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Symbols for procedures

* Consultation procedure
majority of the votes cast

**I Cooperation procedure (first reading)
majority of the votes cast

**II Cooperation procedure (second reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the common  position
majority of Parliament’s component Members, to reject or amend 
the common position

*** Assent procedure
majority of Parliament’s component Members except  in cases 
covered by Articles 105, 107, 161 and 300 of the EC Treaty and 
Article 7 of the EU Treaty

***I Codecision procedure (first reading)
majority of the votes cast

***II Codecision procedure (second reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the common position
majority of Parliament’s component Members, to reject or amend 
the common position

***III Codecision procedure (third reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the joint text

(The type of procedure depends on the legal basis proposed by the 
Commission)

Amendments to a legislative text

In amendments by Parliament, amended text is highlighted in bold italics. 
Highlighting in normal italics is an indication for the relevant departments 
showing parts of the legislative text for which a correction is proposed, to 
assist preparation of the final text (for instance, obvious errors or omissions 
in a given language version). These suggested corrections are subject to the 
agreement of the departments concerned.
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PROCEDURAL PAGE

By letter of 11 February 2003 the Council consulted Parliament, pursuant to Article 10.6 of 
the ECB Statute, on the ECB recommendation for a Council decision on an amendment to 
Article 10.2 of the Statute of the European System of Central Banks and of the European 
Central Bank (6163/2003 – 2003/0803(CNS)).

At the sitting of 13 February 2003 the President of Parliament announced that he had referred 
the proposal to the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs as the committee 
responsible and the Committee on Constitutional Affairs for its opinion (C5-0038/2003).

The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs had appointed Ingo Friedrich rapporteur 
at its meeting of 17 February 2003.

The committee considered the  ECB recommendation and draft report at its meetings of 18 
February and 10 March 2003.

At the last meeting it adopted the draft legislative resolution by 28 votes to 1, with 4 
abstentions.

The following were present for the vote Christa Randzio-Plath (chairwoman), José Manuel 
García-Margallo y Marfil, Philippe A.R. Herzog, John Purvis (vice-chairmen), , Ingo 
Friedrich (rapporteur), Pervenche Berès, Hans Blokland, Armonia Bordes, Jean-Louis 
Bourlanges (for Brice Hortefeux), Hans Udo Bullmann, Ieke van den Burg (for Mary 
Honeyball), Jonathan Evans, Carles-Alfred Gasòliba i Böhm, Robert Goebbels, Lisbeth 
Grönfeldt Bergman, Christopher Huhne, Othmar Karas, Piia-Noora Kauppi, Werner Langen 
(for Christoph Werner Konrad), Giorgio Lisi (for Renato Brunetta pursuant to Rule 153(2)), 
Astrid Lulling, Ioannis Marinos, Hans-Peter Mayer, Ioannis Patakis, Alexander Radwan, 
Bernhard Rapkay, Karin Riis-Jørgensen, Manuel António dos Santos (for Fernando Pérez 
Royo), Olle Schmidt, Peter William Skinner, Charles Tannock (for Theresa Villiers), Helena 
Torres Marques, Bruno Trentin. , 

The Committee on Constitutional Affairs decided on 18 February 2003 not to deliver an 
opinion.

The report was tabled on 10 March 2003
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LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL

for a Council decision on an amendment to Article 10.2 of the Statute of the European 
System of Central Banks and of the European Central Bank (6163/2003 – C5-0038/2003 
– 2003/0803(CNS))

The proposal is rejected.

DRAFT EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION

on the proposal for a Council decision on an amendment to Article 10.2 of the Statute of 
the European System of Central Banks and of the European Central Bank
(6163/2003 – C5-0038/2003 – 2003/0803(CNS))

(Consultation procedure)

The European Parliament,

– having regard to the ECB Recommendation to the Council (6163/2003)1,

– having regard to Article 10.6 of the ECB Statute, pursuant to which the Council consulted 
Parliament (C5-0038/2003),

- having regard to the Commission Opinion of 19 February 2003 (COM(2003) 81)2

– having regard to Rule 67 of its Rules of Procedure,

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs 
(A5-0063/2003),

 A. Fully aware of the need to reform the ECB Council's voting procedures in view of a 
possible enlargement of EMU, 

B. Observing that the proposed rotation model has been widely criticized for being 
excessively complex, even taking into account the difficulty of the task within the limits 
set by Article 10.6 of the ECB Statute,

C. Emphasising that reform steps must ensure both the full participation of all ECB 
Governing Council members in decision-making, and the adequate representation of the 
euro area economy,

 D. Considering that over the longer term, an increased membership will require more 
efficient decision-making structures,

1 Not yet published 
2 Not yet published 
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1. Rejects the ECB Recommendation;

2. Reaffirms the existing rule whereby all central bank governors of Member States in the 
eurozone  have full and unrestricted voting rights, and whereby the Governing Board of 
the ECB takes decisions by a simple majority vote of its members;

3. Calls for the adoption of a solution at the next Intergovernemental Conference, after 
consulting the European Parliament, which would distinguish between operational 
decisions, to be taken by an enlarged Executive Board of nine Members, adequately 
representing  the euro area economy, and strategic and general monetary policy decisions, 
to be taken by the Governing Council acting on a double majority, based on the 
population of the Member States, the total size of the economy and the relative size 
within it of the financial services sector; 

4. Instructs its President to forward its position to the Council, the Commission, the ECB,  
the Convention and the National Parliaments of the Member States.
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

1. Meeting the challenges of enlargement by reforming the ECB Governing Council

A possible enlargement of EMU could lead to an increase in the number of voting members in 
the ECB Governing Council to 31 or even more. Decision-making will become much more 
difficult under these circumstances, especially when taking into consideration that an enlarged 
EMU might be much more heterogeneous than the existing Euro-zone. This clearly illustrates 
the necessity to reform the voting modalities of the ECB Governing Council. Otherwise the 
credibility of EMU and the ECB might suffer.

2. The recommendation from the ECB

With the Treaty of Nice a new Article 10.6 has been added to the ECB/ESCB-Statute. Article 
10.2 of the Statute, that defines decision-making and voting rights of the ECB Governing 
Council, may be amended by way of an unanimous decision of the Council (meeting in the 
composition of Heads of State or Government), either on the basis of a recommendation from 
the Commission or on the basis of a recommendation from the ECB. In both cases, the 
European Parliament has to be consulted.  

The ECB presented a recommendation on an amendment to Article 10.2 of the Statute on 
February 3rd (ECB/2003/1). The ECB's efforts to launch a recommendation as soon as 
possible after the Nice Treaty coming into force are welcome. 

We should consider the fact that the ECB had to fulfil an extremely ambitious aim, - to make 
the ECB's main decision-making body ready to meet the challenges of enlargement - but 
under the strict limits set out by the "enabling clause" in Art 10.6. Any reform could just 
change the voting modalities in Art. 10.2 of the Statute; more fundamental changes are not 
covered by the enabling clause. Additionally a compromise had to be found that could be 
unanimously accepted by all the current Member States.

It is obviously extremely difficult, if not impossible, to reach a durable reform under these 
circumstances. And indeed there are serious doubts if the proposed amendments to Article 
10.2 of the Statute will fulfil the ECB's self-imposed fundamental criteria of the 'one member, 
one vote' principle, representativeness, transparency, and efficiency, to which the European 
Parliament might add accountability.

2.1 Description of the ECB recommendation

At the heart of he ECB's model is a system for the rotation of voting rights in the Governing 
Council. Each governor finds himself in one of three groups, depending to the ranking of his 
or her respective Member State according to an indicator mainly based on the Member States' 
GDP. These three groups share 15 voting rights while the six members of the Executive 
Board keep their permanent voting rights, so that there are 21 votes in total. The five 
"biggest" countries form the first group, share four voting rights. The remaining governors are 
assigned to the second and third group, according to their ranking position, and share eight 
(group 2) and three (group 3) voting rights respectively. This system is intended to come into 
force when the number of governors (and thus members of EMU) reaches 22. Between 16 and 
21 Member States there is a transition stage with just two instead of three groups. The 
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Governing Council, acting on a two-third majority of all its members, may decide to postpone 
the start of the rotation system until the number of governors exceeds 18.

2.2 Assessment of the ECB recommendation

 One member, one vote principle
While it is true that each governor is treated equally when entitled to vote, the three-class 
system creates an obvious differentiation according to the national origin. As most of the 
accession countries would be in the third group and none of them in the first, the system 
might create a new type of unwanted separation within EMU. 

 Representativeness
As governors from larger Member States have more frequent periods with voting rights, the 
ECB claims that the proposed model would ensure that the Euro-area economy is always 
sufficiently represented. There is however clear indication that the principle of 
"representativeness" is not adequately taken into account by the ECB recommendation. In an 
EMU consisting of 25 countries, it would theoretically be possible for a coalition of small 
countries representing just 10% of the Euro area economy to push through decisions against 
the large countries and the Board members. 

 Transparency
Although the ECB claims that this system would be transparent and comprehensible, it 
appears overly complicated and not especially easy to communicate; it certainly will not 
contribute to the public's understanding of how monetary policy is formulated. Additionally, 
many important features of the model, like the time interval between the rotation of voting 
rights in each group, are left to implementing measures to be adopted by the Governing 
Council. Although there are topics of a purely technical nature here, others do have political 
impact. It is simply unacceptable to leave those issues completely to the ECB Council's own 
decision.

 Efficiency
It is highly questionable whether the ECB's proposal leads to a system that enhances decision-
making in terms of efficiency. All members of the Governing Council would still be able to 
take part in the discussions and present their views, so the alleged simplification in decision-
making, on the grounds that some of them cannot take part in the votes, might be very limited. 
The danger that the ECB cannot react as quickly as necessary is still there. 

 Accountability
This should be an additional test for the European Parliament's assessment of the proposal: If 
the current modalities of monetary policy review through the quarterly Monetary Dialogue 
already seem unsatisfactory to some, the new decision-making structure would make it even 
more difficult to pinpoint who actually bears (co-) responsibility for policy decisions over the 
longer term. 

3. An alternative solution

Obviously the group rotation model recommended by the ECB entails considerable 
drawbacks. It tries to find a durable solution under the given restrictions, but violates several 
principles the Governing Council itself has regarded as essential. A much better solution 
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could and should consider the development of EMU as a dynamic process and thus contain 
several steps: 

3.1 Reforming the Governing Council by a double key voting System 

In the short and even medium term an enlarged EMU will be quite heterogeneous. Differences 
between the Member States regarding their economic structures will remain considerable. 
Both in-depth knowledge and experience of the different national situations, and the ability 
and credibility to communicate ECB policy to market participants and the wider public will 
require the active involvement of all national central bank governors. 

Therefore, we should propose a reform of the Governing Council that really respects the 'one 
member, one vote' principle while meeting the representativeness principle  through  an 
additional, double majority requirement based on the population of the Member States.

1. Each member of the Governing Council always has a voting right, and any decision 
requires the simple majority of votes;

2. Upon request by one or more members of the Governing Council, it has to be verified that 
the governors supporting the simple majority represent a significant share of the Euro area 
population.

The concept for this approach is taken from Article 205 paragraph 4 TEC as it shall apply 
from 1 January 2005 according to the Treaty of Nice on the weighting of votes in the Council 
of the EU, which sets out that for a decision of the Council of Ministers a share of 62% of the 
total population may be required. 

This system has a broad range of advantages:
 It respects the principle "one member, one vote". The solution ensures that the small 

countries always take part in the decisions.
 It ensures an adequate representation of the Euro area economy.
 From a procedural point of view, the fact that verification of the 'double key' is only 

undertaken upon request keeps the system as simple as possible.
 It fits in the new framework of enhanced EU-decision-making after enlargement for the 

voting modalities in the Council from 1 January 2005 are quite similar.
 All necessary changes would be covered by the "enabling clause" of Art. 10.6

3.2 Differentiation between categories of decisions and delegation of operational 
decisions to the Executive Board 

A more fundamental revision of decision-making procedures than outlined above will 
eventually be required due to increased membership of EMU, but would suppose a change in 
the Treaty. Taking the longer view however, once we have gained sufficient experience with 
an enlarged Euro area and achieved progress in the real convergence of  its economy,  we 
should aim for a durable solution with a genuinely European approach, including a delegation 
of operational decisions to an enlarged Executive Board.

This delegation requires a differentiation between operational decisions and 
institutional/strategic decisions. Operational decisions mainly concern interest rate changes 
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and exchange rate policy, for which fast procedures as well as a small, efficient decision-
making body are required. In line with experience in other central banks, a board of perhaps 
nine people (instead of the present six), each with given responsibilities, would best be able to 
reach fast and appropriate decisions whenever these are necessary.
Regarding institutional and strategic decisions - such as on the overall monetary strategy and 
monetary policy instruments - a more elaborate framework involving a higher number of 
decision-makers would be appropriate. So these decisions should remain in the responsibility 
of the Governing Council

Taken together, the introduction of a double-key majority for the Governing Council and the 
proposed delegation of operational decisions to the Executive Board in the longer perspective, 
make for a transparent and efficient system of decision-making, able to accommodate 
additional EMU Member States. 


