclusions 4 and 5)

Issues of particular interest and relevance to the Committee on Foreign Affairs are the reform 
of Question Time and the handling of 'urgencies'.  

Regarding urgent debates on 'emergency' events and issues ("urgencies"), a number of reforms 
are proposed: a period to be set aside in each part-session for a debate on current developments 
in the field of CFSP; equally, at each part-session, the committee responsible would be able, 
without requiring authorisation, to table a resolution under the procedure laid down in Rule 
104(4) concerning cases of violations of human rights. The draftsman stresses that it is critically 
important to deal with human rights issues in a more consistent manner and, to this end, she 
fully supports the rapporteur's position on this. (Conclusions 7 and 8).

To further reinforce Parliament's handling of human rights issues, it is here proposed that an 
annual meeting be held to discuss human rights and to formulate, with the Council, a consistent 
policy in that field (Conclusion 9).

However, there is still a need for a procedure for Parliament to be able to debate an issue which 
is genuinely topical or an emergency.   The Corbett report also introduces a new provision for 
members to briefly raise other 'urgent matters' at the beginning of each part-session.  

Current practice (and existing Rule 101) provides for the High Representative for the Common 



PE 304.283 6/130 RR\4283_2EN.doc

EN

Foreign and Security Policy to be invited at least four times a year (and on other occasions, as 
deemed necessary, or desirable, by either side) to attend meetings of the committee responsible 
(Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy) in order 
to make a statement and answer questions.

The draftsman recommends that the Commissioner responsible for External Relations be asked 
to attend the above meetings jointly with the High Representative and, when relevant, the EU 
Special Representative.  The idea is to get a more complete picture of the points at issue by 
hearing jointly from the other two main institutions (Conclusion 13).

To conclude, the draftsman endorses the recommendations of the Committee on Constitutional 
Affairs as necessary and highly practical modifications to the existing rules, and asks the 
competent committee to take account in particular of the specific points of relevance to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy 
calls on the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate 
the following points in its motion for a resolution:

General points:

1. Recognises the need to revise the Rules of Procedure to reflect more adequately the 
new powers conferred on the European Parliament in the Treaties and the forthcoming 
enlargement of the European Union.

To that end, calls on the Committee on Constitutional Affairs to draw up proposals 
designed to meet various challenges and requirements:
- maintaining a balance between Members' individual rights and the rights of 

political groups and parliamentary committees;
- the increased importance of the role of the parliamentary committees;
- prioritising parliamentary debate, particularly by ensuring the regular attendance 

of the Commission, the Council and  the High Representative;
- the reduction and streamlining of votes in plenary;
- the flexibility required to allow effective parliamentary debate;
- clear and accessible Rules of Procedure, which must be drafted and structured as 

clearly as possible; 

2. Generally welcomes, therefore, the thrust of the proposals in the report of the Committee 
on Constitutional Affairs' text;

3. Particularly welcomes the proposal contained therein for a single procedure whereby 
reports which have not proved to be of a controversial nature in committee are dealt 
with by simplified procedure in plenary, although with sufficient flexibility to allow for 
a full debate if need be;

4. Approves, too, of the proposal to reduce the number of votes in plenary and to ensure 
that voting in plenary focuses on key issues, as part of efforts to make voting procedures 
clearer, simpler and more transparent;

5. Endorses the proposal whereby, in the course of a debate in plenary, in addition to the 
traditional procedure of lists of speakers from political groups as the standard procedure 
for the first part of the debate, there would also be the possibility of a 'catch-the-eye' [of 
the President] procedure at the end of the debate, as this would encourage more members 
to remain in the chamber for the debate in its entirety and could contribute to a livelier 
debate;
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‘Urgencies’/emergency situations

6. Expresses reservations with regard to the advisability of the rapporteur's proposal for 
the reform of debates on topical and urgent subjects of major importance (Rule 50); 
calls on the rapporteur for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs to take up the 
consensus proposal on the subject drawn up by the enlarged bureau of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs with due regard to the following points: 

- reducing the number of "urgencies" ; 
- strict application of the rules on admissibility (Annex II);
- holding the debate in the presence of the Council and the Commission;
- holding the vote at midday on Thursday;
- prior submission to the enlarged bureau of the committee responsible of the list 

of subjects to be endorsed by the Conference of Presidents;
- the Conference of Presidents to take its decision on the basis of a reasoned 

opinion delivered by the enlarged bureau of the committee responsible;
- any resolution relating to human rights to be followed up by the 
committee responsible; 

7. Recognises that there is still, however, a need for a procedure for Parliament to be able 
to debate an issue which is a genuine emergency, and in this context, welcomes the 
thrust of the rapporteur's proposal, whereby an emergency debate could be called at the 
request of members;

Human Rights

8. Stresses that it is vital to deal with human rights' issues in a more consistent manner than 
hitherto, and therefore strongly supports the rapporteur's proposal on human rights 
whereby, at each part-session, without requiring authorisation, the committee 
responsible or a political group may table a resolution concerning cases of violations of 
human rights; 

9. Proposes that in the course of each January part-session, Parliament should hold an 
annual debate to discuss the subject of human rights and formulate, with the Council, a 
consistent policy in that field and the strategy to be adopted at the United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights in Geneva.

It is incumbent on the Committee on Foreign Affairs, possibly in the context of 
question time, regularly to question the Commission, if necessary, and to hear the 
relevant NGOs, and any other competent bodies, to examine or discuss the human 
rights situation in the world; 

10. Requests that the competent Council representative and the relevant Commissioner be 
present at each plenary debate that involves the Union’s foreign policy and/or defence 
and security policy. In any case, the High Representative must speak in plenary at 
least four times a year; 
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Other points/points specific to Foreign Affairs

11. It is important to specify, with regard to the conduct of Question Time (Rule 43), that 
the following point should be incorporated in the detailed rules laid down in Annex II: 
'Question Time shall comprise, at each part-session, a set period devoted to the 
subjects of the European Union's foreign policy and human rights'; 

12. It would also be appropriate to make provision for the following two annual debates:

(a) an annual debate with the Council, the Commission and the High 
Representative on the subject of the broad lines of the Union's foreign 
policy;

(b) an annual debate with the Council on the positions adopted by the Member 
States in all the various United Nations bodies; 

13. Recommends that the High Representative, together with the Commissioner responsible 
for External Relations and, when relevant, the EU Special Representative, be invited at 
least six times a year to attend meetings of the committee responsible in order to make 
statements and answer questions.  The High Representative and the Commissioner 
responsible for External Relations may also be invited on other occasions, whenever the 
committee considers this to be necessary, or at their initiative.
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14 September 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON BUDGETS

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the general revision of the Rules of Procedure
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Bartho Pronk

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Budgets appointed Bartho Pronk draftsman at its meeting of 27 February 
2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meeting of 12-13 September 2001.

At the meeting it adopted the following amendments unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Terence Wynn, chairman; Reimer Böge, vice-
chairman; Bartho Pronk, draftsman; Gordon J. Adam (for Constanze Angela Krehl), Ioannis 
Averoff, Jean-Louis Bourlanges, Kathalijne Maria Buitenweg, Paulo Casaca, Carlos Costa 
Neves, Den Dover, James E.M. Elles, Göran Färm, Markus Ferber, Salvador Garriga Polledo, 
Neena Gill, Catherine Guy-Quint, John Joseph McCartin, Jan Mulder, Juan Andrés Naranjo 
Escobar, Giovanni Pittella, Elly Plooij-van Gorsel (for Luciana Sbarbati), Encarnación 
Redondo Jiménez (for Giuseppe Pisicchio), Heide Rühle, Esko Olavi Seppänen (for Francis 
Wurtz), Ioannis Souladakis (for Wilfried Kuckelkorn), Per Stenmarck, Francesco Turchi, 
Kyösti Tapio Virrankoski and Ralf Walter.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

Background

Since 1985, the Committee on Budgets has been seeking to adapt Parliament’s internal 
procedures to take better account of the financial implications of its resolutions. A working 
group was even set up by the Committee on Budgets and the Committee on the Rules of 
Procedure, the Verification of Credentials and Immunities in 1989. In its working document1, 
the rapporteur (who was already the current rapporteur) explained the necessity for Parliament 
to be informed of the financial implications of own-initiative reports and legislative acts 
submitted to plenary.

The need to monitor the budgetary impact of legislative acts has obviously become more 
acute with the new responsibilities granted to Parliament in the legislative process.

The recent developments at interinstitutional level require even more urgently an adaptation 
of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure. Those developments are:

- the joint declaration of 1 March 1995 adopted by the three institutions on the amounts 
entered in legislative acts, depending on whether they are codecisions or consultation 
procedures (MEN);

- the decision of 24 June 1998 (Article 16) concerning budgetary discipline and the explicit 
link between the legislative and budgetary fields. This provision has since been 
incorporated in the Treaty (Article 270);

- the joint declaration of 20 July 2000 by the three institutions on a statement on financial 
programming. The need to adapt the internal procedure to the new institutional provisions 
has been stated in the resolution adopted by Parliament on 26 October 20002, paragraph 3 
of which ‘asks its committee responsible to consider the amendments that are needed to 
its Rules of Procedure in order to adapt the procedures to the new institutional 
provisions’.

- On 11 December 2000 the Bureau of Parliament adopted a draft decision on a first set of 
measures3 within the context of the internal reform aiming to entail general improvements 
to enable a Parliament of 732 Members to function effectively.

The rapporteur’s suggestions for amending the Rules of Procedure are based on the above-
mentioned decisions. The first issue is a matter of direct competence for the Committee on 
Budgets. The others are elements of major concern for the Committee on Budgets in the 
context of the reform of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure.

1 PE 220.380.
2 A5-0236/2000.
3 Provan report – Part B: Internal Reform, Working document No 5: PE 296.506/BUR.
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On the financial statement

Point (g) of the working document by Mr Provan gives the following instructions:

‘the introduction of a specific procedure ensuring the compatibility of legislation 
adopted by Parliament with the existing financial framework and its position as one 
branch of the budgetary authority, as envisaged by Parliament in its resolution of 26 
October 2000 on the Interinstitutional Agreement on financial statements (A5-
0236/2000)’.

Under the current procedure, the Committee on Budgets takes part in the process in a 
marginal way. Its role, although different from that of the specialised committees, is limited to 
the delivery of an opinion submitted for adoption by the committee responsible. If the opinion 
is rejected, the Committee on Budgets has no means of informing the plenary sitting of the 
financial implications of an act, least of all in the case of an own-initiative report. Therefore 
Parliament is not in a position to comply with the new responsibilities granted to it by the 
joint declaration of 20 July 2000.

Despite the fact that Annex VI of the Rules gives the Committee on Budgets the competences 
for:
- ‘the multiannual estimates of the Union’s revenue and expenditure and the interinstitutional agreements 

concluded on these matters and the implementation of budgetary conciliation;

- financial resources of the Union;

- financial implications of Community acts, without prejudice to the powers of the specialist committees;’

no procedure allows this competence to be guaranteed in Parliament’s opinions.

The rapporteur considers it is an anomalous situation because, once the legal basis has been 
adopted, Parliament as an arm of the budgetary authority addresses the question of the 
financing of the act. He believes that Parliament should aim to achieve the greatest possible 
coherence between its legislative and its budgetary roles.

He takes the view that in parliamentary acts, whether under own-initiative or legislative 
procedures, the budgetary role must consist in taking a decision which, while balancing the 
available resources against legislative priorities, enables the legislative provisions to be 
implemented.

The concrete implementation of those principles should consist in allowing the Committee on 
Budgets the possibility of evaluating the compatibility of the content of legislative acts and 
own-initiative acts, by means of a standard amendment to the legislative proposal: 
‘compatible/ not compatible’ at plenary level.

This implies 
- firstly, revision of Rules 58, 59 and 60, which need to be strengthened in order to match 

up with Parliament’s new role given by the joint declaration of 20 July 2000;
- secondly, the setting up of a specific procedure (called for by Mr Provan) modelled on 

the one which already exists for legal issues (Rule 63);
- thirdly, modification of Rules 139, 140 and 162 in order to extend the right of tabling 

amendments to plenary for committees having horizontal competences.
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On admissibility of amendments

Point (f) of Mr Provan’s Guidelines gives the following instructions:

‘clarification and reinforcement of the rules on admissibility of amendments, notably 
in the case of amendments which breach the principles of legality, fundamental rights, 
subsidiarity, proportionality and budgetary discipline (Rules 140, 58, 80)’.

There should be a filter enabling the committees whose competences make them responsible 
for supervising such qualitative principles in Parliament’s opinions, to intervene or react 
(through last-minute consultation of the President of Parliament or an oral amendment tabled 
in the name of the committee) in order to ensure consistency in the vote.

This implies modification of Rules 58 and 140 to broaden the conditions of admissibility if an 
amendment with a significant budgetary impact on existing financial programming is put to 
the vote, in order to inform Parliament and the other institutions of the possible budgetary 
consequences.

On special procedures between committees

Over the last few years, conflict or overlapping of competences between committees has often 
arisen and has mostly been solved by pragmatic means such as the so-called ‘Hughes 
procedure’. Rules should nevertheless be introduced to improve cooperation between 
committees in the context of competences set up by Annex VI of the Rules of Procedure.

Point 4(a) of the Provan Guidelines states the following:

‘In order to avoid disruptive discrimination or competition between committees, to 
seek to achieve consensus between the committee chairmen on the exercise of the 
committees’ competences in relation to the rules discussed in this Decision, notably 
Rules 62, 114, 129 and 158, and to draw up appropriate guidelines for all 
committees.’

The rapporteur considers that committees having horizontal competence (COBU, Cocobu, 
JURI) should have the possibility of tabling amendments, including amendments to the 
legislative resolution, directly for the plenary. They should also have the possibility of 
proposing a limited number of paragraphs identified as ‘legal aspects’ or ‘budgetary aspects’ 
in the motions for resolutions.

This implies a revision of Rules 159 and 160 in order to extend those demands.
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The rapporteur considers that Parliament should look to:

- broaden the scope of responsibilities as often as possible every time an issue concerns 
more than one committee, in order to allow Parliament’s opinions to reflect the different 
competences and to remain coherent within its different competences: budgetary and 
legislative. In this sense, the opinions of the horizontal committees (such as JURI, COBU, 
Cocobu) should be taken on board and included in the plenary vote;

- make an effort to optimise cooperation and discipline between the committees concerned 
when the Hughes procedure is applied (early communication of timetables, strict respect 
for deadlines);

- introduce more flexibility in the presentation of the amendments (conclusions, short 
justifications or isolated amendments), despite the fact that this measure could be 
contradictory to the requirements on multilingualism laid down by the Bureau.

This implies a revision of Rules 154, 162.

AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Budgets calls on the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the 
committee responsible, to incorporate the following amendments in its report:

Text of the Rules of Procedure1 Amendments proposed by the Committee on 
Budgets

Amendment 1
Rule 58, paragraph 1
General provisions

Examination of respect for fundamental rights, the principles of subsidiarity and 
proportionality and financial implications

During the examination of a legislative 
proposal, Parliament shall pay particular 
attention to respect for fundamental rights 
and the principles of subsidiarity and 
proportionality. In addition, where a 
proposal has financial implications, 
Parliament shall establish whether 
sufficient financial resources are provided.

During the examination of a legislative 
proposal, Parliament shall pay particular 
attention to respect for fundamental rights 
and the principles of subsidiarity and 
proportionality. In addition, where a 
proposal has financial implications, 
Parliament shall establish whether 
sufficient financial resources are provided.

Parliament shall evaluate the 
compatibility of legislation and any new 
initiative with the existing financial 
framework and forward its position to the 
Commission and the Council.

1 OJ L 202, 2.8.1999, pp. 1-108.
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Justification

This amendment aims at giving concrete application to the decision taken at institutional level 
on 20 July 2000 and ensuring that the budgetary aspects are present in Parliament’s 
opinions.

Amendment 2
Rule 59, paragraph 4 a (new)

General provisions
Legislative initiative pursuant to Article 192 of the EC Treaty

4a. All opinions delivered by Parliament 
and having significant budgetary 
implications shall be accompanied by a 
financial statement establishing the 
magnitude of its financial impact and its 
compatibility with the financial 
multiannual framework laid down in the 
Financial Perspective annexed to the 
Interinstitutional Agreement of 6 May 
1999.

Justification

This amendment aims to enhance budgetary responsibility by ensuring that both the financial 
consequences and financial compatibility of Parliament’s opinions are established.

Amendment 3
Rule 60, paragraph 2

Consideration of legislative documents

2. Common positions from the Council 
shall be referred for consideration to the 
committee responsible at the first reading.
The provisions for the second reading as 
set out in Rules 74 to 80 shall apply to 
common positions.

2. Common positions from the Council 
shall be referred for consideration to the 
committee responsible at the first reading.
The provisions for the second reading as 
set out in Rules 74 to 80 shall apply to 
common positions.

The provisions for the second reading as 
set out in Rules 74 to 80 shall apply to 
common positions.

The provisions for the second reading as 
set out in Rules 74 to 80 shall apply to 
common positions.
If the common position has budgetary 
implications, the committee responsible 
for budgetary issues shall be asked for an 
opinion.
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Justification

Common positions are different from the initial proposal. Therefore, the evaluation of any 
new budgetary implications is necessary at this stage also.

Amendment 4
Rule 63 a (new)

Rule 63a
Verification of financial compatibility

1. Without prejudice to Rule 60, the 
committee responsible shall verify the 
financial compatibility of any 
Commission proposal, or any other 
document of a legislative nature, with the 
Financial Perspective.

2. When the committee responsible 
amends the financial endowment of the 
act it is considering, it shall request the 
opinion of the committee responsible for 
budgetary issues.

3. The committee responsible for 
budgetary issues may also on its own 
initiative take up questions concerning the 
financial compatibility of proposals 
submitted by the Commission. In such 
cases it shall duly inform the committee 
responsible.

4. If the committee responsible for 
budgetary issues decides to dispute the 
financial compatibility of the proposal, it 
shall report its conclusions to Parliament 
which shall put them to the vote.

5. An act declared incompatible may be 
adopted by Parliament subject to the 
decisions of the Budgetary Authority.

Justification

Parliament shares with the Council both legislative and budgetary responsibilities. It may 
express positions that differ from those of the Commission on the financial compatibility of a 
legislative act, and may take decisions having new budgetary implications as part of an 
initiative. In such cases its budgetary responsibilities require it to evaluate the cost of the 
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legislative act in the light of the current financial framework. But such an evaluation is 
always confirmed by the Budgetary Authority, which means that a legislative act may still be 
adopted even if its budgetary implications are considered to be incompatible in legislative 
terms.

Amendment 5
Rule 139, paragraph 1

Tabling and moving amendments

1. Any member may table amendments for 
consideration in the committee responsible.
Amendments for consideration in 
Parliament may be tabled by the committee 
responsible, a political group or at least 
thirty-two Members.

1. Any member may table amendments for 
consideration in the committee responsible.
Amendments for consideration in 
Parliament may be tabled by the committee 
responsible, a political group or at least 
thirty-two Members, without prejudice to 
Rule 63a.

Amendments shall be tabled in writing and 
signed by their authors.

Amendments shall be tabled in writing and 
signed by their authors.

Justification

In order to allow Parliament to fulfil its new obligations vis-à-vis the other institutions as an 
arm of the budgetary authority, the Committee on Budgets should be able to table 
amendments directly for plenary when necessary.

Amendment 6
Rule 139, paragraph 4 a (new)

Tabling and moving amendments

4a. If oral amendments contain financial 
implications, the President may request 
the opinion of the competent committee.

Justification

In order to allow Parliament to fulfil its new obligations vis-à-vis the other institutions as an 
arm of the budgetary authority, the Committee on Budgets should be able to table 
amendments directly for plenary when necessary.

Amendment 7
Rule 140, paragraph 1, subparagraph (a a) (new)

Admissibility of amendments

1. No amendment shall be admissible if: 1. No amendment shall be admissible if: 

(a) it does not directly relate to the text (a) it does not directly relate to the text 
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which it seeks to amend; which it seeks to amend;

(aa) it has financial implications which 
have not been evaluated by Parliament 
within the existing financial framework, 
under the procedure laid down in Rule 
63a.

Justification

According to the joint declaration of 20 July 2000, Parliament is consulted on the financial 
statement of legislative acts. Therefore, it should ensure the means for providing an opinion 
in order to assume its new responsibilities.

Amendment 8
Rule 154, paragraph 3
Duties of committees

3a. The committee responsible shall 
ensure cooperation with the committees 
asked for opinions as to the timetable, 
deadlines and language availability. 
Flexibility shall be sought in urgent cases 
in order to maintain consistency.

3. Should two or more standing committees 
be competent to deal with a question, one 
committee shall be named as the 
committee responsible and the others as 
committees asked for opinions.

3b. Should two or more standing 
committees be competent to deal with a 
question, they shall all be named as the 
committee responsible; their contribution 
to Parliament’s opinion shall be clearly 
identified and strictly limited to their 
competence as stated in Annex VI, to 
avoid overlapping and seek 
complementarity.

A question shall not, however, be referred 
simultaneously to more than three 
committees, unless it is decided for sound 
reasons to depart from this rule under the 
conditions laid down in paragraph 1.

A question shall not, however, be referred 
simultaneously to more than three 
committees, unless it is decided for sound 
reasons to depart from this rule under the 
conditions laid down in paragraph 1.

Justification

Over recent months frequent cases of multiple competence have arisen. The cooperation 
initiated by four committees in the context of Parliament’s opinion on the White Paper on the 
Reform could serve as an example.
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Amendment 9
Rule 159, paragraph 3, subparagraph (b)

Committee reports on consultations

3. The committee’s report shall comprise: 3. The committee’s report shall comprise: 

(b) a draft legislative resolution, in 
accordance with Rule 67(2);

(b) a draft legislative resolution, in 
accordance with Rules 63a and 67(2);

Justification

Horizontal committees should be able to introduce identified paragraphs strictly limited to 
their competences.

Amendment 10
Article 159, paragraph 3, subparagraph (d) (new)

Committee reports on consultations 

3. The committee’s report shall comprise: 3. The committee’s report shall comprise: 
(d) a financial statement establishing the 
magnitude of the financial impact of the 

report and its compatibility with the 
financial multiannual framework laid 

down in the Financial Perspective annexed 
to the Interinstitutional Agreement of 6 

May 1999.

Justification

In order to enhance budgetary responsibility the financial consequences and compatibility of 
Parliament’s reports should already be known before the vote in plenary.

Amendment 11
Rule 160, paragraph 3, subparagraph (a)

Non-legislative reports

3. The committee’s report shall comprise: 

(a) a motion for a resolution;

3. The committee’s report shall comprise: 

(a) a motion for a resolution, which may 
contain specific legal or budgetary 
aspects;
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Justification

Horizontal committees should be able to introduce identified paragraphs strictly limited to 
their competences.

Amendment 12
Article 160, paragraph 3, subparagraph d) (new)

Non-legislative reports 

3. The committee’s report shall comprise: 3. The committee’s report shall comprise:
(d) a financial statement establishing the 
magnitude of the financial impact of the 

report and its compatibility with the 
financial multiannual framework laid 

down in the Financial Perspective annexed 
to the Interinstitutional Agreement of 6 

May 1999.

Justification

In order to enhance budgetary responsibility the financial consequences and compatibility of 
Parliament’s reports should already be known before the vote in plenary.

Amendment 13
Rule 162, paragraph 3

Opinions of committees

3. The committee responsible shall fix a 
deadline within which the committee asked 
for an opinion must deliver it if it is to be 
taken into account in the committee 
responsible. Any changes to the announced 
timetable shall be immediately 
communicated by the committee 
responsible to the committee(s) asked for 
an opinion. The committee responsible 
shall not reach its final conclusions before 
that time limit has expired.

3. The committee responsible shall fix a 
deadline within which the committee asked 
for an opinion must deliver it if it is to be 
taken into account in the committee 
responsible. Any changes to the announced 
timetable shall be immediately 
communicated by the committee 
responsible to the committee(s) asked for 
an opinion. The committee responsible 
shall not reach its final conclusions before 
that time limit has expired. 

Opinions may be limited to amendments 
to the legislative text or to paragraphs for 
the motion for a resolution. Each 
amendment shall be accompanied by a 
short justification. Opinions may contain 
conclusions which summarise the position 
expressed by the committee and a short 
explanatory statement.



RR\4283_2EN.doc 21/130 PE 304.283

EN

Justification

Flexibility should be looked at to give priority to respecting the urgency and consistency of 
Parliament’s opinions. Nevertheless, the positions of opinion-giving committees should be 
taken on board as often as possible through a formal draft opinion (with the explanatory 
statement and conclusions).

Amendment 14
Rule 162, paragraph 5

Opinions of committees

5. Only the committee responsible may 
table amendments in Parliament.

5. Only the committee responsible may 
table amendments in Parliament, without 
prejudice to Rule 63a.

Justification

In order to allow Parliament to fulfil its new obligations vis-à-vis the other institutions as an 
arm of the budgetary authority, the Committee on Budgets should be able to table 
amendments directly for plenary when necessary.

Amendment 15
Annex IV

Article 3, paragraph 11 a (new)

11a. The amendments and modifications 
adopted by Parliament to the Council 
draft budget and forwarded to the Council 
and Commission must include the 
justifications.

Justification

Parliament asks the Council to justify its position on Parliament’s amendments/modifications. 
The Council will from now on be complying with this request. Annex IV to the Minutes must 
contain the justifications (as was the case in the past).

Justifications to amendments are also valuable to the Commission in the implementation of 
certain budget headings, especially when placing funds in the reserve.
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 18 July 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON BUDGETARY CONTROL

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the general revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Diemut R. Theato

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Budgetary Control appointed Diemut R. Theato draftsman at its meeting 
of 29 May 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 18 June and 9 July 2001.

At the latter meeting it adopted the following amendments unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Diemut R. Theato, chairman and draftsman; 
Lousewies van der Laan and Freddy Blak, vice-chairmen; Mogens N.J. Camre (for Isabelle 
Caullery), Bert Doorn (for Carlos Costa Neves), James E.M. Elles (for Thierry B. Jean-
Pierre), Christopher Heaton-Harris, Helmut Kuhne, Brigitte Langenhagen, John Joseph 
McCartin (for José Javier Pomés Ruiz), Giovanni Pittella (for Eluned Morgan), Heide Rühle 
(for Claude Turmes), Michel Ange Scarbonchi, Esko Olavi Seppänen (for Marianne 
Eriksson), Bart Staes, Gabriele Stauner, Rijk van Dam, Michiel van Hulten and Kyösti Tapio 
Virrankoski (for Antonio Di Pietro). 
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AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Budgetary Control calls on the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the 
committee responsible, to incorporate the following amendments in its report:

Text of the Rules of Procedure Amendments by the Committee on Budgetary 
Control

Amendment 1 Rule 9a

9a. Internal investigations conducted by the 
European Anti-fraud Office 

9a. Internal investigations conducted by the 
European Anti-fraud Office 

The common rules laid down in the 
Interinstitutional Agreement of 25 May 1999 
concerning internal investigations by the 
European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) 
comprising the measures needed to facilitate 
the smooth running of investigations 
conducted by the Office shall be applicable 
within Parliament, pursuant to the 
Parliament decision annexed to these Rules 
of Procedure.

1.  Members shall cooperate fully with the 
European Anti-fraud Office (OLAF) in so far 
as they do not consider that their 
independence in the exercise of their 
mandate is jeopardised by cooperation.

2.  Members who become aware of evidence 
which gives rise to a presumption of the 
existence of possible cases of fraud, 
corruption or any other illegal activity 
detrimental to the interests of the 
Communities, or of serious situations 
relating to the discharge of professional 
duties which may constitute a failure to 
comply with obligations liable to result in 
disciplinary or, in appropriate cases, criminal 
proceedings, shall inform the President or, if 
they consider it useful, the Office direct. They 
shall not supply such information if to do so 
would impair their independence in the 
exercise of their mandate and in particular 
the right to refuse to give evidence. This shall 
be without prejudice to the provisions 
concerning confidentiality contained in 
legislation and the Rules of Procedure of 
Parliament.
3.  Where the possible personal implication of 
a Member emerges, the person concerned 
shall be informed rapidly. The President 
shall immediately inform the persons 
concerned of impending measures by the 
Office against them.
4.  The Office’s employees shall have access 
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to Members’ offices only with the latters' 
consent.
5.  Under no circumstances may 
conclusions referring by name to a Member 
be drawn at the end of an investigation 
without his having had the opportunity to 
state his views on the facts concerning him. 
If at the end of an investigation no case can 
be made out against the Member against 
whom allegations have been made, the 
internal investigation concerning him shall 
be closed by decision of the Director of the 
Office, who shall so inform him in writing.
6.  The Office shall be informed of any 
request for the immunity of a Member to be 
waived.

Justification

The proposed amendment takes account of the decision of the President of the Court of First 
Instance of 2 May 2000 laying down by way of interim protective measures certain conditions for 
the investigations of the European Anti-fraud Office (OLAF) within Parliament.  For the rest the 
text proposed strictly follows the standard decision laid down in the Interinstitutional Agreement 
of 25 May 1999 (OJ L 136, 31.5.1999, p. 15).  The proposed amendment to the Rules of 
Procedure could allow an amicable solution to the impending action before the Court of First 
Instance.
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Amendment 2 
Rule 35, paragraph 1

Appointment of the Members of the Court of Auditors

 1.  Candidates nominated as Members of 
the Court of Auditors shall be invited to 
make a statement before the committee 
responsible and answer questions put by 
members.

1.  Candidates nominated as Members of the 
Court of Auditors shall be invited to make a 
statement before the committee responsible 
and answer questions put by members. The 
Committee shall vote by secret ballot 
separately on each nomination.

Justification

 The amendment reflects the main points of the resolutions of 17 November 1992 (Lamassoure 
report) and 19 January 1995 (Bourlanges report) and brings the Rules into line with procedures 
currently applied in the committee and in plenary.

Amendment 3  
Rule 35, paragraph 2

Appointment of the Members of the Court of Auditors

2.  The committee responsible shall make a 
recommendation to Parliament as to whether 
the nomination should be approved.

2.  The committee responsible shall make a 
recommendation to Parliament as to whether 
the nomination should be approved in the 
form of a report containing a separate 
motion for a resolution for each individual 
nomination.

Justification

See justification to am. to Rule 35(1).

Amendment 4 
Rule 35, paragraph 3

Appointment of the Members of the Court of Auditors

3.  The vote shall take place within two 
months of the receipt of the nomination 
unless Parliament, at the request of the 
committee responsible, a political group or 

3.  The vote in plenary sitting shall take 
place within two months of the receipt of the 
nomination unless Parliament, at the request 
of the committee responsible, a political 
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at least thirty-two Members, decides 
otherwise.

group or at least thirty-two Members, 
decides otherwise. Parliament shall vote by 
secret ballot separately on each nomination 
and take its decision by a simple majority.

Justification

See justification to am. to Rule 35(1).

Amendment 5 
Rule 35, paragraph 4

Appointment of the Members of the Court of Auditors

4.  If the opinion adopted by Parliament is 
negative, the President shall request the 
Council to withdraw its nomination and 
submit a new nomination to Parliament.

4.  If the opinion adopted by Parliament on 
an individual nomination is negative, the 
President shall request the Council to 
withdraw its nomination and submit a new 
nomination to Parliament.

Justification

See justification to am. to Rule 35(1).

Amendment 6
Rule 44, paragraph 1a (new)

 1a.  The content of questions shall be the 
sole responsibility of their authors.  
Questions shall not therefore be subject to 
any verification of their admissibility.

Justification

Pursuant to Article 197 of the EC Treaty every Member of the European Parliament is 
individually entitled to put questions.  The amendment makes it clear that questions may not 
be subject to prior checks and are the responsibility of their authors alone.  Further details of 
the deadlines are also required to avoid future delays in answering questions.
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Amendment 7 
Rule 44, paragraph 2

2.  Questions shall be submitted in writing to 
the President who shall forward them to the 
institution concerned.

2.  Questions shall be submitted in writing to 
the President who shall without delay 
forward them to the institution concerned.

Justification

See justification to amendment  to Rule 44, paragraph 1a (new).

Amendment 8 
Rule 44, paragraph 5

5.  Questions which require an immediate 
answer but no detailed research (priority 
questions) shall be answered within three 
weeks. Each Member may table one priority 
question each month.

5.  Questions which require an immediate 
answer but no detailed research (priority 
questions) shall be answered within three 
weeks of their submission. Each Member 
may table one priority question each month.

Justification

See justification to amendment  to Rule 44, paragraph 1a (new)

Amendment 9 
Rule 44, paragraph 6

6. Other questions (non-priority questions) 
shall be answered within six weeks.

6. Other questions (non-priority questions) 
shall be answered within six weeks of their 
submission.
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Justification

See justification to amendment  to Rule 44, paragraph 1a (new).

Amendment 10
Rule 47, paragraph 1

Other reports and annual reports of other institutions

1. Other reports and annual reports 
of other institutions, in respect of which the 
Treaties provide for consultation of the 
European Parliament or in respect of which 
the development of the European Union 
necessitates an opinion by the European 
Parliament, shall be dealt with by means of 
a report submitted to the plenary.

1. Other reports and annual reports 
of other institutions, in respect of which the 
Treaties provide for consultation of the 
European Parliament or to which it is 
considered appropriate that Parliament 
should respond, shall be dealt with by 
means of a report submitted to the plenary.

Justification

Rule 47 is currently used as the hook on which to hang reports categorized as ‘non-legislative 
consultations’ (‘COS’ reports). Committee on Budgetary Control reports on, e.g. ECA 
Special Reports fall into that category. The wording of the existing rule, could be amended to 
cover the case of reports of this type.

Amendment 11
Rule 54

Interinstitutional agreements

Parliament may enter into agreements with 
other institutions in the context of the 
application of the Treaties or in order to 
improve or clarify procedures.

Such agreements may take the form of joint 
declarations, exchanges of letters or codes 
of conduct or other appropriate instruments. 
They shall be signed by the President after 
approval by Parliament. They may be 

1. Parliament may enter into agreements 
with other institutions in the context of the 
application of the Treaties or in order to 
improve or clarify procedures.

Such agreements may take the form of 
joint declarations, exchanges of letters or 
codes of conduct or other appropriate 
instruments. They shall be signed by the 
President after approval by Parliament. 
They may be annexed to the Rules of 
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annexed to the Rules of Procedure for 
information.

Procedure for information.

2. Where such agreements imply the 
modification of existing procedural rights 
or obligations or establish new procedural 
rights or obligations for Members or 
organs of the Parliament, or otherwise 
imply modification or interpretation of 
Parliament’s Rules of Procedure, the 
matter shall be referred to the committee 
responsible for examination and its report 
shall be voted on in Plenary before the 
agreement is signed.

Justification

The purpose of the amendment is to make it clear than interinstitutional agreements require the 
assent of Parliament in plenary sitting.

Amendment 12
Rule 54, paragraph 3

Interinstitutional agreements

3. Requests for clarification after the entry 
into force of an interinstitutional 
agreement shall be submitted in 
accordance with Rule 180 to the President 
for referral to the committee responsible 
which shall give its opinion without delay.

Justification

Recent experience with the Framework Agreement demonstrates that it may also be helpful to 
have a procedure for clarifying or interpreting such agreements after their entry into force. 

Amendment 13 
Rule 131, paragraph 1

1. Where the text to be put to the vote 
contains two or more provisions or 

Deleted
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references to two or more points or lends 
itself to division into two or more parts each 
with a distinct logical meaning and 
normative value, a split vote may be 
requested by a political group or at least 
thirty-two Members.

Justification

The split vote aims at amending a part of a resolution, by suppressing a certain part of it. It is 
therefore unnecessary to have special procedures for split votes when we can simply apply the 
existing amending procedures. The proposed amendment aims, therefore, at diminishing the 
unnecessary regulatory framework of our Parliament.

Amendment 14
Rule 180, first indent

Application of the Rules of Procedure
1. Should doubt arise over the 
application or interpretation of these Rules 
of Procedure, the President may, without 
prejudice to any previous decisions in this 
field, refer the matter to the committee 
responsible for examination.

Where a point of order is raised under Rule 
142, the President may also refer the matter 
to the committee responsible.

1. Should doubt arise over the 
application or interpretation of these Rules 
of Procedure, the President may, without 
prejudice to any previous decisions in this 
field, refer the matter to the committee 
responsible for examination which shall 
respond without delay. 

Where a point of order is raised under Rule 
142, the President may also refer the matter 
to the committee responsible.

Justification

Self-explanatory.
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11 July 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON CITIZENS' FREEDOMS AND RIGHTS, 
JUSTICE AND HOME AFFAIRS

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the General Revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Michael Cashman

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs appointed 
Michael Cashman draftsman at its meeting of 27 February 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 14 May, 20 June and 11 July 2001.

At the last meeting it adopted the following amendments by 27 votes to 0, with 1 abstention.

The following were present for the vote: Graham R. Watson chairman; Michael Cashman 
draftsman; Charlotte Cederschiöld, Thierry Cornillet, Gérard M.J. Deprez, Adeline Hazan, 
Jorge Salvador Hernández Mollar, Anna Karamanou, Margot Keßler, Timothy Kirkhope, Eva 
Klamt, Alain Krivine (for Pernille Frahm), Klaus-Heiner Lehne (for Bernd Posselt), Luís 
Marinho (for Sérgio Sousa Pinto), Iñigo Méndez de Vigo (for Mary Elizabeth Banotti), 
Hartmut Nassauer, Elena Ornella Paciotti, Paolo Pastorelli, Hubert Pirker, Martine Roure (for 
Ozan Ceyhun), Giacomo Santini (for Marcello Dell'Utri), Amalia Sartori (for Carlos Coelho), 
Patsy Sörensen, Joke Swiebel, Anna Terrón i Cusí, Astrid Thors (for Baroness Sarah Ludford 
pursuant to Rule 153(2)), Gianni Vattimo, Christian Ulrik von Boetticher, Jan-Kees 
Wiebenga.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

Introduction

The mandate for the Corbett Report is to amend our internal rules from three different 
perspectives:

- to take into account the weaknesses which have become apparent since the entry 
into force of the Amsterdam Treaty;

- to solve the practical problems in the functioning of the Parliament due to the 
increasing workload; and

- finally to prepare the Parliament for the implementation of the improvements 
laid down by the Nice Treaty.

The aim is to adapt our rules in a coherent manner, while also taking into account the interesting 
proposal coming from the Provan report which has been intensively debated in the Bureau and 
in the Conference of Presidents.

In order not to repeat ideas already presented by others, the draftsman will limit himself to 
topics which are within the specific experience of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and 
Rights, Justice and Home Affairs in its role of dealing with legislative activities relating to the 
development of an area of “freedom, security and justice” (i.e. Title IV EC Treaty and Title VI 
of the EU Treaty).  

Therefore, many of the amendments in this opinion arise from the increased use by the Member 
States of the possibility of making a legislative proposal under Article 67 EC Treaty and Article 
34(2) EU Treaty and the developments (and gaps) in the practice which still exist in the rules 
for dealing with such proposals.  The other main category of amendments relate to the 
responsibility of the committee in relation to the respect for fundamental rights in the EU. 

This opinion on the revision of the Rules of Procedure does not take into account the following 
changes:  

- the interinstitutional agreement on confidential information (sensitive 
documents) since this is still under negotiation with the Council; and

- the Regulation on public access to documents (Article 255) as the Committee on 
Constitutional Affairs will appoint a rapporteur who will examine measures to 
be taken for the implementation of this Regulation. 

With regard to the Regulation on the protection of personal data (Article 286)1, the draftsman 
has included some amendments to Annex I, but he notes that the Parliament must fully review 
its rules of procedure to ensure conformity with this Regulation.

1. Procedures for dealing with proposals from the Member States, the role of the Council 
and multiple texts dealing with the same subject

The main points raised are the following:

1 Regulation 45/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2000 on the protection of 
individuals with regard to the processing of personal data by the Community institutions or bodies and on the 
free movement of such data, OJ L008, 12/01/2001.
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- regarding the referral to the Parliament of Member States’ initiatives, there needs to be 
clarification of the role of a Member State and the Council Presidency, in particular, where 
there is a need for negotiation prior to the rejection of a text by the Parliament. It should 
also be clear that the Parliament is only formally consulted when all the elements necessary 
for its consultation have been provided;

- where the Commission has taken a position on Member States’ initiatives, this should be 
presented to the Committee responsible;

- a procedure for dealing with the referral to the Parliament of multiple texts on the same 
subject would be useful, i.e. where there are proposals from different sources (e.g. 
Commission and one or more Member States) or where the work in the Council results in 
a new text before the adoption of the Parliament's opinion;

- in particular, where there is the referral to the Parliament of a first pillar proposal 
accompanied by a third pillar proposal, the final vote on such proposals could take place in 
a “joint committee” composed of members of both committees to avoid any legal and 
political inconsistencies. 

2. Annual report and debate on respect of fundamental rights in the Union 

As discussed in the report on fundamental rights of Mr Cornillet, the Parliament is responsible 
for conducting a regular check on the situation of fundamental rights, which will become more 
important after the entry into force of the Nice Treaty (in particular, the new Article 7). The 
draftsman agrees with Mr Cornillet and in this opinion seeks to include more precise rules on 
how the report should be prepared and adopted, including: 

- a specific procedure and timetable, in close cooperation with the Commission 
and Council, for the adoption of the annual report;

- a clear dialogue with national parliaments, who may submit recommendations; 
and; 

- a vote by the committee responsible on the report accompanied by a 
recommendation to the Plenary which has to either accept or reject it.

The Parliament has been criticised by human rights NGOs for a lack of systematic follow-ups 
and ongoing assessments in this area.  The proposed amendments seek to clarify the role of the 
Parliament committees in ensuring a more consistent monitoring and evaluating of fundamental 
rights.  A specialised unit within the Parliament would ensure sufficient in-house expertise. 

3. Regulation on the protection of personal data (Article 286)

As discussed in Mr Newton Dunn's opinion on the publication of Members' financial interests 
on the Internet, certain changes need to be made to Annex I to ensure conformity with the data 
protection Regulation. In particular: 
- the legal basis and purpose for collecting the data should be included; 
- the obligations of the Members with regard to the data to be provided and the accuracy 

of the data should be included; and 
- it could be stated that no conditions should be imposed for accessing the register. 
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AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs calls on the 
Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the 
following amendments in its report:

Present text of Rules Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 58

During the examination of a legislative 
proposal, Parliament shall pay particular 
attention to respect for fundamental rights 
and the principles of subsidiarity and 
proportionality. In addition, where a 
proposal has financial implications, 
Parliament shall establish whether 
sufficient financial resources are provided.

During the examination of a legislative 
proposal, Parliament shall pay particular 
attention to respect for fundamental rights 
taking into account Rule 108a (new) and 
the principles of subsidiarity and 
proportionality. In addition, where a 
proposal has financial implications, 
Parliament shall establish whether 
sufficient financial resources are provided.

Justification

More detailed rules on the role of the Parliament in ensuring the respect for fundamental 
rights are set out in Rule 108a (new).

Amendment 2
Rule 60a new, paragraph 1

Consideration of legislative documents 
with the same objective
Where the Parliament is presented with 
two or more proposals (originating from 
the Commission and/or the Member 
States) with the same legislative objective, 
the Parliament can deal with them in a 
single report.  In its report, the Committee 
responsible shall indicate to which text it 
has proposed amendments and it shall 
refer to all other texts in its legislative 
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resolution.

Justification

A procedure for dealing with more than one text should be included in the rules of procedure. 
For example, concerning the creation of the Eurojust unit, the Parliament received two 
official proposals plus three more versions of one proposal, i.e. five texts (from the 
Commission, the Presidency, and the Member States).  Since the Parliament should not vote 
twice on the same subject, the Committee responsible should normally  make one single 
report. 

Amendment 3
Rule 60a new, paragraph 2

Similarly, where after consultation of the 
Parliament but before the adoption of the 
Parliament's opinion, the Council 
continues work on the basis of a new text, 
the Council shall fully inform the 
Parliament. The Committee responsible 
shall decide whether to propose 
amendments to the former proposal or to 
the more recent text.

Justification

Where the Council continues its work, the text on which the Parliament was consulted may 
rapidly become out of date.  For example, concerning the creation of the Eurojust unit.

Amendment 4
Rule 60a new, paragraph 3

Where the Parliament is consulted on two 
proposals, one under the EC Treaty and 
one under the EU Treaty, with similar 
legislative objectives, and these are 
referred pursuant to Rule 60(1) to 
different committees, in order to present a 
common position to the Parliament, the 
final vote on such proposals shall take 
place in a “joint committee” composed of 
members of both committees.
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Justification

Where two proposals cover the same subject matter but one under the first pillar and one under 
the third pillar, then there needs to be a means to ensure that a coherent approach is put to the 
plenary.  For example where the first pillar proposal is referred to the Committee on the 
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy and the third pillar initiative to the 
Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs.  Although the Hughes 
procedure is suitable in some circumstances it is not sufficient to avoid legal and political 
inconsistency.

Amendment 5
Rule 61, paragraph 1

Proposals originating from a Member State 
pursuant to Article 67(1) of the EC Treaty, 
and on which the European Parliament has 
subsequently been consulted, shall be dealt 
with pursuant to Rules 58, 60, 62, 63 and 
67.

Proposals originating from a Member State 
pursuant to Article 67(1) of the EC Treaty, 
and on which the European Parliament has 
subsequently been consulted, shall be dealt 
with pursuant to Rules 58, 60, 62, 63, 64 
and 67.

Justification

Rule 64 concerning transparency should also apply to proposals originating from a Member 
State.

Amendment 6
Rule 61, paragraph 2 (new)

Proposals originating from a Member 
State shall be in conformity with the 
Protocol on the application of the 
principles of subsidiarity and 
proportionality.  Such proposals shall be 
presented to the Committee responsible by 
a representative of the originating 
Member State who shall be accompanied 
by the Presidency of the Council.
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Justification

This procedure has been agreed with the Council on the basis of  an exchange of letters, but it 
should be formalised in the Rules of Procedure.

Amendment 7
Rule 61, paragraph 3 (new)

Before the committee responsible 
proceeds to the vote, it shall request the 
Council Presidency to, taking account of 
the procedure in Rule 66, state its position 
on all amendments to the proposal 
originating from a Member State adopted 
by the committee.

Justification

By analogy to Rule 66, the Council Presidency should take responsibility for proposals 
originating from a Member State and shall state its position on the amendments to the 
proposal.  This is particularly important where the rejection of a Member State initiative is 
planned, as it may be necessary to enter into political discussions with the Council 
beforehand to avoid an open (political) conflict between the two institutions.

Amendment 8
Rule 61, paragraph 4 (new)

Before the committee responsible 
proceeds to the vote, it shall ask the 
Commission whether it has prepared a 
position on a proposal originating from a 
Member State and if so request the 
Commission to state its position to the 
Committee responsible.

Justification

The Commission sometimes formally takes a position on proposals originating from a 
Member State and the Committee responsible should be informed.
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Amendment 9
Rule 106, paragraph 1

Consultation of Parliament pursuant to 
Article 34(2)(b), (c) and (d) of the 
EU Treaty shall be dealt with pursuant to 
Rules 58, 60, 62, 63 and 67.

Consultation of Parliament pursuant to 
Article 34(2)(b), (c) and (d) of the 
EU Treaty shall be dealt with pursuant to 
Rules 58, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64 and 67.

Justification

The same rules concerning a proposal originating from a Member State should apply 
irrespective of whether the proposal is made in the first pillar or the third pillar.

Amendment 10
Rule 106, paragraph 1a (new)

The time-limit referred to in Article 39(1) 
of the EU Treaty shall commence when 
the Parliament is provided with a proposal 
which is in conformity with the Protocol 
on the application of the principles of 
subsidiarity and proportionality.

Justification

The Council has agreed that this protocol applies to proposals from Member States.  Until the 
Parliament has received the explanatory statement, it has not received all the elements 
necessary for its determination and the time-limit should not be considered as having started. 
Otherwise it is extremely difficult for the Committee responsible to provide an opinion within 
the three months time-limit.

Amendment 11
Rule 106, paragraph 1b (new)

Where the Committee responsible 
considers that the three months time-limit 
referred to an Article 39(1) of the EU 
Treaty should be postponed, the 
Chairman of the Committee responsible 
may seek the postponement of the time-
limit on the basis of an exchange of letters 
with the President of the Council or of the 
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relevant Council body. 

Justification

Currently, a postponement is sought on the basis of an exchange of letters between the 
Presidents of the Parliament and of the Council.  However, to ensure that this postponement 
can be sought rapidly, this responsibility should be delegated to the Chairman of the 
Committee responsible.

Amendment 12
Title

CHAPTER XIII DETERMINATION OF 
A SERIOUS AND PERSISTENT 
BREACH BY A MEMBER STATE OF 
PRINCIPLES COMMON TO MEMBER 
STATES (LIBERTY, DEMOCRACY, 
RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND 
FUNDAMENTAL FREEDOMS, AND 
THE RULE OF LAW)

CHAPTER XIII MONITORING OF 
PRINCIPLES COMMON TO MEMBER 
STATES (LIBERTY, DEMOCRACY, 
RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND 
FUNDAMENTAL FREEDOMS, AND 
THE RULE OF LAW) AND 
DETERMINATION OF A CLEAR RISK 
OR A SERIOUS AND PERSISTENT 
BREACH BY A MEMBER STATE

Justification

The title should be changed to take into account the increased responsibility of the Parliament 
as reflected in the amendments below.

Amendment 13
Rule 107a (new)

1. Each year, Parliament shall adopt a 
report, drawn up by the committee 
responsible, on the situation in the Member 
States regarding respect for fundamental 
rights as referred to in Article 6(2) of the EU 
Treaty and recognised by the European 
Charter of Fundamental Rights.
2. Consideration of this report shall take 
place at an annual debate between the 
representatives of the European Parliament 
and those of the relevant committees of the 
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national parliaments.  
3. In drawing up its report, the committee 
responsible may take into account any 
observations received from the national 
parliaments, specialist bodies, NGOs and 
networks concerned. These networks shall 
include a network of legal experts set up to 
cover the Union as a whole which shall 
submit an annual assessment to the 
European Parliament.
4. Adoption of the annual report shall take 
place (at the latest during the July part-
session). Only amendments tabled by the 
committee responsible shall be admissible 
and the vote shall take place by means of a 
single vote. 
5. The report, as adopted, shall be forwarded 
for information to the Parliaments of the 
Member States and to their governments 
and shall be made publicly available.

Justification

This is based on the proposal made in Mr Cornillet's proposed resolution on the situation as 
regards fundamental rights in the European Union (2000).

Amendment 14
Rule 107b (new)

1. In the light of the annual report on the 
situation in the Member States regarding 
respect for fundamental rights, or, where 
appropriate, on the specific initiative of 
the committee responsible, in the case of a 
clear risk of a violation by a Member 
State of the rights referred to in Article 
6(2), Parliament may, at the request of 
that committee or of one-tenth of the 
Parliament's Members, consider and put 
to the vote a reasoned proposal calling on 
the Council to initiate the measures 
referred to in Article 7(1) of the EU 
Treaty.
2. For the purposes of paragraph 1, 
Parliament shall act by a two-thirds 



RR\4283_2EN.doc 41/130 PE 304.283

EN

majority of the votes cast, representing a 
majority of its Members.

Justification

This is based on the new Article 7 in the Treaty of Nice.

Amendment 15
Rule 108

1. At the request of one tenth of its 
component Members, Parliament may 
debate and vote on a motion for a 
resolution calling on the Commission to 
initiate the action mentioned in Article 7(1) 
of the EU Treaty.  The Conference of 
Presidents may first ask the opinion of the 
committee responsible.

1. At the request of the Committee 
responsible or one tenth of the 
Parliament's Members, Parliament may 
debate and vote on a motion for a 
resolution calling on the Commission to 
initiate the action mentioned in Article 7(2) 
of the EU Treaty.  The Conference of 
Presidents may first ask the opinion of the 
committee responsible.

2. The President shall announce to 
Parliament receipt of a request from the 
Council to give its assent on a proposal 
submitted pursuant to Article 7(1) of the 
EU Treaty, along with the observations 
submitted by the Member State. The 
President shall, at the same time, propose 
to Parliament the time at which the vote is 
to be taken. This shall be no less than one 
month after the announcement of receipt of 
the request except in urgent and justified 
circumstances.

2. The President shall announce to 
Parliament receipt of a request from the 
Council to give its assent on a proposal 
submitted pursuant to Article 7(2) of the 
EU Treaty, along with the observations 
submitted by the Member State. The 
President shall, at the same time, propose 
to Parliament the time at which the vote is 
to be taken. This shall be no less than one 
month after the announcement of receipt of 
the request except in urgent and justified 
circumstances.

3. The assent of Parliament shall be 
adopted if it secures a two-thirds majority 
of the votes cast, representing a majority of 
its component Members.

3. The assent of Parliament shall be 
adopted if it secures a two-thirds majority 
of the votes cast, representing a majority of 
its component Members.

4. The committee responsible may, on a 
proposal from the Conference of 
Presidents, decide to submit an 
accompanying motion for a resolution 
setting down Parliament's views on the 
appropriate sanctions and on criteria for 
later varying or revoking them.

4. The procedure in paragraph 1 shall 
also apply where the Parliament considers 
that the measures adopted by the Council 
in accordance with Article 7(3) of the EU 
Treaty should be varied or revoked. 
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Justification

Paragraph 4 is included in the new Rule below and paragraph 5 is unchanged.

Amendment 16
Rule 108a (new)

1. The committee responsible may, on a 
request from the Conference of Presidents 
or on its own initiative, decide to submit 
an accompanying motion for a resolution 
setting down Parliament's opinion on a 
clear risk of a serious breach by a 
Member State, on the existence of a 
serious breach, and on the appropriate 
sanctions and on varying or revoking any 
sanctions.  A request from the Conference 
of Presidents may be accompanied by a 
request that it is dealt with as a matter of 
urgency. 
2. All committees shall continuously 
monitor, as regards matters within their 
competences, the respect of fundamental 
rights in the Charter of Fundamental 
Rights.  Any observations shall be 
forwarded to the committee responsible. 

Justification

It is the particular responsibility of the European Parliament and of its appropriate 
committee to ensure (in cooperation with the national parliaments and the parliaments of the 
applicant countries) that both the EU institutions and the Member States uphold the rights set 
out in the various sections of the Charter.

Amendment 17
Rule 108b (new)

1. A permanent dialogue should be 
established between the European 
Parliament and the Member States’ 
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parliaments, as regards significant 
developments in national constitutions 
and laws having an impact on the concept 
of, and respect for, fundamental rights in 
the EU.
2. This permanent dialogue may be 
extended to include the parliaments of the 
applicant countries.

Justification

A permanent dialogue (possibly within COSAC) with the national parliaments and with the 
applicant countries would assist in the preparation of the annual report on the respect for 
fundamental rights. 

Amendment 18
Annex I, Article 2

1. In accordance with the legislation in 
force on the processing of personal data 
and the free movement of such data, and 
to ensure a high level of transparency in 
the activities of the Parliament, the 
Members’ declarations of their financial 
interests will be kept in a register which 
will be made available to the public 
through the Internet or by other means.

The Quaestors shall keep a register in 
which each Member shall make a personal, 
detailed declaration of:

2. The Quaestors shall keep a register in 
which each Member shall make a personal, 
detailed declaration of:

(a) his professional activities and any 
other remunerated functions or activities,

(a) his professional activities and any 
other remunerated functions or activities,

(b) any support, whether financial or in 
terms of staff or material, additional to that 
provided by Parliament and granted to the 
Member in connection with his political 
activities by third parties, whose identity 
shall be disclosed.

(b) any support, whether financial or in 
terms of staff or material, additional to that 
provided by Parliament and granted to the 
Member in connection with his political 
activities by third parties, whose identity 
shall be disclosed.

Members of Parliament shall refrain from 
accepting any other gift or benefit in the 
performance of their duties.

Members of Parliament shall refrain from 
accepting any other gift or benefit in the 
performance of their duties.

The declarations in the register shall be 
made under the personal responsibility of 
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the Member and must be updated every 
year.
The Bureau may, from time to time, draw 
up a list of matters which it considers 
should be declared in the register.

3. The Bureau will, from time to time,  
draw up a detailed list of the information 
which must be declared by the Member 
for inclusion in the register, including, for 
example, the value above which 
shareholdings must be declared and 
examples of support which must be 
declared.  The Bureau will provide 
clarification on the information to be 
declared as necessary. 

If after the appropriate request a Member 
does not fulfil his obligation to submit a 
declaration pursuant to (a) and (b), the 
President shall remind him once again to 
submit the declaration within two months. 
If the declaration has not been submitted 
within the time limit, the name of the 
Member together with an indication of the 
infringement shall be published in the 
minutes of the first day of each part-
session after expiry of the time limit.  If 
the Member continues to refuse to submit 
the declaration after the infringement has 
been published the President shall take 
action in accordance with Rule 124 to 
suspend the Member concerned.
Chairmen of groupings of Members, both 
intergroups and other unofficial 
groupings of Members, shall be required 
to declare any support, whether in cash or 
kind (e.g. secretarial assistance) which if 
offered to Members as individuals, would 
have to be declared under this article.
The Quaestors shall be responsible for 
keeping a register and drawing up detailed 
rules for the declaration of outside support 
by such groupings.

4. The Quaestors shall be responsible for 
keeping a register and drawing up detailed 
rules for the declaration of outside support 
by groupings of Members, intergroups 
and other unofficial groupings of 
Members.
The declarations of financial interests of 
the Members may not be used for any 
other purpose with the exception of 
statistical records and the prevention, 
investigation, detection and prosecution of 
serious criminal offences.
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Justification

To comply with Article 4 of the data protection regulation, the legal basis and purpose of 
collecting information should be clearly stated in Article 2 of the Annex I. Members should be 
clearly informed of the data that they are required to declare and it should be stated that the 
data cannot be used for other purposes.  Paragraphs 3, 5 and 6 are now in Article 2a to 
separate the Bureau's role  from the duties of the Members to make declarations.

Amendment 19
Annex I, Article 2a (new)

1. The declarations in the register shall be 
made under the personal responsibility of 
the Member and must be updated every 
year.   
2. Members may request the correction of 
the data held in the register at any time. 
3. Members should inform the Quaestors 
of any changes to their declarations as 
soon as possible, and in any event within 
two months of the change taking place.
4. If after the appropriate request a 
Member does not fulfil his obligation to 
submit a declaration pursuant to (a) and 
(b), the President shall remind him once 
again to submit the declaration within two 
months. If the declaration has not been 
submitted within the time limit, the name 
of the Member together with an indication 
of the infringement shall be published in 
the minutes of the first day of each part-
session after expiry of the time limit.  If 
the Member continues to refuse to submit 
the declaration after the infringement has 
been published the President shall take 
action in accordance with Rule 124 to 
suspend the Member concerned.
5. Chairmen of groupings of Members, 
both intergroups and other unofficial 
groupings of Members, shall be required 
to declare any support, whether in cash or 
kind (e.g. secretarial assistance) which if 
offered to Members as individuals, would 
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have to be declared under this article.

Justification

The obligations on the Member in respect of the provision of information should be clearly 
stated. To comply with Article 4(d) of the data protection Regulation, it should be clear that 
Members have both the right and the duty to ensure that their data is correct. Paragraphs 1, 4 
and 5 are the original paragraphs 3, 5 and 6 from Article 2.  

Amendment 20
Annex I, Article 3

The register shall be open to the public for 
inspection.

The register shall be open to the public 
for inspection.  No conditions for 
inspection of the register shall be 
imposed.

Justification

Under Article 9(f) of the data protection Regulation, conditions could be laid down for the 
transfer of data to recipients not subject to the Directive 95/46/EC. However, in order to 
enable the data to be accessible over the Internet, no conditions should be imposed.  The 
protection in Article 10 of the data protection Regulation for political opinions does not apply 
as Members have already expressly made their political opinions public. 
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13 July 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC AND MONETARY AFFAIRS

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the general revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Christa Randzio-Plath 

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs appointed Christa Randzio-Plath 
draftsman at its meeting of 27 February 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 26 June  and 12 July 2001.

At the lattermeeting it adopted the following amendments by 33 votes unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Christa Randzio-Plath, chairwoman and draftsman; 
Philippe A.R. Herzog, vice-chairman; Generoso Andria, Richard A. Balfe, Hans Blokland, 
Hans Udo Bullmann, Harald Ettl (for Pervenche Berès) , Ingo Friedrich (for José Manuel 
García-Margallo y Marfil), Carles-Alfred Gasòliba i Böhm, Lisbeth Grönfeldt Bergman, 
Christopher Huhne, Juan de Dios Izquierdo Collado (for Simon Francis Murphy), Pierre 
Jonckheer, Othmar Karas, Christoph Werner Konrad, Werner Langen (for Alejandro Agag 
Longo),  Jules Maaten (for Karin Riis-Jørgensen), Thomas Mann (for Astrid Lulling), Ioannis 
Marinos, Ioannis Patakis, Fernando Pérez Royo, Mikko Pesälä (for Olle Schmidt), John 
Purvis (for Jonathan Evans), Alexander Radwan, Bernhard Rapkay, Peter William Skinner, 
Charles Tannock, Marianne L.P. Thyssen, Helena Torres Marques, Bruno Trentin, Ieke van 
den Burg (for Luis Berenguer Fuster), Theresa Villiers and Karl von Wogau.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

The report that the Committee on Constitutional Affairs is preparing on the general revision 
of the Rules of Procedure follows a request first made by Parliament’s Bureau at its meeting 
of 11 December 2000. That request was for proposals for amendment of the Rules of 
Procedure that the committee considered desirable to achieve the following results:
 the application of simplified report procedures,
 the application by default of Rule 62 to all non-legislative reports,
 the introduction in plenary sittings of a single pro forma vote for all reports under Rule 62,
 the application by default of Rule 114 to all legislative reports,
 regulating question time in committee,
 clarifying the rules on the admissibility of amendments,
 compatibility of legislation adopted by Parliament with the applicable financial 

framework,
 the application of grouped voting and other provisions on votes,
 the presentation of explanatory statements,
 statements in the minutes.

These issues were listed in the various working documents that Vice-President Provan drew 
up in connection with Parliament’s internal reform.

Mr Provan’s proposals aroused very strong opposition when presented to the Conference of 
Committee Chairmen.

Indeed your rapporteur, as committee chairman, thought that the radical and systematic nature 
of the proposed solutions was likely to imperil the work of the parliamentary committees and, 
more generally, weaken the impact of Parliament’s activities.

Thus it was proposed to make virtually automatic use of Rule 62 (delegating power to a 
committee) for all legislative reports or non-legislative Commission texts. A further 
suggestion sought to make general use of the procedure without debate (Rule 114) for 
legislative reports. Other aspects, such as the application of Rule 129 (recommendations of 
the parliamentary committees for votes in plenary) or abolition of split voting, would no doubt 
have fulfilled the aims of administrative simplification, but certainly not that of the political 
control of Parliament’s business.

It was with the same aims that there were plans to reduce explanatory statements to one page. 
The Bureau initially endorsed this proposal, but on 30 May 2001 it revised the idea in a much 
more favourable and realistic manner.

The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, with the support of its political group 
coordinators associated with the progress of work in the Provan Group, was one of the 
committees that most strongly opposed Mr Provan’s proposals. It systematically made each 
one the subject of counter-proposals, involving a substantial amount of work.

In the event the rapporteur of the Committee on Constitutional Affairs has moved very far 
from Mr Provan’s proposals and is now putting forward, in his draft report (PE 294.770) a set 
of amendments to the present Rules of Procedure, although some improvements would still 
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seem to be needed.

The changes proposed by the committee responsible do include the adoption without debate in 
plenary of reports approved without amendment or by a large majority (fewer than five votes 
against). But they give the rapporteur the option of making a statement before the vote.

While this proposal is more favourable, it needs amending because some reports that are 
adopted unanimously or by a large majority may address extremely important issues, 
particularly if the committee responsible has had to work hard to reach a compromise. It 
would then be unjust for such reports to be taken in plenary without debate. For that reason, 
the rapporteur proposes that one political group (instead of the three proposed by the 
Committee on Constitutional Affairs) should have the opportunity to request the inclusion of a 
report for debate. Similarly, the two minutes’ speaking time proposed for the rapporteur 
without debate is a very tight restriction, and should be more flexible.

Another amendment seeks to simplify the procedure without report under Rule 158, in an 
interesting change introducing pragmatism and flexibility.

We may have more doubts about the amendment seeking to codify what is known as the 
‘enhanced Hughes procedure’. This rule is applied in committees that are directly concerned 
by the same report, and results in committees responsible being required to incorporate 
unchanged the amendments that are submitted by the committee giving its opinion when it is 
involved under the enhanced Hughes procedure.

This development will be difficult to oppose as a general rule, but it does not seem very 
desirable, especially in the case of legislative reports. The committee responsible must fully 
exercise its powers and thus remain in control of the whole of the text that is put to the vote.

Another amendment in Mr Corbett’s draft report calls for caution, namely the abolition of 
Rule 85, as this would result in scrapping the special provisions for new accessions to the 
single currency, on the argument that Article 121 of the EC Treaty, to which the Rules 
referred, only applied to the launch of the third stage of economic and monetary union. Rule 
85 must in our view be maintained, even if the reference to the Treaty has to be changed, to 
preserve the formal nature of the entry of Member States into the euro zone and maintain the 
principle of a vote without amendment on recommendations that we shall be called upon to 
make, as in the past.

In conclusion, the rapporteur wishes to propose to the Committee on Constitutional Affairs 
two series of amendments. One addresses aspects directly concerning our committee’s 
responsibility for matters to do with economic and monetary union (on which it will see that 
some adjustments would seem to be needed). The other comprises amendments affecting the 
more general aspects of the Rules of Procedure, as suggested by experience in the Committee 
on Economic and Monetary Affairs.
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AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs calls on the Committee on Constitutional 
Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following amendments in its report:

PARLIAMENT’S RULES OF PROCEDURE

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 36

European Central Bank

European Central Bank Appointment of Members of the Executive 
Board of the European Central Bank

Justification

To give Rule 36 the same heading as Rule 35 on the appointment of Members of the Court of 
Auditors.

Amendment 2
Rule 40

Paragraph 4 a (new)

The monetary dialogues with Members of 
the Executive Board of the European 
Central Bank shall be transcribed and 
translated into the official languages.

Justification

Comments by Members of the Executive Board and their replies to MEPs’ questions are 
essential aspects of the democratic accountability of the European Central Bank to 
Parliament. So it is important to have a systematic record of the monetary dialogues and their 
translation.

Amendment 3
Rule 40 a (new)
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Written Questions to the European 
Central Bank
1. Any Members may put questions 
requesting written answers to the 
European Central Bank.
2. Such questions shall be delivered in 
writing to the chairman of the committee 
responsible, who shall pass them on to the 
European Central Bank.
3. The questions shall be published with 
their answers in the Official Journal of the 
European Communities.
4. If a question has not received a reply by 
the required deadline, it shall be included 
at the request of its author on the agenda 
for the next meeting of the committee 
responsible.
5. Questions calling for an immediate 
reply but not requiring any detailed 
research (priority questions) must receive 
a reply within three weeks. Any Member 
may put one priority question once a 
month.
6. Other questions (non-priority 
questions) must receive a reply within six 
weeks.
7. Members shall specify the type of 
question concerned. The chairman of the 
committee responsible shall decide on the 
matter.

Justification

The European Central Bank’s democratic accountability requires a procedure similar to that 
used for the Commission and Council, with oral questions being dealt with when the 
Executive Board makes its regular statements to the committee responsible.

Amendment 4
Rule 85
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1. When Parliament is consulted on 
Council recommendations pursuant to 
Article 121(2) and (4) of the EC Treaty, it 
shall, after these recommendations have 
been presented in plenary by the Council, 
deliberate on the basis of a proposal 
submitted orally by its committee 
responsible and advocating approval or 
rejection of the recommendations on which 
Parliament has been consulted.

1. When Parliament is consulted on 
Council recommendations pursuant to 
Article 121(2) of the EC Treaty, it shall, 
after these recommendations have been 
presented in plenary by the Council, 
deliberate on the basis of a proposal 
submitted in writing or orally by its 
committee responsible and advocating 
approval or rejection of the 
recommendations on which Parliament has 
been consulted.

2. Parliament shall then take a single 
collective vote on the recommendations, to 
which no amendments may be tabled.

2. Parliament shall then take a single 
collective vote on the recommendations, to 
which no amendments may be tabled.

Justification

We need to update this provision in the Rules to allow for new accessions to the single 
currency and to cover the various opportunities for presenting Parliament’s opinion, 
depending on the circumstances.

Amendment 5
Rule 110 a (new)

Voting without amendment and debate

1. Any legislative proposal (first reading) 
that has been approved without 
amendment by the committee responsible 
with fewer than five votes against, or 
which has been approved with one or 
more amendments, each being adopted 
with fewer than five votes against, and 
any non-legislative report adopted in 
committee with fewer than five votes 
against, shall be placed on the agenda of 
Parliament for adoption without 
amendment.
The President shall place the proposal or 
report on the final draft agenda of the 
next or subsequent part-session. The item 
shall then be subject to a single vote 
unless, before the adoption of the final 
draft agenda, one tenth of the component 
Members of Parliament or at least one 
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political group has opposed this and has 
requested in writing authorisation to table 
amendments to that item, in which case 
the President shall fix a deadline for 
tabling amendments.
2. Items placed on the agenda for vote 
without amendment shall also be taken 
without debate, unless Parliament, when 
adopting its agenda at the start of a part-
session, decides otherwise on a proposal 
of the Conference of Presidents, or if 
requested by one political group or one 
tenth of the component Members of 
Parliament.
3. When adopting the final draft agenda 
of a part-session, the Conference of 
Presidents may propose that other items 
be taken without amendment or without 
debate. When adopting its agenda, 
Parliament may reject such a proposal 
provided that one political group or one-
tenth of the component Members of 
Parliament have tabled their opposition in 
writing.
4. When an item is taken without debate, 
the rapporteur may make a statement of 
not more than two minutes before the 
vote; this time may in exceptional 
circumstances be extended to three 
minutes for questions of major 
importance.

Justification

The amendment broadly reproduces the wording of Amendment 34 in the draft report of the 
Constitutional Affairs Committee. But it is more flexible in proposing one rather than three 
political groups to request a debate or table amendments and a rapporteur’s speaking time on 
an item taken without debate of up to three minutes for issues of major importance.

Amendment 6
Rule 154, paragraph 2
Duties of committees
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2. Should a standing committee declare 
itself not competent to consider a question, 
or should a conflict arise over the 
competence of two or more standing 
committees, the question of competence 
shall be placed on Parliament's agenda on 
a proposal from the Conference of 
Presidents or at the request of one of the 
standing committees concerned.

2. Should a standing committee declare 
itself not competent to consider a question, 
or should a conflict arise over the 
competence of two or more standing 
committees, the question of competence 
shall be referred to the Conference of 
Presidents within one month of the 
announcement in plenary sitting of its 
allocation. The Conference of Presidents 
shall take a decision within six weeks of 
such referral. Otherwise the question 
shall be included on the draft agenda for 
the subsequent part-session.

Justification

Practice has shown that when there is a conflict of competence the absence of a final decision 
is extremely damaging to Parliament’s work, particularly in the case of legislative texts.
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13 September 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON LEGAL AFFAIRS AND THE INTERNAL 
MARKET

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the general revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG)) 

Draftsman: Willi Rothley

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market appointed Willi Rothley draftsman 
at its meeting of 5 March 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of  9 July 2001 and 11 September 2001.

At the latter meeting it adopted the following amendments by 26 votes to 1.

The following were present for the vote: Ward Beysen, acting chairman; Willi Rothley, 
vice-chairman and draftsman; Paolo Bartolozzi, Luis Berenguer Fuster, Maria Berger, Bert 
Doorn, Carlo Fatuzzo (for Rainer Wieland, pursuant to Rule 153(2)), Francesco Fiori (for 
Joachim Wuermeling, pursuant to Rule 153(2)), Janelly Fourtou, Gerhard Hager, Malcolm 
Harbour, Othmar Karas (for The Lord Inglewood, pursuant to Rule 153(2)), Ioannis 
Koukiadis, Kurt Lechner, Giorgio Lisi (for Klaus-Heiner Lehne, pursuant to Rule 153(2)), 
Toine Manders, Luís Marinho, Véronique Mathieu, Arlene McCarthy, Manuel Medina 
Ortega, Angelika Niebler, Giuseppe Nisticò (for Ana Palacio Vallelersundi, pursuant to Rule 
153(2)), Giacomo Santini (for Stefano Zappalà, pursuant to Rule 153(2)), Francesco Enrico 
Speroni, Antonio Tajani, Feleknas Uca and Matti Wuori.
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AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market calls on the Committee on 
Constitutional Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following 
amendments in its report:

PARLIAMENT'S RULES OF PROCEDURE

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 6(9) (new)

Waiver of immunity

 8a. Should a Member be arrested or 
prosecuted without the request for waiver 
of immunity provided for in the Protocol 
referred to in Rule 3(1) having first been 
forwarded to Parliament, the President, 
irrespective of how he has learnt of the 
arrest or prosecution, shall call on the 

competent authority to suspend the legal 
proceedings or release the Member from 

custody. 

Justification

The current Rule 6 of our Rules of Procedure is not comprehensive and the Protocol on the 
privileges and immunities of the European Communities is obsolete.

Amendment 2
Rule 6(10) (new)

Waiver of immunity

8b. Should a Member be prosecuted on the 
grounds of the opinions he has expressed 
or the votes he has cast in the exercise of 
his duties, Parliament, on the basis of a 
referral by the Member in question or 
having had the matter brought to its 
attention by any other means, and 

employing, where applicable, the procedure 
outlined in the preceding paragraphs, shall 
deem the legal proceedings opened against 
the Member to be unfounded, notifying the 
decision to the competent authority, which 

shall be required to comply with it. 
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Justification

The current Rule 6 of our Rules of Procedure is not comprehensive and the Protocol on the 
privileges and immunities of the European Communities is obsolete.

Amendment 3
Rule 9a

Internal investigations conducted by the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF)

The common rules laid down in the 
Interinstitutional Agreement of 25 May 
1999 concerning internal investigations 
by the European Anti-Fraud Office 
(OLAF) comprising the measures needed 
to facilitate the smooth running of 
investigations conducted by the Office 
shall be applicable within Parliament, 
pursuant to the Parliament Decision 
annexed to these Rules of Procedure1.

Deleted

Justification

Cf. action by the draftsman and others against the European Parliament, T-17/00,               20 
January 2000. This amendment is linked to Amendment 14 seeking the deletion of     Annex 
XI.

Amendment 4
Rule 32(2)

Election of the President of the Commission

2. Parliament shall approve or reject the 
nomination by a majority of the votes cast.

2. Parliament shall approve or reject the 
nomination by a majority of the votes cast.

The vote shall be taken by roll call. The vote shall be taken by secret ballot.

1 See Annex XI.
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Justification

This amendment seeks to ensure that the outcome of the vote is determined only by individual 
assessments, thereby strengthening Parliament's institutional position. It must be seen in 
conjunction with Amendment 10 to Rule 134.

Amendment 5
Rule 33(4)

Election of the Commission

4. In order to wind up the debate, any 
political group may table a motion for a 
resolution. Rule 37(3), (4) and (5) shall 
apply.

4. In order to wind up the debate, any 
political group may table a motion for a 
resolution. Rule 37(3), (4) and (5) shall 
apply.

Following the vote on the motion for a 
resolution, Parliament shall elect or reject 
the Commission by a majority of the votes 
cast.

Following the vote on the motion for a 
resolution, Parliament shall elect or reject 
the Commission by a majority of the votes 
cast.

The vote shall be taken by roll call. The vote shall be taken by secret ballot.

Justification

See justification for previous amendment.

Amendment 6
Rule 54

Interinstitutional agreements

Parliament may enter into agreements with 
other institutions in the context of the 
application of the Treaties or in order to 
improve or clarify procedures.

Parliament may enter into agreements with 
other institutions in the context of the 
application of the Treaties or in order to 
improve or clarify procedures.

Such agreements may take the form of 
joint declarations, exchanges of letters or 
codes of conduct or other appropriate 
instruments. They shall be signed by the 

Such agreements may take the form of 
joint declarations, exchanges of letters or 
codes of conduct or other appropriate 
instruments. They shall be signed by the 
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President after approval by Parliament. 
They may be annexed to the Rules of 
Procedure for information.

President after approval by Parliament, on 
the basis of a report by the committee 
responsible and after consulting the 
committee responsible for legal affairs. 
They may be annexed to the Rules of 
Procedure for information.

Justification

The experience gained with the Interinstitutional Agreement on the procedures governing 
internal investigations conducted by OLAF demonstrates the need for a political and a legal 
assessment.

Amendment 7
Rule 59

Legislative initiative pursuant to Article 192 of the EC Treaty

1. Parliament may request the Commission 
to submit to it any appropriate legislative 
proposal pursuant to Article 192, second 
paragraph, of the EC Treaty by adopting a 
resolution on the basis of an own-initiative 
report from the committee responsible and 
authorised pursuant to Rule 163. The 
resolution shall be adopted by a majority of 
the component Members of Parliament. 
Parliament may at the same time fix a 
deadline for the submission of such a 
proposal.

1. Parliament may request the Commission 
to submit to it any appropriate legislative 
proposal pursuant to Article 192, second 
paragraph, of the EC Treaty by adopting a 
resolution on the basis of an own-initiative 
report from the committee responsible. The 
resolution shall be adopted by a majority of 
the component Members of Parliament. 
Parliament may at the same time fix a 
deadline for the submission of such a 
proposal.

2. Authorisation to draw up an 
own-initiative report must be given by the 
Conference of Presidents. Authorisation 
may be denied only in duly substantiated 
exceptional cases. A rejection may not be 
justified on the grounds that a given 
figure for the total number of 
own-initiative reports has been reached in 
the committee responsible or in the 
European Parliament.

3. The Conference of Presidents shall take 

/omk/OM-Europarl?PROG=RULES-EP&L=EN&PUBREF=-//EP//TEXT+RULES-EP+-+RULE-163+DOC+SGML+V0//EN&LEVEL=2&LINK=1&SAME_LEVEL=1
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a decision within two months. It may not 
delegate responsibility for taking such 
decisions.

2. Before initiating the procedure under 
Rule 163, the committee responsible shall 
establish, in the following cases, that no 
such proposal is under preparation: 

4. The committee responsible shall 
establish, in the following cases, that no 
such proposal is under preparation: 

a) such a proposal is not included in the 
Annual Legislative Programme;

a) such a proposal is not included in the 
Annual Legislative Programme;

b) the preparations of such a proposal 
have not started or are unduly delayed;

c) the Commission has not responded 
positively to earlier requests either from 
the committee responsible or contained in 
resolutions adopted by Parliament with 
simple majority.

b) the Commission has not responded 
positively to earlier requests either from 
the committee responsible or contained in 
resolutions adopted by Parliament with 
simple majority.

Justification

The provisions governing Parliament’s right of initiative in the legislative sphere are laid 
down by the Treaty. There can be no justification for imposing additional restrictions in the 
form of administrative rules.

Amendment 8
Rule 60

Consideration of legislative documents

1. Proposals from the Commission and 
other documents of a legislative nature 
shall be referred by the President to the 
committee responsible for consideration.

1. Proposals from the Commission and 
other documents of a legislative nature 
shall be referred by the President to the 
committee responsible for consideration.

Should doubts arise as to which 
committee documents or proposals should 
be referred to, the President shall instruct 
the working party of Vice-Presidents 
referred to in Rule 154 to draw up a 
proposal for a solution.

On that basis, the Conference of 

/omk/OM-Europarl?PROG=RULES-EP&L=EN&PUBREF=-//EP//TEXT+RULES-EP+-+RULE-163+DOC+SGML+V0//EN&LEVEL=2&LINK=1&SAME_LEVEL=1
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Presidents shall enter the issue of 
responsibility on Parliament’s agenda.

Justification

Provisions designed to prevent conflicts of responsibility.

Amendment 9
Rule 86

Conclusion of assent procedure

1. Where Parliament is requested to give its 
assent to an international agreement or a 
legislative proposal, or in determination, 
pursuant to Article 7 of the EU Treaty, of a 
serious and persistent breach by a Member 
State of principles mentioned in Article 
6(1) of that treaty (liberty, democracy, 
respect for human rights and fundamental 
freedoms, and the rule of law),it shall 
consider the matter on the basis of a 
recommendation from the committee 
responsible to approve or reject the 
document on which Parliament has been 
consulted.
 

1. Where Parliament is requested to give its 
assent to an international agreement, a 
legislative proposal or an enhanced 
cooperation procedure in an area covered 
by the procedure laid down in Article 251 
of the EC Treaty, or in determination, 
pursuant to Article 7 of the EU Treaty, of a 
serious and persistent breach by a Member 
State of principles mentioned in Article 
6(1) of that treaty (liberty, democracy, 
respect for human rights and fundamental 
freedoms, and the rule of law), it shall 
consider the matter, after consulting its 
committee responsible for legal affairs, on 
the basis of a recommendation from the 
committee responsible to approve or reject 
the document on which Parliament has 
been consulted.
 

Justification

The aim is to ensure that the legal implications of the establishment of an enhanced 
cooperation procedure have been assessed.

Amendment 10
Rule 91(2), first subparagraph a (new)
Proceedings before the Court of Justice

2. The committee responsible shall report 2. The committee responsible shall report 
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to Parliament, orally if necessary, where it 
suspects a breach of Parliament's rights.

to Parliament, orally if necessary, where it 
suspects a breach of Parliament's rights.

On that basis, Parliament may decide in 
plenary, after consulting its committee 
responsible for legal affairs, to bring 
proceedings before the Court of Justice.

Justification

See the letter forwarded by Mrs Palacio to Mr Napolitano at the request of the coordinators.

Amendment 11
Rule 134(1)

Voting by roll call

1. In addition to the cases provided for 
under Rules 32(2), 33(4) and 34(5), the 
vote shall be taken by roll call if so 
requested in writing by a political group or 
at least thirty-two Members the evening 
before the vote unless the President sets a 
different deadline.

1. In addition to the case provided for 
under Rule 34(5), the vote shall be taken 
by roll call if so requested in writing by a 
political group or at least thirty-two 
Members the evening before the vote 
unless the President sets a different 
deadline.

Justification

This amendment is a logical extension of Amendment 3 to Rule 32(2) and Amendment 4 to 
Rule 33(4).

Amendment 12
Rule 154 (2)

Duties of committees

2. Should a standing committee declare 
itself not competent to consider a question, 
or should a conflict arise over the 
competence of two or more standing 
committees, the question of competence 
shall be placed on Parliament's agenda 

2. Should a standing committee declare 
itself not competent to consider a question, 
or should a conflict arise over the 
competence of two or more standing 
committees, the matter shall be referred to 
the Conference of Committee Chairmen.

/omk/OM-Europarl?PROG=RULES-EP&L=EN&PUBREF=-//EP//TEXT+RULES-EP+-+RULE-032+DOC+SGML+V0//EN&LEVEL=2&LINK=1&SAME_LEVEL=1
/omk/OM-Europarl?PROG=RULES-EP&L=EN&PUBREF=-//EP//TEXT+RULES-EP+-+RULE-033+DOC+SGML+V0//EN&LEVEL=2&LINK=1&SAME_LEVEL=1
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on a proposal from the Conference of 
Presidents or at the request of one of the 
standing committees concerned.

Should the Conference of Committee 
Chairmen itself fail to resolve the matter, 
the Conference of Presidents shall 
instruct an ad hoc working party 
comprising three Vice-Presidents to draw 
up a proposal for a solution. 

On that basis, the Conference of 
Presidents shall place the question of 
competence on Parliament's agenda.

Where legislative proposals are 
concerned, the Conference of Committee 
Chairmen shall take a decision within one 
month and the working party of Vice-
Presidents within two weeks.

Justification

There is a need to propose a mechanism to deal with the frequent conflicts of responsibility 
which have arisen in the light of the new wording of Annex VI. With particular reference to 
legislative matters, it is unacceptable that conflicts of responsibility within Parliament should 
impose lengthy delays on procedures. This amendment seeks to place on an official footing 
the procedure recently introduced. One way to speed up the procedure would be to propose 
that an indicative vote be taken at the stage involving consideration by the Conference of 
Committee Chairmen ('at the second meeting, a decision may be taken to hold an indicative 
vote. Details of the outcome of that vote shall be forwarded to the following meeting of the 
Conference of Presidents, which shall take a decision').

The procedure proposed here must be seen in conjunction with Amendment 7 concerning 
referrals to committee (Rule 60) and Amendment 11 on legal verification in connection with 
the drafting of Annex VI (Rule 150).

Amendment 13
Rule 163(1)

Own-initiative reports

Own-initiative reports Non-legislative own-initiative reports

1. A committee intending to draw up a 
report and to submit a motion for a 
resolution to Parliament on a subject within 

1. A committee intending to draw up a 
report and to submit a motion for a 
resolution to Parliament on a subject within 
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its competence on which neither a 
consultation nor a request for an opinion 
nor a motion for a resolution has been 
referred to it may do so only with the 
authorisation of the Conference of 
Presidents. Where such authorisation is 
withheld the reason must always be stated.

its competence on which neither a 
consultation nor a request for an opinion 
nor a motion for a resolution has been 
referred to it may do so only with the 
authorisation of the Conference of 
Presidents. Where such authorisation is 
withheld the reason must always be stated.

The Conference of Presidents may, when 
giving authorisation, stipulate that the 
power to take a decision is to be delegated 
pursuant to Rule 62.

The Conference of Presidents may, when 
giving authorisation, stipulate that the 
power to take a decision is to be delegated 
pursuant to Rule 62.

The condition laid down in the first 
subparagraph, whereby the Rule shall only 
apply where neither a consultation nor a 
request for an opinion nor a motion for a 
resolution has been referred to the 
committee making the request, must be 
observed all the more strictly because it 
protects Members' right of initiative by 
allowing the application of Rule 48. Rule 
48, moreover, gives the committee 
responsible a wide margin for manoeuvre 
as to the action to be taken on motions for 
resolutions forwarded to it.

The condition laid down in the first 
subparagraph, whereby the Rule shall only 
apply where neither a consultation nor a 
request for an opinion nor a motion for a 
resolution has been referred to the 
committee making the request, must be 
observed all the more strictly because it 
protects Members' right of initiative by 
allowing the application of Rule 48. Rule 
48, moreover, gives the committee 
responsible a wide margin for manoeuvre 
as to the action to be taken on motions for 
resolutions forwarded to it.

2. The provisions of this Rule shall apply 
mutatis mutandis in cases where the 
Treaties attribute the right of initiative to 
Parliament.

Justification

This amendment is a logical extension of Amendment 6 to Rule 59.

Amendment 14
Annex XI

Prevention of fraud, corruption and any illegal activity detrimental to the Communities' 
interests

European Parliament Decision 
concerning the terms and conditions for 
internal investigations in relation to the 

Deleted
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prevention of fraud, corruption and any 
illegal activity detrimental to the 
Communities' interests1

The European Parliament
- having regard to the Treaty establishing 
the European Community, and in 
particular Article 199 thereof,
- having regard to the Treaty establishing 
the European Coal and Steel Community, 
and in particular Article 25 thereof,
- having regard to the Treaty establishing 
the European Atomic Energy Community, 
and in particular Article 112 thereof,
- having regard to its Rules of Procedure, 
and in particular Rule 186(c) thereof;
(1) Whereas Regulation (EC) 1073/1999 
of the European Parliament and of the 
Council2 and Council Regulation 
(Euratom) No 1074/19993 concerning 
investigations conducted by the European 
Anti-Fraud Office provide that the Office 
is to initiate and conduct administrative 
investigations within the institutions, 
bodies and offices and agencies 
established by or on the basis of the EC 
Treaty or the Euratom Treaty;

(2) Whereas the responsibility of the 
European Anti-Fraud Office as 
established by the Commission extends 
beyond the protection of financial 
interests to include all activities relating to 
the need to safeguard Community 
interests against irregular conduct liable 
to give rise to administrative or criminal 
proceedings;

(3) Whereas the scope of the fight against 
fraud should be broadened and its 
effectiveness enhanced by exploiting 
existing expertise in the area of 
administrative investigations;

(4) Whereas, therefore, on the basis of 
their administrative autonomy, all the 

1 Adopted on 18 November 1999
2 OJ L 136, 31.5.1999, p. 1.
3  OJ L 136, 31.5.1999, p. 8.
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institutions, bodies and
offices and agencies should entrust to the 
Office the task of conducting internal 
administrative investigations with a view 
to bringing to light serious situations 
relating to the discharge of professional 
duties which may constitute a failure to 
comply with the obligations of officials 
and servants of the Communities,
as referred to in Articles 11, 12, second 
and third paragraphs, 13, 14, 16 and 17, 
first paragraph, of the Staff Regulations 
of Officials and the Conditions of 
Employment of Other Servants of the 
European Communities (hereinafter 
referred to as 'the Staff Regulations') 
detrimental to the interests of those 
Communities and liable to result in 
disciplinary or, in appropriate cases, 
criminal proceedings, or serious 
misconduct, as referred to in Article 22 of 
the Staff Regulations, or a failure to 
comply with the analogous obligations of 
the Members or staff of the European 
Parliament not subject to the Staff 
Regulations;

(5) Whereas such investigations should be 
conducted in full compliance with the 
relevant provisions of the Treaties 
establishing the European Communities, 
in particular the Protocol on privileges 
and immunities, of the texts implementing 
them and the Staff Regulations;

(6)Whereas such investigations should be 
carried out under equivalent conditions in 
all the Community institutions, bodies and 
offices and agencies; assignment of this 
task to the Office should not affect the 
responsibilities of the institutions, bodies, 
offices or agencies themselves and should 
in no way reduce the legal protection of 
the persons concerned;

(7) Whereas pending the amendment of 
the Staff Regulations, practical 
arrangements should be laid down 
stipulating how the members of the 
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institutions and bodies, the managers of 
the offices and agencies
and the officials and servants of the 
institutions, bodies and offices and 
agencies are to cooperate in the smooth 
operation of the internal investigations;

Has decided as follows:

Article 1
Duty to cooperate with the Office
The Secretary-General, the services and 
any official or servant of the European 
Parliament shall be required to cooperate 
fully with the Office's agents and to lend 
any assistance required to the 
investigation. With that aim in view, they 
shall supply the Office’s agents with all 
useful information and explanations.
Without prejudice to the relevant 
provisions of the Treaties establishing the 
European Communities, in particular the 
Protocol on privileges and immunities, 
and of the texts implementing them, 
Members shall cooperate fully with the 
Office.

Article 2
Duty to supply information
Any official or servant of the European 
Parliament who becomes aware of 
evidence which gives rise to a 
presumption of the existence of possible 
cases of fraud, corruption or any other 
illegal activity detrimental to the interests 
of the Communities, or of serious 
situations relating to the discharge of 
professional duties which may constitute a 
failure to comply with the obligations of 
officials or servants of the Communities 
or staff not subject to the Staff 
Regulations liable to result in disciplinary 
or, in appropriate cases, criminal 
proceedings, shall inform without delay 
his Head of Service or Director-General 
or, if he considers it useful, his Secretary-
General or the Office direct, in the case of 
an official, servant or staff member not 
subject to the Staff Regulations, or, in the 
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case of failure to comply with the 
analogous obligations of Members,
the President of the European 
Parliament.
The President, the Secretary-General, the 
Directors-General and the Heads of 
Service of the European Parliament shall 
transmit without delay to the Office any 
evidence of which they are aware from 
which the existence of irregularities as 
referred to in the first paragraph may be 
presumed.

Officials or servants of the European 
Parliament must in no way suffer 
inequitable or discriminatory treatment as 
a result of having communicated the 
information referred to in the first and 
second paragraphs. Members who acquire 
knowledge of facts as referred to in the 
first paragraph shall inform the President 
of Parliament or, if they consider it 
useful, the Office direct.
This article applies without prejudice to 
confidentiality requirements laid down in 
law or the European Parliament’s Rules 
of Procedure.

Article 3
Assistance from the security office
At the request of the Director of the 
Office, the European Parliament’s 
security office shall assist the Office in the 
practical conduct of investigations.

Article 4
Immunity and right to refuse to testify
Rules governing Members' parliamentary 
immunity and the right to refuse to testify 
shall remain unchanged.

Article 5
Informing the interested party
Where the possible implication of a 
Member, official or servant emerges, the 
interested party shall be informed rapidly 
as long as this would not be harmful to 
the investigation. In any event, 
conclusions referring by name to a 
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Member, official or servant of the 
European Parliament may not be drawn 
once the investigation has been completed 
without the interested party’s having been 
enabled to express his
views on all the facts which concern him.
In cases necessitating the maintenance of 
absolute secrecy for the purposes of the 
investigation and requiring the use of 
investigative procedures falling within the 
remit of a national judicial authority, 
compliance with the obligation to invite 
the Member, official or servant of the 
European Parliament to give his views 
may be deferred in agreement respectively 
with the President, in the case of a 
Member, or the Secretary-General, in the 
case of an official or servant.

Article 6
Information on the closing of the 
investigation with no further action taken
If, following an internal investigation, no 
case can be made out against a Member, 
official or servant of the European 
Parliament against whom allegations 
have been made, the internal investigation 
concerning him shall be closed, with no 
further action taken, by decision of the 
Director of the Office, who shall inform 
the interested party in writing.

Article 7
Waiver of immunity
Any request from a national police or 
judicial authority regarding the waiver of 
the immunity from judicial proceedings of 
an official or servant of the European 
Parliament concerning possible cases of 
fraud, corruption or any other illegal 
activity shall be transmitted to the 
Director of the Office for his opinion. If a 
request for waiver of immunity concerns a 
Member of the European Parliament, the 
Office shall be informed.

Article 8
Effective date
This Decision shall take effect on the date 
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of its adoption by the European 
Parliament.

Justification

This amendment is a logical extension of Amendment 2 to Rule 9a.
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12 September 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL AFFAIRS

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the general revision of the Rules of Procedure
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsperson: Regina Bastos

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Employment and Social Affairs appointed Regina Bastos draftsperson at 
its meeting of 15 February 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 9 July, 4 September, 11 and 12 September..

At the last meeting it adopted the following amendments by 32 votes with 3 abstentions.

The following were present for the vote: Michel Rocard, chairman; Marie-Thérèse Hermange, 
vice-chairman; José Ribeiro e Castro, vice-chairman; Regina Bastos, draftsperson; Jan 
Andersson, Elspeth Attwooll (in Vertretung von Luciana Sbarbati), María Antonia Avilés 
Perea, Andre Brie (in Vertretung von Herman Schmid), Philip Bushill-Matthews, Luigi 
Cocilovo, Elisa Maria Damião, Proinsias De Rossa, Carlo Fatuzzo, Ilda Figueiredo, Fiorella 
Ghilardotti, Marie-Hélène Gillig, Anne-Karin Glase, Koldo Gorostiaga Atxalandabaso, 
Richard Howitt (in Vertretung von Claude Moraes), Stephen Hughes, Karin Jöns, Ioannis 
Koukiadis, Rodi Kratsa-Tsagaropoulou, Jean Lambert, Elizabeth Lynne, Mario Mantovani, 
Manuel Medina Ortega (in Vertretung von Alejandro Cercas), Manuel Pérez Álvarez, Bartho 
Pronk, Jean Saint-Josse, Ilkka Suominen, Helle Thorning-Schmidt, Ieke van den Burg, Anne 
E.M. Van Lancker and Barbara Weiler.
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AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Employment and Social Affairs calls on the Committee on Constitutional 
Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following amendments in its report:

PARLIAMENT'S RULES OF PROCEDURE

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 43(3)

Question Time

3.  Questions shall be submitted in writing 
to the President, who shall rule on their 
admissibility and on the order in which 
they are taken.  The questioner shall be 
notified immediately of this decision.

3.  Questions shall be submitted in writing 
to the President, who shall rule on their 
admissibility and on the order in which 
they are taken.  The President may also 
decide to refer the question to Question 
Time in the committee responsible. The 
questioner and, where appropriate, the 
chairman of the committee responsible 
shall be notified immediately of the 
President's decision.

Justification

This amendment seeks to release time in plenary for debates.

Amendment 2
Rule 47(2)

Other reports and annual reports of other institutions

2.  Other reports and annual reports of 
other institutions not falling within the 
scope of paragraph 1 shall be referred to 
the appropriate committee which may 
propose drawing up a report pursuant 
either to Rule 163 or Rule 62.

2.  Other reports and annual reports of 
other institutions, or advisory bodies 
preparing the Council's work under the 
open coordination method, not falling 
within the scope of paragraph 1 shall be 
referred to the appropriate committee 
which may propose drawing up a report.
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Justification

Under the new open coordination method, Parliament risks being excluded from the debate 
on subjects of paramount importance, such as employment, the fight against social exclusion 
and the future of pensions, given that the new method involves nothing more than a dialogue 
between committees of experts and the European Council.  The very fact that the documents 
drawn up by these think tanks are forwarded directly to the European Council emphasises 
their political significance.  However, even if these documents are forwarded to Parliament 
the Rules of Procedure in their current form make no provision for the drafting of reports.  
The amendment seeks to resolve this problem and gives the committee responsible the task of 
deciding on the procedure to be followed.

Amendment 3
Rule 47(2a) (new)

2a.  The committee responsible may decide, 
in the light of reports and annual reports of 
the Council and the Commission that are 
submitted under the open coordination 

method, to request individual members of 
the Council to appear before the committee 

to answer questions.

Justification

This proposed amendment will boost Parliament's influence under the open coordination 
method on key issues such as employment, combating social exclusion, etc.  With this 
proposed amendment Parliament will be able to make an active contribution to rendering the 
open coordination method more effective by highlighting for the general public how much 
progress has been made by individual countries towards agreed objectives.

For example, it will be possible to invite ministers with responsibility for employment in 
countries not meeting the agreed objectives to answer questions on the input at national level 
into promoting employment.

This proposed amendment will also improve Parliament's scope for highlighting positive 
experiences and help disseminate such experiences to all Member States.

Amendment 4
Rule 87a (new)

Procedure relating to Article 145 of the EC Treaty



PE 304.283 74/130 RR\4283_2EN.doc

EN

The committee responsible may decide to 
invite the Commission to draw up reports 
on any particular problems concerning 
social conditions, pursuant to the second 
paragraph of Article 145 of the EC 
Treaty. Should it decide to submit such a 
proposal to the Commission, it shall write 
to the President, having first checked that 
the requisite funds are available in the 
Community budget. The proposals shall 
contain the title and a description of the 
subject of the report requested, a deadline 
for submission of the report and grounds 
for the request. The President shall enter 
the proposal on the agenda for the next 
part-session. The proposal shall be put to 
the vote without debate and without 
amendments.

Justification

Pursuant to the second paragraph of Article 145 of the EC Treaty, Parliament may invite the 
Commission to draw up reports on any particular problems concerning social conditions. 
Parliament has never made use of that possibility, owing to the cumbersome nature of the 
procedure within Parliament: at present, such a request involves the drafting of an           
own-initiative report, an arrangement not in keeping with a simple request to the Commission 
to carry out a study.

Amendment 5
Rule 165(2)

Procedure in committee 

2.  Voting in committee shall be by show 
of hands, unless a quarter of the 
committee's members request a vote by roll 
call.

2.  Voting in committee shall be by show 
of hands, unless a quarter of the 
committee's members request a vote by roll 
call. At any time, the chairman may 
decide that an electronic voting system 
should be used.
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Justification

In view of the sizeable number of Members who sit on committees, it is essential that 
electronic voting systems should be introduced in committee as well.

Amendment 6

ANNEX VI, chapter VIII, paragraph 5

5. vocational training (Article 150 of 
the EC Treaty), and in particular:

(a) implementation of a Community 
vocational training policy;

(b) harmonisation of professional 
qualifications;

5. vocational training (Article 150 of 
the EC Treaty), and in particular:

(a) implementation of a Community 
vocational training policy;

(b) harmonisation of professional 
qualifications;

(c) lifelong learning;

Justification

The amendments 6 and 7 eliminate an inconsistency in the current Rules of Procedure: 

According to Annex VI of the Rules of Procedure, lifelong learning falls within the remit of 
the culture committee. Reference is made to Article 149 of the EU Treaty, from which also the 
list of the Culture committee’s competences is drawn. Article 149, however, does - in contrast 
to the respective section in the Rules of Procedures - not mention lifelong learning at all. In 
the Treaty, continuous training, synonym for lifelong learning, is referred to in Article 150 
which, according to the Rules of Procedures, falls within the remit of the employment 
committee.

It also needs to be mentioned that the report on the 1995 White Paper on Education and 
Training: “Teaching and learning: Towards the learning society”, the first path-breaking 
Commission document on lifelong learning, was drafted by the committee on employemnt and 
social affairs. The close link of lifelong learning with issues falling within the competence of 
this committee is also underlined by the Commission’s recent “Memorandum on lifelong 
learning”which almost exclusively deals with professional training and  employment issues.   

Amendment 7

ANNEX VI, chapter XIII, pargraph 2(d)
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(d) the development of distance 
education and life-long learning;

(d) the development of distance 
education;

Justification

The amendments 6 and 7 eliminate an inconsistency in the current Rules of Procedure: 

According to Annex VI of the Rules of Procedure, lifelong learning falls within the remit of 
the culture committee. Reference is made to Article 149 of the EU Treaty, from which also the 
list of the Culture committee’s competences is drawn. Article 149, however, does - in contrast 
to the respective section in the Rules of Procedures - not mention lifelong learning at all. In 
the Treaty, continuous training, synonym for lifelong learning, is referred to in Article 150 
which, according to the Rules of Procedures, falls within the remit of the employment 
committee.

It also needs to be mentioned that the report on the 1995 White Paper on Education and 
Training: “Teaching and learning: Towards the learning society”, the first path-breaking 
Commission document on lifelong learning, was drafted by the committee on employemnt and 
social affairs. The close link of lifelong learning with issues falling within the competence of 
this committee is also underlined by the Commission’s recent “Memorandum on lifelong 
learning”which almost exclusively deals with professional training and  employment issues.   
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16 October 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT, PUBLIC HEALTH AND 
CONSUMER POLICY

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the General Revision of the Rules of Procedure (2001/2040(REG)) 

Draftsman: Caroline F. Jackson

PROCEDURE

The Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy appointed Caroline 
F. Jackson draftsman at its meeting of 13 September 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meeting of 8 October 2001.

At this meeting it adopted the following amendments unanimously.

The following were present for the vote; Guido Sacconi, acting chairman; Alexander de Roo 
and Ria G.H.C. Oomen-Ruijten,vice-chairmen; Caroline F. Jackson, draftsman; and Per-Arne 
Arvidsson, María del Pilar Ayuso González, Jean-Louis Bernié, Hans Blokland, David Robert 
Bowe, John Bowis, Chris Davies,  Avril Doyle, Anne Ferreira, Cristina García-Orcoyen 
Tormo, Robert Goodwill, Françoise Grossetête, Heidi Anneli Hautala (for Hiltrud Breyer), 
Anneli Hulthén, Hedwig Keppelhoff-Wiechert (for Martin Callanan), Christa Klaß, Eija-Riitta 
Anneli Korhola, Bernd Lange, Jules Maaten, Minerva Melpomeni Malliori, Rosemarie 
Müller, Riitta Myller, Giuseppe Nisticò, , Béatrice Patrie, Marit Paulsen, Dagmar Roth-
Behrendt,  Giacomo Santini, Karin Scheele, Inger Schörling, María Sornosa Martínez, Nicole 
Thomas-Mauro, Antonios Trakatellis and Phillip Whitehead.
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The Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy calls on the 
Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the 
following amendments in its report:

PARLIAMENT'S RULES OF PROCEDURE 

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 87 (a) (new)

Procedures relating to scrutiny of 
voluntary agreements

1. Where the Commission informs the 
Parliament of its intention to explore use 
of voluntary agreements as an alternative 
to legislation, the committee responsible 
may draw up a report on the substantive 
issue in question.
2. When the Commission puts forward a 
formal proposal for reliance on a 
voluntary agreement, the committee 
responsible shall table a motion for a 
resolution recommending the adoption or 
rejection of the proposal, and under what 
conditions.
3. At any time subsequent to the approval 
of any such agreement, the committee 
responsible may table a motion for a 
resolution on the functioning of the 
agreement, and whether it is meeting the 
objectives that have been set for it.

Justification

The Commission is putting increasing reliance on voluntary agreements, both in specific 
sectors, and in general terms in the White Paper on EU Governance.  The proposed new Rule 
would permit an automatic and rapid committee and Parliament response to any development 
relating to voluntary agreements.
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Amendment 2
Rule 88

Implementing provisions

1. When the Commission forwards a draft 
implementing measure to Parliament, the 
President shall refer the document in 
question to the committee responsible for 
the act from which the implementing 
provisions derive.

1. When the Commission forwards a draft 
implementing measure to Parliament, the 
President shall refer the document in 
question to the committee responsible for 
the act from which the implementing 
provisions derive.

2. The chairman or another designated 
member of the committee responsible may 
enter into a dialogue with the 
Commission. The committee responsible 
may propose to Parliament that it object to 
the measure. If Parliament objects to the 
measure, the President shall request the 
Commission to withdraw or amend the 
measure or submit a proposal under the 
appropriate legislative procedure.

2. On a proposal from the responsible 
committee, the Parliament may, within a 
month of the date of receipt of the final 
draft of a measure for implementing a 
basic instrument adopted by the procedure 
provided for by Article 251 of the Treaty, 
adopt a resolution indicating that the 
measure exceeds the implementing 
powers provided for in that basic 
instrument.  Where there is no part 
session before the one-month period 
expires, or in cases where urgent action is 
required, the right of response shall be 
deemed to have been delegated to the 
concerned parliamentary committee.  By 
derogation from Rule 62, this shall take 
the form of a letter from the committee 
chairman to the responsible member of 
the Commission, and shall be brought to 
the attention of all Members of the 
Parliament. If Parliament objects to the 
measure, the President shall request the 
Commission to withdraw or amend the 
measure or submit a proposal under the 
appropriate legislative procedure.

3. Where such a measure is referred to the 
Council and therefore to Parliament, the 
latter shall deal with it in accordance with 
Rule 112(2).

3. Parliament's responsible committee 
shall also continue to monitor the content 
of all draft implementing measures sent to 
the Parliament, including specific draft 
measures for implementing basic 
instruments not adopted under the 
codecision procedure but which are of 
particular importance to the European 
Parliament.  Where the committee 
considers that any such draft measure 
raises issues of concern for the 
Parliament, it shall enter into a dialogue 
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with the Commission, and may then take 
any appropriate action, including 
proposing adoption of a motion for a 
resolution in the plenary.

Justification

Existing Rule 88 does not accurately reflect the current situation in the Parliament as regards 
scrutiny of implementing measures, and the terms of the Parliament/Commission agreement 
for implementing the 1999 comitology decision.  The proposed new text distinguishes between 
Parliament's limited formal power to indicate that an implementing measure stemming from a 
codecision act is "ultra vires", and its more general concerns with the content of comitology 
decisions. In the former case it is important to clarify the action that needs to be taken, in 
particular when Parliament's power is delegated to a committee. Existing Rule 62 is clearly of 
no use in such urgent cases, and a special procedure is proposed here which does not involve 
prior passage through the Parliament.

It is also important to specify that Parliament's concern with comitology measures should 
remain of a broader nature than verification of whether a measure is "ultra vires" or not.  
Parliament clearly has no powers to take a formal position on the content of such measures, 
but there is nothing to stop it making comments to the Commission through a letter to the 
responsible Commissioner or even through a plenary resolution when appropriate.

Amendment 3
Rule 110 (a) (new)

Procedure without amendment and debate

Delete Am. 45 of Corbett and hence 
proposed new Rule 110(a)(new).  Retain 
existing Rules 62 and 114

Justification

The proposed text of Rule 110(a) in Am. 45 is wrong in principle because it would 
fundamentally reduce the right of Members to have amendments considered in plenary, and 
thus places efficiency above democracy.  Just because a report is adopted with less than one 
tenth of the Members voting against does not mean that there is not intense controversy over 
its details; the Environment Committee's report on the European Food Safety Authority had 
no Members voting against the formal committee report, but almost 500 amendments had 
previously been considered in committee.  Moreover, individual committees tend not to reflect 
voting majorities in the Parliament as a whole.  The thresholds required for ensuring the 
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possibility of amendment and debate (63 Members, possibly soon to be 74 after enlargement), 
and three political groups are much too high.

Finally, the linking of amendments in plenary to debates, as in Rule 110(a)(2) is also wrong 
in principle.  Reports which might be taken without debate in plenary might still require 
amendments in plenary.  The argument in the justification to Am. 45 that it respects minority 
rights since it has the same triggers as in existing Rule 62 is disingenuous, as Rule 62 is 
hardly ever used in the Parliament, except in the last month or two of a legislature when 
plenary time is getting short.  If Am. 45 were adopted it would be likely to severely curtain 
minority rights both to speak in plenary and, more importantly, to table amendments.and 
three political groups are much too high.

Amendment 4
Rule 38

Statements explaining Commission decisions - Modified version of Am 11 of Corbett

After consulting the Conference of 
Presidents, the President may invite the 
President of the Commission, the 
Commissioner responsible for relations 
with the European Parliament or, by 
agreement, another Commissioner, to make 
a statement to Parliament after each 
meeting of the Commission, explaining the 
main decisions taken. The statement shall 
be followed by a debate of at least thirty 
minutes in which Members may put brief 
and concise questions.

The President may invite, where necessary 
after consulting the Conference of 
Presidents, the President of the 
Commission, the Commissioner 
responsible for relations with the European 
Parliament or, by agreement, another 
Commissioner, to make a statement to 
Parliament or to an open meeting of the 
Conference of Presidents after each 
meeting of the Commission, explaining the 
main decisions taken. The statement shall 
be followed by a debate of at least thirty 
minutes in which Members may put brief 
and concise questions.  Where this has not 
been done, the responsible Commissioner 
shall be invited to a normal or, if 
necessary, extraordinary meeting of the 
committee or committees concerned to 
outline the main features of any major 
new initiative or legislative proposal that 
was adopted at that Commission meeting.

Justification

The proposed amendment would bring the rules into close alignment with point 13 of the 
European Parliament/Commission Framework Agreement.  Even if it proves feasible for 
Parliament to meet each week after a Commission meeting it is not always appropriate for the 
President of the Commission or even a replacement to appear before the plenary to present a 
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series of new initiatives.  In some cases it will be more flexible to convene an open meeting of 
the Conference of Presidents.  More frequently it will be most appropriate for a major new 
proposal to be presented directly to the responsible committee, which should then be 
automatically authorised to hold a special meeting for this purpose.  Deletion of the reference 
to automatic prior consultation of the Conference of Presidents will make this rule quicker to 
implement.

Amendment 5
Rule 127 (3a) (new)

Voting procedure

Delete Am. 52 of Corbett

Justification

A well-prepared voting list is the key to coherence of a text, rather than a change in the order 
of voting.  The provision that contradictory amendments would fall would be extremely hard 
to interpret.

Amendment 6
Rule 130 (6)

Order of voting on amendments

Delete Am. 53 of Corbett and retain 
existing rule.

Justification

This is likely to prove unworkable, in the absence of a time limit for authors to propose such 
collective votes (it must be early enough for others to comment) and in the absence of a 
satisfactory arbitration mechanism on what could be very controversial proposals as to which 
amendments are "complementary" and which are not.
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Amendment 7
Rule 130

Order of voting on amendments

Delete Am. 54 of Corbett and retain  
existing rule.

Justification

 Would lead to unnecessary additional committee meetings.
 Would lengthen voting time in committee meetings (having to verify whether amendments 

have received support from one-fifth of the Members when the matter would normally be 
resolved by a quick show of hands; moreover, all attempts to set voting thresholds in 
committees have proved unworkable, and been ignored)

 Would penalise smaller groups and would be unrealistic in the case of all controversial 
legislation.

Amendment 8
Rule 131

Split Voting

Delete Am. 55 of Corbett. 

Justification

Creates too high a threshold for requesting split votes, and would be unfair, in particular, for 
small groups.

Amendment 9
Rule 131 (3) (new)

Split voting

Delete Am. 56 of Corbett and retain 
existing rule.
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Justification

Contradicts Am. 55.  Best to retain existing rule.

Amendment 10 
Rule 134

Voting by roll call

Delete Am. 57 of Corbett and retain 
existing rule.

Justification

Roll call votes are a central feature of parliamentary democracy, and waste little if any time if 
carried out electronically.  The proposed new threshold is too high, and is discriminatory 
against smaller groups.

Amendment 11
Rule 139(1)

Tabling and moving amendments

Delete Am. 59 of Corbett and retain 
existing rule.

Justification

Proposed amendment creates too high a threshold for individual Members, and discriminates 
against smaller groups.  When combined with the need for one fifth committee support for an 
amendment, Am. 54 of Corbett would greatly restrict the right to table amendments.



RR\4283_2EN.doc 85/130 PE 304.283

EN

Amendment 12
Rule 140

Admissibility of amendments

Delete Am. 63 of Corbett and retain 
existing rule.

Justification

There would be little or no value-added to such a change.

Amendment 13
Rule 154(2)

Duties of committees

2. Should a standing committee declare 
itself not competent to consider a question, 
or should a conflict arise over the 
competence of two or more standing 
committees, the question of competence 
shall be placed on Parliament's agenda on 
a proposal from the Conference of 
Presidents or at the request of one of the 
standing committees concerned

2. Should a standing committee declare 
itself not competent to consider a question, 
or should a conflict arise over the 
competence of two or more standing 
committees, the question of competence 
shall be referred to the Conference of 
Presidents within one month of the 
announcement in plenary sitting of its 
allocation.  The Conference of Presidents 
shall take a decision within four weeks of 
such referral.  Otherwise the question 
shall be included for a decision on the 
draft agenda for the subsequent part-
session.

Justification

The proposed amendment 68 of Corbett to Rule 154(2) is an excellent one, since such disputes 
should not be allowed to drag on.  It should be further reinforced, however, by shortening the 
period for Conference of Presidents decision to four weeks.  The arguments will already have 
been rehearsed, and the background notes produced well in advance of formal reference to 
the Conference of Presidents. Finally, it should also be clarified that inclusion on the draft 
agenda for the subsequent part-session means that a decision must then be taken.
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Amendment 14
Rule 158(1)

Simplified procedure in committee

Procedure without report
1. At each committee meeting the 
chairman shall submit to the committee a 
list of the proposals which in his opinion 
and/or at the President's recommendation 
should be approved without report.
The chairman shall put each proposal on 
the list to the committee for decision. 
Unless at least one fifth of the members of 
the committee object, the chairman of the 
committee shall inform the President of 
the approval of the proposal.

1. When a legislative or other proposal is 
referred to a committee, the committee 
may decide that the proposal should be 
approved without report. At the same or 
subsequent meeting the chairman shall 
put the proposal to the committee for a 
decision.  Unless at least one tenth of the 
Members of the committee object, in 
which case the procedure with report 
shall apply, the chairman of the 
committee shall inform the President of 
the approval of the proposal.  The 
procedure without debate pursuant to 
Rule ...1 shall then apply in plenary.

Justification

The procedure without report should be retained but made into a separate rule for clarity's 
sake.  It should also better reflect existing practice than the existing Rule 158.1 or the 
proposal in Am. 69.  The lower threshold of one tenth in Am. 69 is, however, an improvement 
to the present rule, since the procedure without report should not be used unless there is a 
very broad consensus within a committee.  The proposal in Am. 69 that the chairman should 
present a report approving the proposal would lead to a number of additional trees being 
chopped down unnecessarily.

Amendment 15 
Rule 158(2) (3) 

Simplified procedure in committee

Rule 158(a) - Written procedure in 
committee
1. After a proposal is referred to a 
committee the committee may decide, at 
the suggestion of its chairman or of its 

1  Rule 110(a) if adopted, Rule 114 if status quo survives.
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rapporteur or draftsman that its report or 
opinion should be approved in committee 
pursuant to a written procedure.  This 
may not be used if at least one tenth of the 
Members of the committee object to this 
procedure, in which case the report or 
opinion will have to be adopted in a 
normal committee meeting.

2. At the recommendation of the President 
or following a proposal from its 

chairman, the committee may deliver its 
views on a proposal in accordance with 

the simplified procedure.
Unless at least one fifth of the members of 
the committee object to this procedure, the 
committee chairman shall be deemed to 
have been appointed rapporteur. The 
draft report, consisting of a procedural 
section, a draft legislative resolution and a 
brief explanatory statement, shall be sent 
to the members of the committee. Unless 
at least one fifth of the members of the 
committee object within a set time limit, 
which may not be less than fourteen days 
from the date of dispatch, the report shall 
be considered as having been adopted by 
the committee. In this case the draft 
legislative resolution contained in the 
report shall be put to the vote in 
Parliament without debate pursuant to 
Rule 114.

2. Where the written procedure is applied, 
and no rapporteur or draftsman has been 
appointed, the chairman shall be deemed 
to be the rapporteur.  The committee shall 
also establish a set time limit for 
consideration of the text, which may be no 
less than 10 days from the date of 
despatch.

3. If at least one fifth of the members of 
the committee object to the procedure 
referred to in paragraphs 1 or 2, the 
procedure provided for in Rule 159 
(procedure with report) shall be followed.

3. The draft report or opinion shall be 
sent to the Members of the committee.  It 
shall be considered as having been 
adopted by the committee, unless at least 
one tenth of the Members of the 
committee object within the set time limit, 
in which case the report or opinion shall 
be referred back to a subsequent meeting 
of the committee.
4. Any report adopted by written 
procedure shall be put to the vote in 
Parliament without debate pursuant to 
Rule..1.   Any opinion adopted by written 
procedure shall be sent on to the 
responsible committee.

1 Rule 110(a) if adopted, Rule 114 if status quo is maintained.
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Justification

This amendment would establish a proper written procedure which could be used for 
legislative or non-legislative reports or opinions when a matter is generally uncontroversial, 
or else when there is particular urgency.  It could be particularly useful during a long break 
between committee meetings (such as during the summer recess), or when there is little time 
to provide an opinion to a responsible committee.  The amendments would get rid of the 
misleading term "simplified procedure" in existing Rule 158 and in proposed Am. 69.  It 
would also be more flexible than Am. 69 which presupposes a committee discussion which 
might not have taken place.

Amendment 16
Rule 162(2) and (6)

Opinions of Committees

2. The opinion shall consist of draft 
amendments to the text referred to the 
committee in the case of legislative texts or 
suggestions for parts of the motion for a 
resolution submitted by the committee 
responsible in the case of non-legislative 
texts. The committee responsible shall put 
these to the vote. If necessary the 
committee may submit short written 
justifications for the proposals made in the 
opinion.

2. The opinion shall consist of draft 
amendments to the text referred to the 
committee in the case of legislative texts or 
amendments to the draft motion for a 
resolution submitted by the committee 
responsible in the case of non-legislative 
texts. The committee responsible shall put 
these to the vote. If necessary the 
committee may submit short written 
justifications for the proposals made in the 
opinion.

6. The chairman and draftsman of the 
committee asked for an opinion may take 
part in an advisory capacity in meetings of 
the committee responsible, insofar as these 
relate to the matter of common concern.

6. The chairman and draftsman of the 
committee asked for an opinion may be 
invited to take part in an advisory capacity 
in meetings of the committee responsible, 
insofar as these relate to the matter of 
common concern.

Justification

Existing Rule 162(6) is redundant, in that a chairman or draftsman may always take part in 
the main committee's discussion if they so wish.  It is thus more appropriate to provide for 
them to be explicitly invited, but this should remain optional rather than mandatory, as would 
be provided in Am. 71 of Corbett . Moreover, opinions dealing solely with matters falling 
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under the areas of responsibility of the committee giving an opinion, as in Am. 71 of Corbett, 
sounds fine in theory, but would be unworkable in practice.  Who would decide which 
amendment was relevant, and what would happen if this were abused in order not to vote on a 
legislative amendment from an opinion giving committee?

Amendment 17
Rule 162a (new)

Enhanced co-operation between committees

When in the opinion of the Conference of 
Presidents, a question falls almost equally 
within the competence of two committees, 
or where different parts of the question 
fall under the competence of two different 
committees, Rule 162 shall apply with the 
following additional provisions:
- the timetable shall be jointly agreed by 
the two committees;
- the respective rapporteur and draftsman 
shall endeavour to agree on the texts they 
propose to their committees and on their 
position regarding amendments.

Justification

This amendment seeks to replace Am. 72 of Corbett.  The so-called "reinforced Hughes 
procedure" is far too cumbersome to be inserted into the Rules in its present form.  It would 
be useful, however, to provide for a solution within the Rules for cases when committees have 
an equal or nearly equal claim to consider a matter.  The most important need is for joint 
agreement on a timetable.  The proposed amendment thus accepts the first two proposed 
indents of Am. 72, but deletes the unworkable last two indents.

Amendment 18
Rule 163

Own-initiative reports

Own-initiative reports and other reports 
not based on formal consultations

1. A committee intending to draw up a 
report and to submit a motion for a 

1. A committee may decide to draw up an 
own-initiative report and to submit a 



PE 304.283 90/130 RR\4283_2EN.doc

EN

resolution to Parliament on a subject within 
its competence on which neither a 
consultation nor a request for an opinion 
nor a motion for a resolution has been 
referred to it may do so only with the 
authorisation of the Conference of 
Presidents. Where such authorisation is 
withheld the reason must always be stated.
The Conference of Presidents may, when 
giving authorisation, stipulate that the 
power to take a decision is to be delegated 
pursuant to Rule 62.
The condition laid down in the first 
subparagraph, whereby the Rule shall 
only apply where neither a consultation 
nor a request for an opinion nor a motion 
for a resolution has been referred to the 
committee making the request, must be 
observed all the more strictly because it 
protects Members' right of initiative by 
allowing the application of Rule 48. Rule 
48, moreover, gives the committee 
responsible a wide margin for manoeuvre 
as to the action to be taken on motions for 
resolutions forwarded to it.

motion for a resolution to Parliament on a 
subject within its competence on which 
neither a consultation nor a request for an 
opinion has been referred to it.

2. A committee may decide to draw up a 
follow-up report on the implementation of 
existing European Union legislation.
3. A committee may also propose drawing 
up a report on a Green or White paper or 
other report from the Commission, or on 
reports from other institutions which have 
been referred to that committee as the 
committee responsible.
4. In all cases referred to in paragraphs 
163(1), (2) and (3) above, prior 
authorisation of the Conference of 
Presidents will be required.  Where such 
authorisation is withheld the reason must 
always be stated.  The Conference of 
Presidents may, when giving 
authorisation, stipulate that the report be 
adopted pursuant to Rule …1.
5. By derogation to paragraph 163(4) 
above, prior authorisation of the 
Conference of Presidents will not be 

1 Rule 110(a) if adopted,Rule 62 or Rule 114 if status quo is maintained.
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required for the report on the Annual 
Report of the Commission on the 
application of Community law, and for 
other reports and annual reports of other 
institutions, in respect of which the 
Treaties provide for consultation of the 
European Parliament or whether other 
provisions require an opinion by the 
European Parliament.

2. The provisions of this Rule shall apply 
mutatis mutandis in cases where the 
Treaties attribute the right of initiative to 
Parliament.

6. The provisions of this Rule shall apply 
mutatis mutandis in cases where the 
Treaties attribute the right of initiative to 
Parliament1 .)

Justification

This proposed new rule, which is more far-reaching than Am. 73 of Corbett, would 
consolidate Rules 45-47 and Rule 163 into a single rule, and would reflect developing 
practice as regards own-initiative, COS and follow-up reports.  It would provide simpler and 
more transparent guidance for committees.

Amendment 19
Rule 165(2) and (4)

Procedure in Committee

2. Voting in committee shall be by show of 
hands, unless a quarter of the committee's 
members request a vote by roll call.

2. Voting in committee shall be by show of 
hands or electronically pursuant to Rule 
135, unless a political group or a quarter 
of the committee's Members, at the latest 
the evening before a vote is to be taken, 
request a vote by roll call.  In this case the 
vote shall be taken electronically pursuant 
to Rule 135 or else in accordance with 
Rule 134(2).

4. Rules12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 117, 118, 119, 
121(1), 123, 125, 127, 128, 130, 131, 132, 
133, 133 134, 136, 138, 139, 140, 
141,142,143,, 146 and 147 shall apply 
mutatis mutandis to committee meetings.

4. Rules 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 117, 118, 119, 
121(1), 123, 125, 127, 128, 130, 131, 132, 
133, 133 135, 136, 138, 139, 140, 
141,142,143,, 146 and 147 shall apply 

1 Existing Rules 45, 46 and 47 should be deleted in consequence.
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mutatis mutandis to committee meetings.

Justification

Accepts the spirit of Am. 74 of Corbett, but further clarifies it.  Moreover, it is important that 
a request for a committee roll-call vote, as in plenary, be made the evening before a vote, so 
that it can be incorporated in voting lists.

18 June 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON FISHERIES

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the General Revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Daniel Varela Suanzes-Carpegna

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Fisheries appointed Daniel Varela Suanzes-Carpegna draftsman at its 
meeting of 6 March 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 29 May and 18 June 2001.

At the last meeting it adopted the following amendments unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Daniel Varela Suanzes-Carpegna, chairman and 
draftsman; Rosa Miguélez Ramos, vice-chairman; Niels Busk, Arlindo Cunha, Carmen Fraga 
Estévez, Michael John Holmes (for Nigel Paul Farage), Ian Stewart Hudghton, Salvador Jové 
Peres (for Mihail Papayannakis), Heinz Kindermann, Brigitte Langenhagen, Albert Jan Maat 
(for James Nicholson), Patricia McKenna, Bernard Poignant, Dominique F.C. Souchet and 
Catherine Stihler.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

(I) INTRODUCTION

The current Rules of Procedure adopted by the European Parliament at its sitting of 11 March 
1999  are imprecise in respect of the drafting of amendments and in the drawing up of 
opinions by committees.  This situation needs to be clarified.

Furthermore, in the case of opinions, the rules are unnecessarily restrictive. A more flexible 
approach is required.

(II) AMENDMENTS

On 12 October 2000, the Committee on Constitutional Affairs unanimously adopted a report 
on an amendment to the Rules of Procedure concerning the provisions governing the 
justification of amendments1. Mysteriously, this report has never appeared on the agenda of  a 
part-session.

However, it made a number of valid points concerning the lack of clarity in the rules 
pertaining to the justification of amendments and raised several important questions. In 
particular, it highlighted the fact that whereas Rule 159(3) requires that draft amendments to 
(legislative) committee reports be submitted with "short justifications", no such requirement 
appears in Rule 139 (Tabling and moving amendments) and is included only as an optional 
possibility under Rule 162 (Opinions of committees).

In effect, different rules apply with regard to justifications, depending on whether the 
amendments to which they relate form part of a draft report, draft opinion or are presented 
individually. This is clearly unacceptable.

As suggested in the above mentioned report by the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, a 
single procedure should apply both at committee stage and in plenary.

This procedure should at the same time  remain flexible. The use of justifications may 
facilitate the understanding of  an amendment and moreover oblige its author  to more 
carefully consider its content. Greater parliamentary responsibility requires just such an 
obligation of care and reflection to be put into the drafting of amendments to legislative texts. 
Nevertheless, it would be nonsensical to assume that the mere inclusion of a formula of words 
in a justification would ensure a subsequently high quality of amendment. Equally, many 
amendments may genuinely be self explanatory. 

It would seem appropriate therefore to allow for the possibility of justifications of 
amendments in legislative procedures, but not to make them compulsory for every individual 
amendment. Such justifications should be the responsibility of the authors concerned and not 
be put to the vote.

If the use of justifications is aimed at  encouraging parliamentary responsibility, this must be 

1 Report on the amendment of the Rules of Procedure as regards provisions governing the justification of 
amendments, Committee on Constitutional Affairs, Rapporteur: Lord Inglewood, Doc. A5-0306/2000, of 19 
October 2000.



PE 304.283 94/130 RR\4283_2EN.doc

EN

weighed against the democratic freedom of members. Therefore in the more political domain 
of non-legislative reports, members should not be expected to justify the beliefs contained in 
their amendments. An expression of political will need not be able to withstand the same 
degree of legal scrutiny as a piece of Community legislation. Moreover, justifications to 
clauses for inclusion in a motion for a resolution would inevitably lead to a repetition of the 
same ideas couched in different terms.

For these reasons, it is not proposed that the possibility of justifications be permitted for non-
legislative texts.

(III) OPINIONS

The current Rule 162 (2) on the opinions of committees, in addition to the inconsistencies 
referred to above, contains provisions which in the view of your draftsman, are unnecessarily 
restrictive and inflexible.

It states:

2. The opinion  shall consist of draft  amendments to the text referred to the committee in the 
case of legislative texts or suggestions for parts of the motion for a resolution submitted by 
the committee responsible in the case of non-legislative texts. The committee responsible  
shall put these to the vote. If necessary the committee may submit short written justifications 
for the proposals made in the opinion.

A number of points need to be made on this.

(i) Legislative Texts

Draft amendments to a Commission proposal (justified or not) are not always the most 
appropriate means for a committee to deliver its opinion. A proposal, for example, 
may be acceptable in itself, but may not address all the issues of concern to the 
committee called upon to draft an opinion. In such a case, a call for further proposals 
and future action may be more useful than attempting to cement amendments onto the 
back of legislation, where it really does not fit.

For these reasons, the possibility should exist for a committee to adopt general 
conclusions, which relate to the substance of the legislative proposal and which should 
be put to the vote.

(ii) Non-Legislative Texts

In the case of non-legislative procedures, the above problem does not arise as the 
general views of the committee can be formulated as suggestions for inclusion in the 
motion for a resolution  of the committee responsible and as such put to the vote.

For both legislative and non-legislative opinions, it is essential that the possibility be left open 
for the opinion to contain a short explanatory statement, so that the background to and reasons 
for draft amendments, conclusions and suggestions for inclusion in motions for resolution can 
be explained. This explanatory statement should be the responsibility of the draftsman and 
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should not be put to the vote.

(IV) CONCLUSIONS

The main conclusions are thus that the Rules of Procedure should be amended so that:
1. There is a single procedure relating to the justification of amendments whether they are 

introduced as part of a draft report, a draft opinion or are tabled by individual members 
and that this procedure should be applied both in committee and in plenary.

2. Short justifications should be permitted for amendments to legislative texts only. Such 
justifications should be the responsibility of their authors and not put to the vote.

3. Committees may, in legislative procedures, submit opinions which consist of  draft 
amendments to the proposed legislative text, general conclusions relating to that text or a 
mixture of the two. Such draft amendments and conclusions should be put to the vote.

4. Committees should have the right to draw up short explanatory statements to accompany 
both legislative and non-legislative opinions. These should be the responsibility of the 
draftsmen and should not be put to the vote.

AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Fisheries calls on the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the 
committee responsible, to incorporate the following amendments in its report:

PARLIAMENT'S RULES OF PROCEDURE

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 139(1) subparagraph 4 (new)

1.  Any member may table amendments for 
consideration in the committee responsible.
Amendments for consideration in 
Parliament may be tabled by the committee 
responsible, a political group or at least 
thirty-two Members.

1.  Any member may table amendments for 
consideration in the committee responsible.
Amendments for consideration in 
Parliament may be tabled by the committee 
responsible, a political group or at least 
thirty-two Members.
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Amendments shall be tabled in writing and 
signed by their authors.

Amendments shall be tabled in writing and 
signed by their authors.
Amendments to documents of a legislative 
nature within the meaning of Rule 60(1) 
should be accompanied by a short  
justification. Such justifications shall be 
the responsibility of the author and shall 
not be put to the vote.

Amendment 2
Rule 159(3) letter a)

3.The committee's report shall comprise:

a) draft amendments, if any, to the 
proposal, along with short justifications 
for such amendments;

3. The committee's report shall comprise:

a)draft amendments, if any, to the proposal, 
accompanied by short justifications which 
shall be the responsibility of the 
rapporteur and shall not be put to the 
vote;

Amendment 3
Rule 162 (2)

2. The opinion  shall consist of draft  
amendments to the text referred to the 
committee in the case of legislative texts 
or suggestions for parts of the motion for 
a resolution submitted by the committee 
responsible in the case of non-legislative 
texts. The committee responsible  shall put 
these to the vote. If necessary the 
committee may submit short written 
justifications for the proposals made in 
the opinion.

2. In the case of documents of a legislative 
nature within the meaning of Rule 60(1), 
the opinion shall consist of:

a) draft amendments, if any, to the text 
referred to the committee accompanied by 
short justifications;

b) general conclusions, if any, concerning 
the text referred to the committee.

c) a brief explanatory statement, where 
appropriate.

 Such amendments and conclusions shall 
be put to the vote.
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Any justifications and the explanatory 
statement, if any, shall be the 
responsibility of the draftsman and shall 
not be put to the vote.  

In the case of non-legislative texts, the 
opinion shall consist of: 

a) suggestions for parts of the motion for 
a resolution submitted by the committee 
responsible; 

b) a brief explanatory statement, where 
appropriate.

 Such suggestions shall be put to the vote.

The explanatory statement, if any, shall 
be the responsibility of the draftsman and 
shall not be put to the vote.
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 10 July 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON REGIONAL POLICY, TRANSPORT AND 
TOURISM

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the General Revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG))
Draftsman: Brian Simpson

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Regional Policy, Transport and Tourism appointed Brian Simpson 
draftsman at its meeting of 20 March 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 19 June 2001 and 9 July 2001.

At the latter meeting it adopted the following conclusions by 34 votes to 1, with 3 abstentions.

The following were present for the vote: Konstantinos Hatzidakis, chairman; Helmuth 
Markov and Emmanouil Mastorakis, vice-chairmen; Brian Simpson, draftsman; and Sir 
Robert Atkins, Emmanouil Bakopoulos, Rolf Berend, Theodorus J.J. Bouwman, Philip 
Charles Bradbourn, Luigi Cocilovo (for Luigi Cesaro), Garrelt Duin, Giovanni Claudio Fava, 
Markus Ferber (for Mathieu J.H. Grosch), Jacqueline Foster, Jean-Claude Fruteau (for 
Carmen Cerdeira Morterero), Mary Honeyball, Georg Jarzembowski, Dieter-Lebrecht Koch, 
Giorgio Lisi, Erik Meijer, Rosa Miguélez Ramos, Juan Ojeda Sanz, Wilhelm Ernst Piecyk, 
Giovanni Saverio Pittella (for Gilles Savary), Samuli Pohjamo, Adriana Poli Bortone, 
Reinhard Rack, Carlos Ripoll i Martínez Bedoya, Marieke Sanders-ten Holte, Agnes 
Schierhuber (for Dana Rosemary Scallon), Renate Sommer, Per Stenmarck (for Karla M.H. 
Peijs), Dirk Sterckx, Ulrich Stockmann, Margie Sudre, Hannes Swoboda (for Demetrio 
Volcic), Ari Vatanen and Mark Francis Watts.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

Introduction

Following consideration of a Working Document prepared by Vice President Provan, the 
Bureau adopted a Decision on a series of measures in the context of Internal Reform on 11 
December 2000. The Decision called on the Constitutional Committee to place before the 
House proposals to modify the Rules of Procedure. The Decision was also addressed to the 
Conference of Presidents, the Conference of Committee Chairmen, the President and the 
Secretary-General in respect of the use of the existing rules and the organisation of Parliament's 
activities. Finally the Bureau amended the Code of Conduct adopted on the 8 February 1999 
following the interim report of the Working Party on Multilingualism. The effect of this 
amendment was to increase the permitted maximum length of text for Motions for a Resolution 
and to reduce substantially the lengths for Explanatory Statements and Opinions. The 
implementation of this amendment was subsequantly suspended.

The Bureau's proposed amendments to the Rules of Procedure

Your draftsman acknowledges that the aim of the Bureau's proposals is to harmonise, 
rationalise and simplify the Rules concerning simplified reporting procedures. However 
certain non-legislative texts can be as politically significant to the whole House as legislative 
texts so the blanket application of Rule 62 to non-legislative texts as the Bureau suggests 
would not seem justified.

A shorter route to the same objective of harmonisation and rationalisation might be the 
introduction of a new Rule on voting without amendment and debate to replace Rules 62 and 
114. This would stipulate that any legislative proposal (at first reading) or non-legislative 
report overwhelmingly adopted in Committee is placed on the plenary agenda for adoption by 
a single vote unless one tenth of Members or three political groups object. " Overwhelmingly" 
adopted in Committee could be defined by the number of votes against in Committee, say one 
tenth, rather than a fixed number because Committees vary in size. 

These proposals would mean that where a broad consensus existed in Committee simplified 
procedures could be used at Plenary level unless one tenth of members or three groups 
objected at that level.

Moreover your draftsman believes that far too much time is spent in Plenary on issues on 
which the Parliament has little or no influence at the expense of those issues on which the 
Parliament does have an influence, in particular through the codecision procedure. Very often 
legislative reports are taken too late in the evening. Priority, therefore, should be given to 
legislative reports when drawing up the agenda.

The Bureau also proposes that Question Time be held in Committee. 

An obvious objection to this is that a question may attract interest beyond the Committee 
concerned or may not be readily "attributed" to one Committee or another. Question Time in 
Committee would further crowd Committees' busy agendas.

Your draftsman can accept the Bureau's proposal that Explanatory Statements should be 
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preceded by a remark that the Explanatory Statement is the sole responsibility of the 
rapporteur and does not necessarily reflect the views of the Parliament.

The Bureau wishes to allow Members to append to Committee minutes, within 24 hours of 
the end of the meeting, an on -page untranslated statement on any item dealt with by the 
Committee.

Your draftsman doubts the utility for the conduct of parliamentary business of such a 
provision.

The Application of the current Rules of Procedure

The Bureau urges the Conference of Committee Chairmen to avoid disruptive discrimination 
and competition between Committees and to draw up guidelines for Committees.

While agreeing with this proposal, your draftsman is concerned by the apparent 
ineffectiveness of the Conference of Committee Chairmen in avoiding disagreement and 
competition between Committees, especially in the allocation of reports. These disagreements 
have in the past led to some bizarre decisions. Your draftsman therefore believes that a radical 
overhaul of the Conference of Committee Chairs should perhaps be Parliament's priority.

Organisation of the Parliaments Activities

The Bureau also decided to limit the length of texts as follows:

3 pages for Motions for a Resolution

1 page for Explanatory Statements plus short justifications for proposed amendments to 
legislative texts

Opinions to be short justifications of amendments to legislative texts only.

You draftsman considers that the length of texts is a political rather than a simply 
administrative decision and is best regulated by amending the Rules of Procedure rather than 
by Bureau decision. He also considers the Bureau's rules to be inoperable and in respect of 
non-legislative opinions they amount to their abolition. He proposes that Explanatory 
Statements be limited to 5 pages (prior to the Bureau's most recent decision the limit here was 
10 pages). Non- legislative opinions should be limited to 4 pages (prior to the Bureau decision 
the limit was 5) and legislative opinions to 2 pages with short justifications (5 lines) for each 
proposed amendment. 

Under the Bureau's proposals it would not have been possible to prepare this opinion on them.

PARLIAMENT'S RULES OF PROCEDURE

The Committee on Regional Policy, Transport and Tourism calls on the Committee on 
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Constitutional Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following 
amendments in its report:

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule xx (new)

Vote without amendment and debate
1. Any legislative proposal (first reading) 
that has been approved without 
amendment by the committee responsible 
with fewer than one tenth of the members 
of the Committtee voting against, or 
which has been approved with one or 
more amendments each adopted with 
fewer than one tenth of the members of 
the Committee voting against, and any 
non-legislative report adopted in 
committee with fewer than one tenth of 
the members of the Committee voting 
against, shall be placed on the agenda of 
Parliament for adoption without 
amendment.
The President shall place it on the final 
draft agenda of the next or subsequent 
part-session for vote without amendment. 
The item shall then be subject to a single 
vote unless, before the adoption of the 
agenda at the start of the part-session, one 
tenth of the component members of the 
Parliament or at least three political 
groups have requested in writing that the 
item be open to amendment, in which case 
the president shall fix a deadline for 
tabling amendments.
2. Items placed on the agenda for vote 
without amendment shall also be without 
debate, unless the Parliament, when 
adopting its agenda at the start of a part-
session, decides otherwise on a proposal 
of the Conference of Presidents, three 
political groups or one tenth of the 
component members of Parliament.
3. When adopting the final draft agenda 
of a part-session, the Conference of 
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Presidents may propose that other items 
be taken without amendment or without 
debate. When adopting its agenda, 
Parliament may not accept such a 
proposal if three political groups or one-
tenth of the componenent members of the 
Parliament have tabled their opposition in 
writing.

Justification

This amendment will ensure that simplified reparting procedures will be used in Committee 
and plenary only when a very broad consensus exists on any matter and simplifies both the 
delegation of the power of decision to Committee and the connected question of procedure 
without debate.

Amendment 2
Rule 62

Delegation of the power of decision to 
committees

Deleted

1. The Conference of Presidents may, on 
its own initiative or at the request of the 
committee responsible, refer a 
consultation, a request for an opinion, an 
own-initiative report (Rule 163) or a 
report based on a motion for a resolution 
tabled pursuant to Rule 48(1) to (5) to that 
committee for a decision.
2. If, after referral to committee pursuant 
to paragraph 1, one third of the current 
members of the committee request that the 
power of decision be referred back to 
Parliament, the procedures for debate and 
amendment of committee reports in 
plenary shall apply.
3.  The meeting at which the committee 
takes its decision shall be open to the 
public.
4. The deadline for tabling amendments 
shall be published in the Bulletin of the 
European Parliament.
5. As soon as the committee has adopted 
its report, and subject to Rules 117(1) and 
118, the President shall place it on the 
agenda for the next part-session. The 
committee's resolution and amendments, 
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if any, shall be deemed adopted and shall 
be recorded in the minutes unless, before 
the start of the second day of the part-
session, one tenth of the component 
Members of Parliament from at least 
three political groups have tabled their 
opposition in writing. The President shall 
announce this opposition at the start of 
the second sitting of the part-session; in 
this case the committee's report shall be 
placed on the agenda for the same or the 
following part- session and shall be dealt 
with in accordance with the normal 
procedure. The President shall set a 
deadline for the tabling of amendments.
A request from one third of a committee's 
current members for the power of 
decision to revert to Parliament may be 
made in writing outside of committee 
meetings but must be submitted before the 
date of the meeting at which the 
committee appoints the rapporteur on the 
subject in respect of which it is requested 
that the power of decision revert to 
Parliament.
The provisions of the Rules which 
concern the tabling of amendments are 
Rules 139(1), the reference to that Rule in 
Rule 165(4), and Rule 62, in particular 
paragraph 4 thereof, which stipulates that 
any deadline for tabling amendments 
shall be published in the Bulletin of the 
European Parliament; under Rule 139(1) 
any Member may table amendments in 
any of the committees; this principle 
becomes even more pertinent when a 
committee is considering matters referred 
to it pursuant to Rule 62.

Justification

This rule and rule 114 replaced by new amendment 1 on vote without amendment and debate.

Amendment 3
Rule 112(2)

Urgent procedure
2. As soon as the President has received a 
request for urgent debate he shall announce 

2. As soon as the President has received a 
request for urgent debate he shall announce 
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this to Parliament; the vote on the request 
shall be taken at the beginning of the 
sitting following that during which the 
announcement was made, provided that the 
proposal to which the request relates has 
been distributed in the official languages. 
Where there are several requests for 
urgent debate on the same subject, the 
approval or rejection of the request for 
urgent debate shall apply to all the 
requests on the same subject.

this to Parliament; the vote on the request 
shall be taken at the beginning of the 
sitting following that during which the 
announcement was made, provided that the 
proposal to which the request relates has 
been distributed in the official languages. 
In the event of three or more requests for 
urgent debate being proposed only those 
two requests which receive the greatest 
number of votes shall be dealt with by the 
urgent procedure.

Justification

This will ensure that only genuinely urgent matters are taken under this procedure and that 
less urgent questions are not taken at the expense of legislative and other business.
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Amendment 4
Rule 114

Procedure without debate

Procedure without debate Deleted
1. Where the committee responsible 
requests that its report be adopted by 
Parliament without debate, or where the 
committee has delivered its views on a 
Commission proposal without report 
pursuant to Rule 158(1) or in accordance 
with the simplified procedure pursuant to 
Rule 158(2), the proposal or report in 
question shall be placed on the draft 
agenda of the part-session following the 
decision by the committee.
2. The proposal and, where appropriate, 
the draft legislative resolution contained 
in the report shall be put to the vote 
without debate unless at least thirty-two 
Members lodge a protest in advance. In 
the latter case the report shall be placed 
on the draft agenda of a subsequent part-
session with debate. Where, however, it 
has been decided to apply the procedure 
without report pursuant to Rule 158(1), 
the Commission proposal shall be referred 
back to the committee responsible for 
reconsideration.
The procedure without debate shall apply 
where no amendments have been tabled 
by the committee responsible or where 
any amendments tabled have all been 
adopted with fewer than four dissenting 
votes.

Justification

This rule and rule 62 replaced by amendment 1 on vote without amendment and debate.

Amendment 5
Rule 159(3)

3. The committee's report shall comprise: 3. The committee's report shall comprise:
a) draft amendments, if any, to the proposal, 
along with short justifications for such 
amendments;

a) draft amendments, if any, to the proposal, 
along with short justifications for such 
amendments, which may not exceed five 
lines;

b) a draft legislative resolution, in b) a draft legislative resolution, in 
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accordance with Rule 67(2); accordance with Rule 67(2), which may not 
exceed 3 pages (6336 characters) unless 
otherwise agreed by the Conference of 
Presidents on a proposal from the 
Committee concerned;

c) if appropriate, an explanatory statement. c) if appropriate, an explanatory statement 
which may not exceed four pages (8448 
characters) unless otherwise agreed by the 
Conference of Presidents on a proposal 
from the Committee concerned and which 
shall be proceeded by a remark to clarify 
that the views expressed are the 
responsibility of the rapporteur only

Justification

This allows the best use of limited resources by establishing limits to text lengths which may, 
exceptionally, be exceeded.

This amendment aligns this opinion with the Bureau decision of 30 May 2001 taken in 
cognisance of the views expressed by the Conference of Committee Presidents.

Amendment 6
Rule 160(3)

non-legislative reports
3. The committee's report shall comprise: 3. The committee's report shall comprise:
a) a motion for a resolution; a) a motion for a resolution which may not 

exceed 3 pages (6336 characters) unless 
otherwise agreed by the Conference of 
Presidents on a proposal from the 
Committee concerned;

b) an explanatory statement; b) an explanatory statement which may not 
exceed five pages (10560 characters) 
unless otherwise agreed by the 
Conference of Presidents on a proposal 
from the Committee concerned and which 
shall be proceeded by a remark to clarify 
that the views expressed are the 
responsibility of the rapporteur only;

c) the texts of any motions for resolutions 
to be included under Rule 48(4).

c) the texts of any motions for resolutions 
to be included under Rule 48(4).
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Justification.

This allows the best use of limited resources by establishing limits to text lengths which may, 
exceptionally, be exceeded.

Amendment 7
Rule 162(2)

2. The opinion shall consist of draft 
amendments to the text referred to the 
committee in the case of legislative texts or 
suggestions for parts of the motion for a 
resolution submitted by the committee 
responsible in the case of non-legislative 
texts. The committee responsible shall put 
these to the vote. If necessary the committee 
may submit short written justifications for 
the proposals made in the opinion.

2. The opinion shall consist of draft 
amendments to the text referred to the 
committee in the case of legislative texts. 
Opinions on legislative texts shall not 
exceed two pages or 4224 characters with 
justifications for each amendment of not 
more than 5 lines and Opinions on non-
legislative texts shall not exceed 1 page or 
2112 characters unless otherwise agreed by 
the Conference of Presidents on a proposal 
from the Committee concerned.

Justification

This allows the best use of limited resources by establishing limits to text lengths which may, 
exceptionally, be exceeded.

This amendment aligns this opinion with the Bureau decision of 30 May 2001 taken in 
cognisance of the views expressed by the Conference of Committee Presidents.
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10 July 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON CULTURE, YOUTH, EDUCATION, THE 
MEDIA AND SPORT

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the general revision of the Rules of Procedure
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Kathleen Van Brempt

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport appointed Kathleen Van 
Brempt draftsman at its meeting of 6 March 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 25 June 2001 and 10 July 2001.

At the last meeting it adopted the following amendments unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Giuseppe Gargani chairman; Vasco Graça Moura 
vice-chairman; Ulpu Iivari vice-chairman; Kathleen Van Brempt draftsman; Ole Andreasen, 
Pedro Aparicio Sánchez, Rolf Berend (for Doris Pack), Cristina Gutiérrez Cortines (for 
Mónica Ridruejo), Ruth Hieronymi, Elizabeth Lynne (for Marieke Sanders-ten Holte), Lucio 
Manisco, Maria Martens, Pietro-Paolo Mennea, Barbara O'Toole, Roy Perry, Christa Prets, 
The Earl of Stockton (for Christopher Heaton-Harris), Stavros Xarchakos (for Mario Mauro), 
Theresa Zabell and Sabine Zissener.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

1. Internal reform - Bureau proposals

Mr Provan, who is the vice-president in charge of the internal reform of the European 
Parliament, prepared a first package of measures, which led to the adoption of the Bureau 
decision, listing twelve ideas for reform and inviting the Committee on Constitutional Affairs 
to prepare the corresponding modifications of the Rules of Procedure.

The main aim of the Bureau decision is to lighten the agenda of Parliament’s plenary sessions. 
At present, the plenary agenda is usually overloaded. Nevertheless, many agenda items are 
not discussed fully: often, only a few Members with a special interest in the item being 
discussed are present in the chamber, reading out prepared statements rather than taking part 
in a lively debate. This has a detrimental effect on Parliament’s image in the outside world. 
Efforts should therefore be made to make Parliament’s plenary session more interesting by 
giving room for important political debates.

In order to achieve this, Mr Provan and the Bureau reflected about the question of which 
items could possibly be taken off the plenary agenda. Is it necessary to debate every report in 
plenary? Should question time continue as it is? The Bureau’s answer to these questions is a 
plain ‘no’. It is suggesting a number of measures which, if adopted, would lead to only a 
minority of reports being debated in plenary. Many legislative reports, own-initiative reports 
and the so-called COS procedures would only exceptionally - following a specific request - be 
debated. Another main proposal is that question time should as a rule be held in Committee, 
except for questions to the President of the Commission or questions to the Council where the 
latter acts in an executive capacity.

Mr Corbett, the rapporteur of the Constitutional Affairs Committee, accepts the idea of 
dealing with many reports without plenary debate. He also proposes a means of deciding 
which reports should be so treated: any report which was adopted without amendment and 
with fewer than five votes against should be treated without debate; as should any report 
which was amended, but where fewer than five Members voted against the amendments 
adopted.

Your rapporteur agrees with the basic approach of the Bureau and the rapporteur of the 
Constitutional Affairs Committee: plenary should be discharged, most own-initiative reports 
and reports on Commission Communications or reports (COS-procedures) as well as many 
legislative reports do not need a plenary debate. However, Mr Corbett’s suggested approach, 
which would bring only controversial reports to plenary debate, seems rather limited. After 
all, committees should be able to call for uncontroversial reports, which nevertheless deal 
with important subjects or in which there is great public interest, to be debated in plenary.

2. Internal reform - additional proposals

The Committee on Constitutional Affairs widened the scope of its report on the Bureau 
decision into a more general revision of the rules of procedure. Therefore your rapporteur will 
also comment on possible changes to other areas, not covered by the Bureau decision.
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One important rule which the rapporteur of the Constitutional Affairs Committee proposes to 
revise is Rule 117. This rule provides for the translation of all parliamentary documents into 
all official languages of the European Union and for the simultaneous interpretation of all 
speeches into all the other languages. This is a very important principle that must be 
safeguarded even if enlargement might well create a European Union with more than 20 
official languages. Such an enlarged Union might though require a pragmatic approach to 
interpretation in clearly defined cases. Your rapporteur therefore supports Mr Corbett’s idea 
to introduce an element of flexibility into the language rules. Interpretation of committee 
meetings only into the languages actually used by committee members could be such an 
element, as long as every Member’s right to active and passive translation/interpretation into 
his official language is safeguarded and a specific request for such interpretation is not 
required.

An important point which has currently not been covered by the rapporteur of the 
Constitutional Committee is Rule 162 concerning committee opinions and, therefore, the 
cooperation between committees. Your rapporteur is of the opinion that this rule also needs 
reform. The areas of competence of the Culture Committee require a lot of horizontal work, 
therefore it is of crucial importance to the Culture Committee to give opinions. Nevertheless, 
there is considerable potential for making the cooperation between committees a lot more 
effective. Some measures to achieve this could be that non-legislative opinions are drawn up 
on the basis of the draft report of the lead committee, that rapporteurs for opinion take a more 
active part in the lead committee and that committees for opinion clearly focus on giving an 
input in their specific areas of competence.

AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport calls on the Committee on 
Constitutional Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following 
amendments in its report:

PARLIAMENT’S RULES OF PROCEDURE

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 110 a (new)

Procedure without amendment or debate

1. Any legislative report (first reading) 
adopted in committee with fewer than five 
votes against in the final vote, and any 
non-legislative report adopted in 
committee with fewer than five votes 
against, will be placed on the agenda of 
Parliament for vote without amendment.
The President shall place it on the final 
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draft agenda of the next or subsequent 
part-session. The item shall then be 
subject to a single vote unless, before the 
adoption of the final draft agenda, one 
tenth of the Members of Parliament or at 
least three political groups have requested 
in writing that the item be open to 
amendment, in which case the President 
shall fix a deadline for tabling 
amendments.
2. Items placed on the agenda for vote 
without amendment shall also be without 
debate, unless Parliament, when adopting 
its agenda at the start of a part-session, 
decides otherwise on a proposal of the 
Conference of Presidents or the 
committee responsible, or if requested by 
three political groups or one tenth of the 
Members of Parliament.
3. When adopting the final draft agenda 
of a part-session, the Conference of 
Presidents may propose that other items 
be taken without amendment or without 
debate. When adopting its agenda, 
Parliament may reject such a proposal if 
three political groups or one-tenth of the 
component Members of Parliament have 
tabled their opposition in writing.
4. When an item is taken without debate, 
the rapporteur may make a statement of 
not more than two minutes immediately 
prior to the vote.

(See Amendment 34 of PE 294.770, PR\434630: draft report on the General Revision of the 
Rules of Procedure by the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, rapporteur Richard Corbett.)

Justification

To reduce the load on plenary sittings, Parliament should approve legislative as well as non-
legislative reports that are uncontroversial without debate. The exception should be reports 
on subjects that are particularly important or particularly interesting to the public, on which 
debate should take place. There must be an opportunity for the committee responsible to 
request such debate. The committees are, after all, best placed to assess the subjects in their 
respective areas of responsibility. This will enable them to draw attention to priorities in their 
work. 
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Amendment 2
Rule 117

Languages

1. All documents of Parliament shall be 
drawn up in the official languages.

1. All documents of Parliament shall be 
drawn up in the official languages.

2. Speeches delivered in one of the official 
languages shall be simultaneously 
interpreted into the other official languages 
and into any other language the Bureau 
may consider necessary.

2. Speeches delivered in one of the official 
languages shall be simultaneously 
interpreted into the other official languages 
and into any other language the Bureau 
may consider necessary.

3. Interpretation shall be provided in 
committee meetings from and into the 
official languages used by the members of 
that committee.

Justification

The right of MEPs to interpretation out of and into the official language they use must be 
safeguarded. But in a European Union that will have over 20 languages in future there must 
be a degree of flexibility. As a result of enlargement there will for the first time be languages 
spoken by only few Members. The smallest linguistic community at present is 16 (Danish), a 
number sufficiently high to make it likely that most committees will have a Danish member. 
With some of the new languages being spoken by only six (Estonian), seven (Slovenian) or 
eight (Latvian) Members, it may not be necessary to provide simultaneous interpretation in 
all committees.

Amendment 3
Rule 162, paragraph 2

Opinions of committees

2. The opinion shall consist of draft 
amendments to the text referred to the 
committee in the case of legislative texts or 
suggestions for parts of the motion for a 
resolution submitted by the committee 
responsible in the case of non-legislative 
texts. The committee responsible shall put 
these to the vote. If necessary the 
committee may submit short written 
justifications for the proposals made in the 
opinion.

2. The opinion shall consist of draft 
amendments to the text referred to the 
committee in the case of legislative texts or 
draft amendments to the motion for a 
resolution submitted by the committee 
responsible in the case of non-legislative 
texts. The amendments shall refer solely 
to those parts of the text that concern the 
area of competence of the committee 
giving its opinion. The committee 
responsible shall vote on such 
amendments. The committee giving its 
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opinion shall submit short written 
justifications for the amendments 
proposed in the opinion.

Justification

Cooperation between the committee responsible and the committee giving its opinion needs to 
become more effective. So it would make sense if in the case of non-legislative texts the 
rapporteur of the committee responsible first submits a motion for a resolution. On this basis 
the committees giving opinions can then draw up proposals for amending or adding to the 
text within their areas of competence. Draft amendments by committees giving opinions on 
legislative and non-legislative texts should be confined to their areas of competence as a 
matter of principle.

Amendment 4
Rule 162, paragraph 6

6. The chairman and draftsman of the 
committee asked for an opinion may take 
part in an advisory capacity in meetings of 
the committee responsible, insofar as these 
relate to the matter of common concern.

6. The draftsman of the opinion of the 
committee asked for an opinion shall take 
part in an advisory capacity in meetings of 
the committee responsible, insofar as these 
relate to the matter of common concern. 
The chairman of the committee asked for 
an opinion may also take part in an 
advisory capacity in such meetings.

Justification

To improve cooperation between committees responsible and those giving opinions there is 
also a need for the draftsmen of opinions to be more closely involved in the deliberations in 
the committee responsible. 
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20 November 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT AND COOPERATION

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the general revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG))  

Draftsman: Joaquim MirandaPROCEDURE

The Committee on Development and Cooperation appointed Joaquim Miranda draftsman at 
its meeting of 11 October 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meeting of  19 and 20 November 2001. At the last 
meeting it adopted the following amendments by 23 votes , with 2 abstentions.

The following were present for the vote: Joaquim Miranda, chairman and draftsman; 
Margrietus J. van den Berg, vice-chairman; Fernando Fernández Martin, vice-chairman; 
Teresa Almeida Garrett (for Jürgen Zimmerling), John Bowis (for John Corrie), Giuseppe 
Brienza, Marie-Arlette Carlotti, Maria Carrilho, Nirj Deva, Richard Howitt, Renzo Imbeni, 
Glenys Kinnock, Karsten Knolle, Paul A.A.J.G. Lannoye, Mario Mantovani (for Vitaliano 
Gemelli), Miguel Angel Martínez Martínez, Hans Modrow, Didier Rod, Ulla Margrethe 
Sandbæk, Francisca Sauquillo Pérez del Arco, Michel Ange Scarbonchi (for Jean-Claude 
Fruteau), Karin Scheele (for Karin Junker), Charles Tannock (for Bashir Khanbhai), Bob van 
den Bos and Stavros Xarchakos.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

The part of the report on the revision of the Rules of Procedure which most concerns the 
Development Committee is that relating to Rule 50 on Debates on topical and urgent subjects 
of major importance (the "urgencies").  Although the Committee has no formal role to play 
under the existing procedure, a large proportion of the nine resolutions adopted under this 
procedure in plenary each month relate to political relations with or human rights in 
developing countries, both of which are part of the remit of the Committee.

The relevant amendments in the draft report of the Committee on Constitutional Affairs aim 
to delete Rule 50 and provide other means, in new rules, for dealing with these subjects.  The 
relevant AFCO amendments are numbers 

19 to delete Rule 50
35 new rule on human rights resolutions
44 new rule on CFSP debates.

The removal of Rule 50 would mean that far less attention was paid in plenary to developing 
countries.  AFCO draft amendments 35 and 44 would only very partially offset the loss of 
Rule 50.  Moreover, as the new amendment 35 rule links human rights to recommendations, 
the Foreign Affairs Committee would be able to table resolutions to plenary, but the 
Development Committee would not.  CFSP is also solely within the Foreign Affairs 
Committee remit.

Rule 50 could be amended in various ways to counter criticisms levelled at it.  The maximum 
number of resolutions - nine (Rule 50 specifies five subjects but one is human rights, under 
which five resolutions are permitted) - could be cut, thereby reducing the debate and voting 
time in plenary (currently three hours).  This could be done by reducing the overall number of 
subjects, so that there were, say, only five resolutions in all, either by restricting it to human 
rights issues (dealing with the 'political' subjects under a new rule) or by allowing only five 
resolutions, say, be they political or human rights.

It could also be amended to restrict the topics to ones related to external relations (virtually all 
of them are already), permitting the Foreign Affairs and Development Committees as well as 
political groups to table resolutions.

Many feel that the impact of urgency debates and resolutions is diluted through their being 
dealt with on Thursday afternoons in Strasbourg.  If they were debated on the Wednesday, 
they would have a higher profile, and the Council could participate.  Holding the urgencies 
debates in Brussels could also raise their profile, but restricting them to Brussels mini-
sessions would mean only six such debates a year, reducing the Parliament's ability to respond 
rapidly to cases of human rights abuse, for example.

Other rules relating to external relations could be modified or introduced to add possibilities 
to deal with developing countries, but they should certainly be worded to give a role to the 
Development Committee as well as to the Foreign Affairs Committee.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Committee on Development and Cooperation considers that Rule 50 currently ensures 
that there are parliamentary debates and resolutions dealing with political relations with and 
human rights in developing countries in each part-session.  It is therefore against the deletion 
of this rule, but proposes amendments to make it more effective.

AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Development and Cooperation calls on the Committee on Constitutional 
Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following amendments in its report:

PARLIAMENT'S RULES OF PROCEDURE

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 50 

Debates on topical and urgent subjects relating to human rights

1.A political group or at least thirty-two 
Members may ask the President in writing 
for a debate to be held on a topical and 
urgent subject of major importance (Rule 
110(3)).

1.Three political groups, one-tenth of the 
Members or one of the committees 
responsible may ask the President in 
writing for a debate to be held on a topical 
and urgent subject relating to human 
rights (Rule 110(3)). 

2. The Conference of Presidents shall draw 
up a list of subjects to be included on the 
final draft agenda for the next debate on 
topical and urgent subjects of major 
importance on the basis of the requests 
referred to in paragraph 1 and in 
accordance with the provisions of Annex 
III. The total number of subjects included 
on the agenda shall not exceed five.

2. The Conference of Presidents shall draw 
up a list of subjects to be included on the 
final draft agenda for the next debate on 
topical and urgent subjects relating to 
human rights on the basis of the requests 
referred to in paragraph 1 and in 
accordance with the provisions of Annex 
III. The total number of subjects included 
on the agenda shall not exceed four. The 
debate shall be held in the presence of the 
Council and the Commission.

In accordance with the provisions of Rule 
111, Parliament may abandon a topic due 
to be debated and/or include an 
unscheduled topic in the debate without, 
however, exceeding the maximum number 
of topics laid down by this Rule. Motions 

In accordance with the provisions of Rule 
111, Parliament may abandon a topic due 
to be debated and/or include an 
unscheduled topic in the debate without, 
however, exceeding the maximum number 
of topics laid down by this Rule. Motions 
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for resolutions on the subjects chosen shall 
be tabled by the evening of the day on 
which the agenda is adopted. The President 
shall set the precise deadline for tabling 
such motions for resolutions.

for resolutions on the subjects chosen shall 
be tabled by the evening of the day on 
which the agenda is adopted. The 
President shall set the precise deadline for 
tabling such motions for resolutions.

3.The total speaking time for the political 
groups and Non-attached Members shall be 
allocated in accordance with the procedure 
laid down in Rule120(2) and (3) within the 
maximum time for debates of three hours 
per part-session.

3.The total speaking time for the political 
groups and Non-attached Members shall 
be allocated in accordance with the 
procedure laid down in Rule120(2) and (3) 
within the maximum time for debates of 
one and a half hours per part-session.

Any time remaining after taking account of 
the time required for the introduction of 
and vote on the motions for resolutions and 
the speaking time, if any, allocated to the 
Commission and Council, shall be broken 
down between the political groups and the 
Non-attached Members.

Any time remaining after taking account 
of the time required for the introduction of 
and vote on the motions for resolutions 
and the speaking time, if any, allocated to 
the Commission and Council, shall be 
broken down between the political groups 
and the Non-attached Members.

4.At the end of the debate there shall be an 
immediate vote. Rule 137 shall not apply.

4.At the end of the debate there shall be an 
immediate vote. Rule 137 shall not apply.

5.If two or more motions for resolutions 
are tabled on the same subject, the 
procedure set out in Rule 37(4) shall apply.

5.If two or more motions for resolutions 
are tabled on the same subject, the 
procedure set out in Rule 37(4) shall 
apply.

6.The President and political group 
chairmen may decide that a motion for a 
resolution shall be put to the vote without 
debate. Such a decision shall require the 
unanimous assent of all the political group 
chairmen.

6.The President and political group 
chairmen may decide that a motion for a 
resolution shall be put to the vote without 
debate. Such a decision shall require the 
unanimous assent of all the political group 
chairmen.

Justification

The Development Committee, which has specific responsibility for human rights in developing 
countries, considers it vital that the Parliament remain able to respond very rapidly to 
important cases of human rights abuse.  The political topics in Rule 50 can be dealt with in 
other ways.  The time available for such urgencies would be reduced, depending on the 
number of political urgencies dealt with under other rules, and visibility and impact would be 
increased by holding the human rights debates in the presence of the Council as well as the 
Commission.
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Amendment 2
CHAPTER XI

INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS, 
EXTERNAL REPRESENTATION OF 
THE UNION AND COMMON FOREIGN 
AND SECURITY POLICY

INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS, 
EXTERNAL REPRESENTATION AND 
RELATIONS  OF THE UNION AND 
COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY 
POLICY

Justification

If the following amendment, for a debate on current developments in the field of the European 
Union's external relations and on violations of human rights, is accepted, the chapter title 
should be changed to accommodate this.

Amendment 3
Rule 104a (new)

Current developments in the field of the EU's external relations

At each part-session, a period may be set 
aside for a debate on current 
developments in the field of the European 
Union's  external relations.

Justification

If the Development Committee's amendment to Rule 50 is accepted, the political topics will be 
removed from it and they could be dealt with either under Rule 37 or under Rule 104a (new).  
As the committee responsible for political dialogue with developing countries, it considers 
that the debate should cover the EU's external relations in general and not be restricted to the 
CFSP.

Amendment 4
Rule 104b (new)

Violation of human rights

At each part-session, without requiring 
authorisation, a committee with 
responsibility for human rights may table 
a resolution concerning cases of violation 
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of human rights.

Justification

It is desirable to reinforce the role of the two committees with responsibility for human rights 
outside the EU by giving both the right to table resolutions.  This right can only be given to 
the Development Committee if it is not linked to the procedure for recommendations. This 
amendment should only be voted if the Committee's amendment of Rule 50 is not accepted.

Amendment 5
Rule 110(3)
Draft agenda

3. One or two periods, together totalling a 
maximum of three hours, may be set aside 
in the draft agenda for debates on topical 
and urgent subjects of major importance 
pursuant to Rule 50.

3. One or two periods, together totalling a 
maximum of one and a half hours, may be 
set aside in the draft agenda for debates on 
topical and urgent subjects relating to 
human rights pursuant to Rule 50. 

Justification

This amendment refers to a revised Rule 50, in the event that the Development Committee's 
proposal for such a revision is adopted.  

Amendment 6
Rule 110(3)
Draft agenda

3. One or two periods, together totalling a 
maximum of three hours, may be set aside 
in the draft agenda for debates on topical 
and urgent subjects of major importance 
pursuant to Rule 50.

3. A period may be set aside at each part-
session for a debate of one hour on 
current developments in the field of the 
European Union's external relations 
(Rule 104a (new)).

Justification

This amendment refers to new Rule 104a, in the event that the Development Committee's 
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proposal for such is adopted.

Amendment 7
Rule 110(3)
Draft agenda

3. One or two periods, together totalling a 
maximum of three hours, may be set aside 
in the draft agenda for debates on topical 
and urgent subjects of major importance 
pursuant to Rule 50.

3. A period may be set aside at each part-
session for a debate of one hour on 
violation of human rights (Rule 104b 
(new)).

Justification

This amendment refers to new Rule 104b, in the event that the Development Committee's 
proposal for such is adopted.



RR\4283_2EN.doc 121/130 PE 304.283

EN

11 July 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON WOMEN'S RIGHTS AND EQUAL 
OPPORTUNITIES

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the General Revision of the Rules of Procedure
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Maj Britt Theorin

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Women's Rights and Equal Opportunities appointed Maj Britt Theorin 
draftsman at its meeting of 27 February 2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 20 June and 11 July 2001.

At the last meeting it adopted the following amendments unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Maj Britt Theorin, chairman and draftsman; Anne 
E.M. Van Lancker, vice-chairman; ; Ilda Figueiredo (for Geneviève Fraisse), Fiorella 
Ghilardotti, Heidi Anneli Hautala, Mary Honeyball, María Izquierdo Rojo (for María 
Rodríguez Ramos), Anna Karamanou, Maria Martens, Christa Prets, , Marieke Sanders-ten 
Holte, Miet Smet, Margie Sudre, Joke Swiebel and Lousewies van der Laan.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

Following the Working Document presented by Mrs PROVAN, Vice President, the Bureau 
adopted on 11 December 2000 a series of measures in the context of the Internal Reform. In 
the Decision, the Bureau asked the Committee of Constitutional Affairs to prepare proposals 
to modify the Rules of Procedure. To this effect, Mr CORBETT has presented a draft report.

Your Draftsperson welcomes the efforts to simplify, harmonise and clarify the rules of 
procedure, as this would lead to a stricter application and to more effective use of our 
ressources. Many of today´s rules are too complicated, and some of them are not applied at 
all. 

Your Draftsperson also welcomes the idea to give more influence to committees to decide on 
issues within its proper area of responsibility, as it will certainly encourage Members to 
contribute more actively to committee work. As such a change in procedure will have to be 
followed by proper information not only inside the Parliament but even more to interested 
stocktakers including the press; debates in committees will have to be followed more 
attentively than in the past. Furthermore, active presence of the Council and the Commission 
in committee meeting will have to be ensured.

However, there might be a risk in overemphasizing the legislative work of the Parliament. 
First, own-initiative reports and reports based on non-legislative texts from the Commission 
or other bodies can be politically controversial and need therefore a debate in plenary, which 
has a political setting different from that of the committee. Secondly, non-legislative texts can 
be as politically sensitive or controversial as legislative work, in many cases even of higher 
political interests, and need therefore a broader debate.

Your Draftsperson sees this risk with the proposal contained in Mr CORBETT´s draft report 
to replace Rules 62 and 114 with a new Rule especially for small non-legislative committees. 
This proposed new Rule stipulates that legislative proposals (first reading) and non-legislative 
reports adopted with fewer than five votes against in Committee are placed on the plenary 
agenda for adoption by a single vote, unless one tenth of Members or three political groups 
object. In the Committee on Women´s Rights and Equal Opportunities, it is rare that a report 
is adopted with more than a few votes against. It would be more fair with a rule stating that 
vote without amendments will take place for non-legislative reports, unless one fifth of 
Members participating in the vote objects. Furthermore, your Draftsperson proposes that two 
political groups would be sufficient for placing the report on the plenary agenda. To limit the 
speaking time of the Rapporteur to two minutes in a case of a report without debate, is in the 
opinion of your Draftsperson too strict and should be extended to five minutes.

Mr CORBETT proposes in amendment 46 a new rule in order to make it possible for a 
political group to table an alternative resolution. The proposal seems interesting, but your 
Draftsperson feels that it could create confusion in case it would be possible for a group both 
to table amendments to conclusions and in parallel to table an alternative resolution. 
Furthermore, as such a provision should not concern committee procedure but only plenary, it 
should be proposed as a new Rule, and not as an addition to Rule 140.

Recent experience of the so called Reinforced Hughes Procedure in the Committee on 
Women´s Rights and Equal Opportunities shows that this procedure has not been correctly 
applied neither by Rapporteur nor by the Committee responsible. It might be argued that the 
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reason is that its cases of application provisions are not sufficiently clear. Therefore, it is 
welcomed that rules are formalised, for situations where two committees are almost equally 
responsible for a subject area, or where the competence is divided between two committees. 
Your Drafts-person agrees that in such cases the two Rapporteurs should endavour to agree on 
the texts they propose to their committees and on their position regarding amendments; 
However, it seems then logic that the Chairperson of the opinion-giving committee is 
consulted before the Chairperson of the committee responsible decides which amendments, if 
any, of those voted by the opinion-giving committee fall under the competence, as defined in 
Annex VI, of the the last mentioned committee and should consequently be directly included 
in the final report without vote in the responsible committee.

Finally, your Draftsperson urges the Committee of Constitutional Affairs to go through the 
whole text of the proposal with the aim of making it gender neutral. For example, it is not 
acceptable to use words such as "Draftsman", "he" and "his", when "Draftsperson", "she/he" 
and "her/his" would be preferred throughout the text.

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RULES OF PROCEDURE

AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Women's Rights and Equal Opportunities calls on the Committee on 
Constitutional Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following 
amendments in its report:

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 110 a (new)

Procedure without amendment and debate

1. Any legislative report  (first reading)  
adopted in committee  with fewer than five 
votes against in the final vote and any 
non-legislative report adopted in 
committee with fewer than one fifth of 
Members participating in the vote voting 
against will be placed on the agenda of 
Parliament for vote without amendment.

The President shall place it on the final 
draft agenda of the next or subsequent 
part-session. The item shall then be 
subject to a single vote unless, before the 
adoption of the final draft agenda, one 
tenth of the Members of Parliament or at 
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least two political groups have requested 
in writing that the item be open to 
amendment, in which case the President 
shall fix a deadline for tabling 
amendments.

2. Items placed on the agenda for vote 
without amendment shall also be without 
debate, unless Parliament, when adopting 
its agenda at the start of a part-session, 
decides otherwise on a proposal of the 
Conference of Presidents, or if requested 
by two political groups or one tenth of the 
Members of Parliament.

3. When adopting the final draft agenda 
of a part-session, the Conference of 
Presidents may propose that other items 
be taken without amendment or without 
debate. When adopting its agenda, 
Parliament may not accept such a 
proposal if two political groups or one-
tenth of the Members of Parliament have 
tabled their opposition in writing.

4. When an item is taken without debate, 
the rapporteur may make a statement of 
not more than five minutes immediately 
prior to the vote.

Justification

Amendment 34 of the draft report is modified in order not to exclude many non-legislative 
reports from a debate in plenary.

Amendment 2
Rule 140 a (new)

Alternative resolution

A political group may table an alternative 
resolution to a non-legislative motion for 
a resolution proposed in a committee 
report. In such a case, it shall not table 
amendments to the main resolution. Such 
a motion for a resolution may not be 
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longer than the committee´s motion for a 
resolution. It shall be put to Parliament 
for adoption or rejection in a single vote 
without amendment.

Justification

Amendment 46 in the draft report by the committee for constitutional affairs has been slightly 
modified in order to exclude the possibility for a group to both make amendments to the main 
resolution  and in parallel present a separate resolution. Furthermore, the amendment should 
stand by itself and not be included in Rule 140, as it can be applied only in plenary and not in 
committees.

Amendment 3
Rule 162 a (new)

Enhancend cooperation between committees

Enhanced cooperation between 
committees
When in the opinion of the Conference of 
Presidents, a question falls almost equally 
within the competence of two committees, 
or where different parts of the question 
fall under the competence of two different 
committees, Rule 162 shall apply with the 
following additional provisions:
- the timetable shall be jointly agreed by 
the two committees;
- the two rapporteurs shall endeavour to 
agree on the texts they propose to their 
committees and on their position 
regarding amendments;
- the committee responsible shall accept 
amendments from the committee asked 
for an opinion where they concern 
matters which the chairperson of the 
committee responsible considers, on the 
basis of Annex VI of these Rules, after 
consultation with the Chairperson of the 
Committee for opinion, to fall under the 
competence of the committee asked for on 
opinion, and which do not contradict 
other parts of the draft resolution;
- the chair and rapporteur of the 
committee asked for an opinion shall be 
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included in any delegation to a 
conciliation committee without prejudice 
to Rule 82 (2).

Justification

As a logic consequence of the almost equal responsibility of the two committees, the 
Chairperson of the opinion-giving committee should be consulted before  a decision is taken 
on the field of competences of the amendments.

Amendment 4
Rule 158

Simplified procedure in committee

1.  At each committee meeting the 
chairman shall submit to the committee a 
list of the proposals which in his opinion 
and/or at the President 's 
recommendation should be approved 
without report.

1. Following a first discussion of a 
legislative proposal, the chairperson* may 
propose that it be adopted without 
amendment. Unless at least one fifth of the 
members of the committee object, the 
chairperson* shall present to Parliament a 
report approving the proposal. Rule 110a 
(1) 2nd indent, (2) and (4) shall apply.

The chairman shall put each proposal on 
the list to the committee for decision. 
Unless at least one fifth of the members of 
the committee object, the chairman of the 
committee shall inform the President of 
the approval of the proposal.

Deleted

2. At the recommendation of the President 
or following a proposal from its 
chairman, the committee may deliver its 
views on a proposal in accordance with 
the simplified procedure.

Deleted

Unless at least one fifth of the members of 
the committee object to this procedure, the 
committee chairman shall be deemed to 
have been appointed rapporteur. The 
draft report, consisting of a procedural 
section, a draft legislative resolution and a 
brief explanatory statement, shall be sent 
to the members of the committee. Unless at 
least one fifth of the members of the 
committee object within a set time limit, 
which may not be less than fourteen days 
from the date of dispatch, the report shall 

The chairperson* may alternatively 
propose that she/he* or the rapporteur 
drafts a set of amendments reflecting the 
committee's discussion. If the committee 
so agrees, her/his* amendments  shall be 
sent to the members of the committee. 
Unless at least one fifth of the members of 
the committee object within a set time 
limit, which may not be less than ten days 
from the date of dispatch, the report shall 
be considered as having been adopted by 
the committee. In this case the appropriate 
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be considered as having been adopted by 
the committee. In this case the draft 
legislative resolution contained in the 
report shall be put to the vote in 
Parliament without debate pursuant to 
Rule 114.

draft legislative resolution, and the 
amendments shall be submitted to 
Parliament without debate pursuant to 
Rule 110a (1) 2nd indent (2) and (4). 

3. If at least one fifth of the members of 
the committee object to the procedure 
referred to in paragraph 1 or 2, the 
procedure provided for in Rule 159 
(procedure with report) shall be followed.

Deleted

__________________
*  a gender neutral language should be 

used through out the text of the Rules 
of Procedure.

Justification

Self evident
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16 July 2001

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON PETITIONS

for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs

on the General Revision of the Rules of Procedure 
(2001/2040(REG))

Draftsman: Rainer Wieland

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Petitions appointed Rainer Wieland draftsman at its meeting of 6 March 
2001.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of  19 June 2001, 9 and 10 July 2001.

At the last meeting it adopted the following amendments unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Vitaliano Gemelli, chairman (representing Rainer 
Wieland, draftsman), Roy Perry and Proinsias De Rossa, vice chairmen, Richard A. Balfe (for 
Mark Francis Watts), Herbert Bösch, Felipe Camisón Asensio, Jonathan Evans, Janelly 
Fourtou, Vasco Graça Moura, Margot Keßler, Ioannis Marinos, Véronique Mathieu, Hans-
Peter Mayer, Astrid Thors, Christian Ulrik von Boetticher, Eurig Wyn and Sabine Zissener 
(for Raffaele Costa).
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AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Petitions calls on the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the 
committee responsible, to incorporate the following amendments in its report:

Present text Proposed new text

Amendment 1
Rule 175(2)

Examination of petitions

2. When considering petitions, the 
committee may organise hearings or 
dispatch members to establish the facts of 
the situation in situ.

2. When considering petitions or 
establishing facts, the committee may 
organise hearings of the petitioners or 
general hearings, dispatch members to 
establish the facts of the situation in situ or 
take other appropriate steps.

Amendment 2
Rule 175 (3)

Examination of petitions

3. With a view to preparing its opinions, 
the committee may request the 
Commission to submit documents, to 
supply information and to grant it access to 
its facilities.

3. With a view to preparing its decisions, 
the Committee on Petitions may request 
the Commission to supply it with all 
documents and information that it deems 
necessary and to grant it access to its 
facilities.

The Committee on Petitions shall request 
that representatives of the Presidency-in-
Office of the Council attend its meetings, 
particularly when it notes a possible 
infringement of citizens' rights by a 
Member State

If the Committee considers that it would 
be useful, it may invite the Member State 
to attend the meeting.
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Justification

Once the Commission is of the opinion that Community law may be violated, the presence of a 
Council representative or of the representative of the Member States concerned might be 
necessary.

Amendment 3
ANNEX VI

XVII. Committee on Petitions

3. the implementation of the cooperation 
framework between Parliament, Council 
and Commission on the treatment of 
petitions, as defined in the revised 1989 
Interinstitutional Agreement.

Justification

As concluded in the Perry/Kessler Report, approved by the Parliament on 15 May 2001 (A5-
0088/2001).


