
MONDAY, 18 OCTOBER 2010

IN THE CHAIR: JERZY BUZEK
President

(The sitting was opened at 17:05)

1. Resumption of the session

President.   – I declare resumed the session of the European Parliament adjourned on 7
October 2010.

2. Approval of the minutes of the previous sitting: see Minutes

3. Announcements by the President

President.   – To begin with, I would like to inform you briefly of four matters. It was with
great satisfaction that I learned that Mr Liu Xiaobo had received the Nobel Peace Prize. This
champion of human rights is still in jail as a result of his peaceful activity for freedom of
speech in China. We appreciate the Chinese authorities’ latest efforts on the path to attaining
the political, economic and social standards of the free world. However, these are still not
enough, and so we are redoubling our calls for the release of Liu Xiaobo, Hu Jia, winner of
the Sakharov Prize, and other defenders of human rights from prison. The European
Parliament will stand as a permanent guard upholding human rights.

Secondly, this week, the European Parliament is organising a series of events linked with
yesterday’s International Day for the Eradication of Poverty Many of us are wearing badges
relating to this. In addition to plenary debates devoted to this subject, I would like to invite
you to take part in a ceremony at Bronisław Geremek Agora tomorrow at 14:45, in which
UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon will be taking part.

Thirdly, today, for the fourth time, we are observing the EU Day Against Human Trafficking.
We treat this problem very seriously. We are currently negotiating a proposal for a directive
on preventing and combating trafficking in human beings.

Fourthly, and finally, I would like to invite you, on Wednesday at 12:00, to hear a mid-term
review of my Presidency of the Parliament. It will chiefly summarise the progress of the
European Parliament and especially what you have achieved during this time, and also
initiatives which I have personally undertaken, where we are, and where we find ourselves
in a changed European Union, what the European Parliament looks like and cooperation
with other institutions. I believe that you are entitled to this information halfway through
my term of office.

4. Signature of acts adopted under codecision: see Minutes

5. Composition of committees and delegations: see Minutes

6. Documents received: see Minutes

7. Petitions: see Minutes
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8. Oral questions and written declarations (submission): see Minutes

9. Lapsed written declarations: see Minutes

10. Action taken on Parliament’s positions and resolutions: see Minutes

11. Order of business

President.   – The final version of the draft agenda as drawn up by the Conference of
Presidents at its meeting of 14 October 2010, pursuant to Rules 130 and 131 of the Rules
of Procedure, has been distributed. The following amendments have been proposed:

Monday

No changes.

Tuesday

No changes.

Wednesday:

I have received a request from the Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance to defer
the vote relating to the 2012 calendar of part-sessions to one of Parliament’s next
part-sessions. They do want to vote, but at a later date. This motion will be presented by a
representative of the Group of the Greens. Is anyone ready to speak?

Daniel Cohn-Bendit,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Mr President, please excuse
me; I was receiving a report about the situation in Belgium, and I did not fully understand.

If I understand correctly, this is about the vote on the 2012 calendar. Mr President, in our
group, as in others, discussions are taking place on this calendar for, I repeat, 2012.

As it is not a legislative text, there is no debate and there are no amendments. We are simply
voting on the calendar. We call for this vote to be postponed by one part-session and for
it to therefore be held next month in Strasbourg, so that we can make contact with the
other groups and see whether we cannot start taking some tentative steps towards reforming
the calendar.

Francesco Enrico Speroni,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (IT) Mr President, this is the first
time that this Parliament has voted on a calendar so far ahead of time. Yet this is not such
an unusual event because, in effect, the calendar reflects what we have always done; there
are no particular changes.

Contrary to what has been suggested by Mr Cohn-Bendit, it is possible to table amendments,
indeed – according to the e-mail – some members intend to do so. I see no reason in delaying
the vote since, if it is true that the calendar will come into effect in 2012, we will still have
the power and the option to make changes in the event that they are deemed necessary.

(Parliament rejected the request)

Thursday

No changes.

(The order of business was established)
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12. Calendar of part-sessions: see Minutes

13. Improvements in the safety and health at work of pregnant workers and workers
who have recently given birth or are breastfeeding - Precarious women workers
(debate)

President.   – The next item is the joint debate on the following reports:

- A7-0032/2010 by Mrs Estrela, on behalf of the Committee on Women’s Rights and
Gender Equality, on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the
Council amending Council Directive 92/85/EEC on the introduction of measures to
encourage improvements in the safety and health at work of pregnant workers and workers
who have recently given birth or are breastfeeding (COM(2008)0637 - C6-0340/2008 -
2008/0193(COD)), and A7-0264/2010 by Mrs Thomsen, on behalf of the Committee on
Women’s Rights and Gender Equality, on precarious women workers (2010/2018(INI)).

Edite Estrela,    rapporteur. – (PT) I would firstly like to thank the shadow rapporteur and
the rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs for
the collaboration and the work which we have accomplished together. A word of thanks
is also due to many non-governmental organisations and unions, to the experts who
participated in the presentation workshop for the financial impact study, to the secretariats
of the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality and of my political group, to
the Policy Department of the European Parliament, and to my assistants. All of them were
tireless, and showed great professionalism and ability.

This directive is already eighteen years old, and it is outdated. The process of revising it has
been long and problematic. It is now time for Parliament to decide, without further delay,
to meet the expectations and needs of European families.

The proposals adopted by the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality ensure
the twin objectives arising from extending the legal basis: defending health and safety in
the workplace for workers who are pregnant, who have recently given birth, or who are
breastfeeding, and promoting gender equality and the reconciliation of professional and
family life. At the same time, this will help to stem the demographic decline of recent
decades.

One hundred years ago, the European population made up 15% of the world population.
In 2050 it is not expected to make up more than 5%. Ageing and the consequent reduction
of the active population undermine the sustainability of social security systems and
economic growth itself. For this reason, motherhood cannot be viewed as an illness or a
burden on the economy, but rather as a service to society.

The duration of maternity leave in the 27 Member States varies between 14 and 52 weeks,
and payment for leave is also very varied, with 100% of earnings being paid in 13 countries.
I realise that the current economic climate is not favourable to increasing social spending,
but this is a good investment in our collective future, and it does not have the high costs
that many are claiming it does. The financial impact study concludes that the costs of the
Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality’s proposal will be completely covered
if it contributes to an increase of only 1% in the participation of women in the labour
market. These are balanced and workable proposals, in line with the recommendations of
the International Labour Organisation and the World Health Organisation.
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Twenty weeks is a sufficient amount of time to help women to recover from childbirth,
encourage breastfeeding and enable firm bonds to be formed between mother and child.
A longer period of time could affect the reintegration of women into the labour market.
A payment of 100% of earnings is fair because families should not be financially penalised
for having the children that they want and, moreover, the children that Europe needs to
tackle the demographic challenge.

The right to paternity leave is already recognised in 19 Member States, with payment of
80% or 100% of average earnings. The involvement of fathers in their children’s lives
contributes to their healthy physical and psychological development. It is a right for fathers
and children.

Throughout the whole process, I have expressed my complete openness to a broader
consensus, and I hope that those who care about the well-being of women, families and
children will support this report. In view of the Europe 2020 strategy objectives, there will
be no justification for maternity leave not being a period of 20 weeks, paid in full, from
2020. I therefore urge you to support Amendments 126, 127 and 128. For the same
reason, I cannot support amendments which scandalously aim to reduce the rights of
families.

Britta Thomsen,    rapporteur. – (DA) Mr President, we are having this debate today on
women’s working conditions because women and men experience different conditions
on the labour market. Women are trailing a long way behind men when it comes to wages,
pensions, top jobs and executive positions. More than ever, therefore, we need the EU to
take initiatives that improve the position of women on the labour market so that we can
bring Europe into line with the treaty. We must ensure that women – whether they are
from Portugal or Poland, Belgium or Bulgaria – are guaranteed equality on the labour
market.

A major and important step towards complete equality is a new and modern piece of EU
legislation on maternity leave. There are many good reasons for us to have new legislation
on maternity leave in Europe. First and foremost, there is a risk that, before long, the EU
will face a demographic crisis – a crisis that could be at least as serious as the economic
crisis in which we still find ourselves. Women in the EU are quite simply not having enough
children. If we are to retain our competitiveness in the future and create growth, which is
necessary in order to maintain our level of prosperity, more children need to be born in
the EU. We therefore need a maternity leave law that motivates families to have children.

A common high standard for maternity leave is essential in order to create an effective
internal market. An internal market should not only be about cheap goods – it is just as
important to ensure high social standards for workers. We must not have disparate
competitive conditions, where it could be advantageous to lower the conditions for women,
who will then become victims of social dumping.

Fathers must also have the right to two weeks’ paternity leave on full pay. If we are to create
equality between men and women, we need to understand that men also play an important
role in connection with paternity leave. This will have a beneficial effect on equality, the
children and, not least, the fathers themselves.

We hear from the lobbyists for professional associations that this is a crazy thing to do
and that we cannot afford better maternity leave legislation. I would venture to claim that
quite the opposite is true. We cannot afford not to ensure that we have new, modern
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maternity leave legislation. It is a question of the health and safety of the EU’s women and
children. Thus, this is not something that we should gamble with.

We must increase the participation of women on the labour market throughout the EU.
The objective of the EU 2020 strategy is to get 75% of all women on to the labour market.
As we know that currently, only 60% of women work, this will be a major challenge. We
must succeed, however, and there is no doubt that good facilities for childcare are the way
forward. A second and equally important initiative, however, is full pay during maternity
leave. Only by preventing discrimination against women can we get more women on to
the labour market.

Another important step towards more equality on the labour market is the report on
precarious women workers, for which I was rapporteur. Unfortunately, the situation is
such that women are significantly over-represented when it comes to these jobs. Women
employed in private homes, in particular, have very precarious working conditions,
characterised, among other things, by little or no job security, no social security, a high
risk of discrimination and a poor working environment. We must not allow women to
work under such poor conditions. The EU should therefore support the Member States to
enable the precarious jobs to be replaced by proper jobs with decent working conditions.
For a long time, we have neglected to focus on these vulnerable women, and it is my hope
that the Commission will take this report seriously and help to take care of some of the
EU’s most vulnerable citizens.

Maroš Šefčovič,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Mr President, I am very glad that I can
replace Vice-President Reding tonight in this very important debate because we are going
to discuss two very topical reports which are at the heart of fundamental rights and gender
equality. On behalf of the Commission, I would like to warmly thank the two rapporteurs,
Ms Thomsen and Ms Estrela, who both have done tremendous work.

These two reports concern the often challenging situation of women in the EU labour
market. The contribution of women is crucial to meeting our ambitious targets of an overall
employment rate of 75% by 2020, but this cannot be done without ensuring the
fundamental rights of women workers. This is what we are going to discuss tonight.

Let me start with precarious women workers. We have made a lot of progress in integrating
women into the labour market during the last few years. As we know, women are more
likely to be in precarious jobs than men. Certain forms of precarious work performed by
women, such as paid domestic work and care, are simply not visible on the labour market.
If women do not have decent jobs, they cannot enjoy economic independence – which is
a prerequisite for having control over their lives.

We need to tackle the reasons why women are more likely to have precarious jobs: the
stereotypes, the unequal sharing of family and household tasks, and the undervaluation
of female-dominated jobs. We also need to ensure that the growing female migrant
workforce, which is often exploited in the grey economy, is integrated into the labour
market. Our new equality strategy covers all these issues and we need to mobilise all the
instruments available to make progress in implementing it.

If you allow me, I shall add some remarks on the pregnant workers directive.

It is quite clear that stronger maternity leave standards at EU level are crucial to ensuring
the health and safety of the mother and child, as are increasing participation of women in
the labour market, changing family models and dealing with demographic pressure.
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The main points of the Commission proposals include extension of maternity leave by
four weeks to reach the International Labour Organisation recommendations;
encouragement to grant a higher allowance; more flexibility for women to work until
shortly before giving birth; and the right to ask for flexible working hours.

With this, the Commission aims to protect women’s employment rights, give women
sufficient time to recover from birth and bond with her child, and allow women to be
financially secure during the maternity leave.

I would therefore like to compliment Ms Estrela on her work on this comprehensive report
which, in many ways, improves the Commission’s original proposal.

Firstly, the Commission fully agrees with the emphasis on the role of fathers. The
reinforcement of parental leave through the new directive adopted earlier this year is an
important step forward. However, introducing paternity leave under the maternity directive
is neither in line with the overall objective we are pursuing, nor with the legal basis on
which the proposal is made. The proposal is based on Article 153 on health and safety at
work for pregnant women, and on Article 157 which allows the EU to intervene in the
field of equal pay for men and women.

Having said that, I would like to underline that the Commission will consider this issue
further. It is currently undertaking an in-depth cost/benefit study on the subject in view of
a possible separate initiative in this area. Similarly, the Commission cannot accept
weakening a woman’s right to refuse night work.

As regards the lengths of the leave and the payment to be received by women during this
period, I would like to say the following. Vice-President Reding has met many Ministers
over the last few months and they have explained that the national leave systems work
well and that it is not possible, given the current financial constraints, to increase the length
or payment, but the Commission made it very clear that it is not prepared to reduce the
level of ambition of this proposal.

This being so, I would like to stress that the Commission aims to set the minimum level
of protection which takes into account the different models of reconciliation and
family-related leave in the Member States. The Commission believes that its proposal would
constitute a good basis for an agreement between Parliament and the Council. The
Commission would also like to thank Parliament for introducing a number of amendments
which either strengthen or clarify the proposals.

To sum up, the proposal should aim to strengthen the protection of the health and safety
of women, increase their employment prospects and help tackle demographic ageing. I
very much look forward to your contributions and suggestions for both these very
important items.

IN THE CHAIR: ROBERTA ANGELILLI
Vice-President

Rovana Plumb,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs.
– (RO) Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, as rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee
on Employment and Social Affairs, I wish to tell you that our intention has been to
contribute, through the improvements set out in this report, to those policies which will

18-10-2010Debates of the European ParliamentEN6



help achieve the objective of increasing the employment rate and improving health and
safety conditions at work.

However, when we talk about the EU 2020 strategy objectives, we must think about people
and put people first, which means women in this context. The new approach which we
are adopting is that motherhood must stop being penalised, especially with the birth rate
falling, not to mention the population getting older and poorer, thereby creating an urgent
problem in terms of the sustainability of social security schemes.

All the measures we are proposing will protect women at work, both when pregnant and
after giving birth. The measures proposed by the report are also an investment in Europe’s
future. We want guaranteed, fully paid maternity leave. Let us think about the need to stop
penalising motherhood in the European Union in the 21st century and to ensure that
women enjoy all the conditions worthy of a decent job.

Thomas Händel,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs.
– (DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, we have undoubtedly made progress in
recent years on the issue of equality between men and women, yet there are still many
women who are forced into low-skilled jobs. That applies not just to activities that are
traditionally carried out within the family. The deregulation that has taken place in recent
years has frequently resulted in employment that provides mandatory social insurance
being replaced by employment conditions that are atypical, precarious and uncertain.
Women, in particular, have been affected by this. The trend in employment in Europe
between 2000 and 2010 is for 60% to be made up of new, precarious and atypical types
of employment, primarily – two thirds – taken up by women. Women are frequently
debarred from democratic participation in organisations by virtue of being employed on
a part-time basis and on precarious conditions. Yet women are now much more committed
and better trained than in any previous generation. Nonetheless, on average, they earn
25% less than men.

The Committee on Employment and Social Affairs has looked into this matter intensively
and has developed good proposals on the issue of female employment: inclusion in social
security systems regardless of job status; the establishment of childcare facilities; aligning
retirement pensions and social systems with independent living; and organising work
according to ‘good work’ principles. All this is essentially contained in the report on
precarious women workers. The Employment Committee is satisfied with the results of
this work and urges the House to vote in favour of the report presented.

Anna Záborská,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (SK) This report is already the second attempt
to formulate the position of the Parliament regarding minimum standards of protection
for mothers in the European Union.

The opinions of nearly all of the 27 delegations in the seven groups differ. This equally
applies to my own Christian Democrat group. Until today, many MEPs have recognised
the consequences of our voting for their national economies since the aforementioned
study took into consideration only 10 of the Member States. I have been in politics for 20
years and only rarely have I experienced a situation this complex. Human life begins in the
body of the mother and that is why we must protect her health before as well as after the
birth. Protection of the mother as a social expense factor must not become an obstacle for
her employment. The mother must not be in conflict with the woman worker. If we suggest
to young, educated women that they ought to have children, and simultaneously refuse
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to recognise their motherhood and fail to give them the opportunity to care for their
children, we shall never succeed in reversing demographic development.

Protection of the mother should be considered in relation to care for the father, the natural
framework of the family, and the necessity of motherly love for the newborn. Babies are
more than future tax payers. I personally agree with the maximum requirements proposed
by the report. At the same time, I advocate provisions supporting the reintegration of
mothers should they decide to return to the labour market. However, it is unfortunate to
speak of protection of mothers in conjunction with equal opportunities. I would personally
prefer that the Commission put forward a proposal that would take into consideration
a comprehensive view of pregnancy, birth and the subsequent healthcare. This directive
may be in force for two decades; today, we are merely at the beginnings of a long and
difficult decision-making process. I am asking whether we intend to assess future social
and economic development solely according to our current financial situation. All of this
is at stake today.

Marc Tarabella,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, although the Commissioner has spoken on behalf of Mrs Reding
and the Commission to express the Commission’s reservations about integrating paternity
leave into the text, I should like to take the floor today, above all, on behalf of all the fathers
in Europe who do not yet have the right to paternity leave.

Nature did not grant us the right to give birth, but can society deprive us of the right to
share the first moments of our children’s lives? Let us not forget that fathers are parents
too. Society must allow us to make the most of our sons and daughters so that we can
forge a special bond with them from birth.

That is why I call on all my fellow Members to vote overwhelmingly in favour of the
introduction of two weeks’ fully paid paternity leave throughout the European Union.
While I am on this subject, I also call on the European Commission and the Council to
support us, and I repeat: how can you go against our request for the establishment of a
new right for fathers at European level?

I also call on all my fellow Members to support the Estrela report in its entirety. As for
those who cite the economic crisis as an argument for denying women a more acceptable
length of maternity leave and, even more so, adequate pay, and men paternity leave, I ask
them straight: why do you always go back on the social acquis when there is an economic
crisis?

Do you not realise that all the economic costs will be offset by greater female participation
in the labour market, less discrimination, gender equality, a better work-life balance and,
therefore, in the long term, real economic benefits?

Lastly, to those who wish to sacrifice fathers and mothers on the altar of the economic
crisis, I repeat: we cannot cut corners where fundamental rights are concerned. This fight
is also for a more humane society, and in these times of crisis, the family is increasingly
our last bastion against the upheavals of life.

Siiri Oviir,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (ET) Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, for
years, the European Parliament has consistently called for the protection of pregnant
employees and the updating of existing legislation relating to maternity leave. The directive
dealing with this issue has been in existence for 18 years. Europe’s demographic future is
not encouraging, and, having discussed this situation, we adopted a resolution in this
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Chamber in 2008 which called for the adoption of measures relating to the length and
protection of maternity leave, having ensured that, with an appropriate policy, it is possible
to influence the fertility curve, creating a financially and psychologically beneficial
environment for the family.

The European Union treaty currently in effect gives us in this Parliament a legal basis to
adopt the directive under discussion. We have talked a lot about equal opportunities for
men and women, equal rights in the labour market, and it is clear that longer maternity
leave, and paternity leave too, will create a better basis for that. It is a fact that pregnancy
and childbirth are a burden for a woman’s body. The directive aims to protect women’s
health. It is therefore important to have a period of leave which would allow for the
restoration of health, but which would also allow the mother to breastfeed her children
for their health and development.

I would like to say a few words about paternity leave. Who else but the child’s father should
be supporting the child at this time? I support the introduction of paternity leave,
compensating such leave by analogy with maternity leave. Our citizens often complain to
us that European Union legislation is complicated – do you not understand this? Let us
not make the situation more complicated, but let us add leave covering the same period
of time as maternity leave to the directive regulating it. As for the cost: we are in an economic
crisis, or rather, we are exiting it, but this is not a justification for fervently not wanting to
pay for maternity leave the amount that would be appropriate in the 21st century. The
analysis has shown that we only need to raise women’s employment by 1% and the costs
would be balanced.

Raül Romeva i Rueda,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (ES) Madam President, this is
not a good time for motherhood, but even less so for fatherhood.

This is because some political forces and some business groups are still stuck in an
old-fashioned perception that having children is exclusively women’s work.

Well, ladies and gentlemen, that is not the case. Not in any way. It is a social responsibility
that should be borne collectively by the whole of society. That is what we are talking about
today. That is what we are discussing: who has to bear the responsibility and the cost of
having children, who must also be our future?

Obviously, only women can get pregnant and give birth. No one is disputing that. What
we are discussing here is women being the only ones who have to bear that cost in their
professional lives and shoulder that responsibility in their personal lives.

At the end of the last parliamentary term, we had the opportunity to make a giant leap
forward on this issue at European level, and we were unable to do so because a large
proportion of this House – the most conservative section of this House: groups from the
Group of the European Peoples Party (Christian Democrats) and the Group of the Alliance
of Liberals and Democrats for Europe, some delegations, not all, but some delegations –
prevented it. This prevented mothers today from having more rights. We should not forget
that.

What we have on the table today is a fresh opportunity to correct part of that problem.
The Estrela report, which has already been adopted by the Committee on Women’s Rights
and Gender Equality, is a good point for compromise and consensus, which I believe we
should support on Wednesday when we vote.
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It gives more rights to working pregnant women in Europe, it ensures that their salaries
are maintained, and it also obliges fathers to take their share of the responsibility, as well
as ensuring that pregnant women will not lose rights if they move between European
Union countries. All of this is important, and we should not, under any circumstances,
lose sight of it.

If, during the votes on Wednesday, we lose some of these fundamental points, I think it is
important that we are clear and that European parents are clear that it has not happened
by chance, and that the argument of the economic crisis cannot be used in such an important
context.

There is obviously a crisis, and we need to take responsibility for it. Mothers, however, do
not have to take any responsibility for it. This is understandable if we realise that we are
not talking about a cost, but an investment. It is an investment in the future and in much
healthier societies.

This is the debate that we will have during the vote on Wednesday. I am in favour of
supporting the report by Mrs Estrela, and I am in favour of the majority of this House doing
exactly the same, because if not, we will be risking not only the health of working mothers,
but also the welfare state that we have worked for so long to achieve in Europe.

Marina Yannakoudakis,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Madam President, a well-known
businessman once said equality legislation, taken too far, actually reduces the chances of
women gaining employment.

Businesses are not allowed to ask a woman if she is going to have a baby, so it is easy – they
just do not employ her. And that, unfortunately, is the grim reality of compulsory full pay
maternity leave in this report.

Couple this with the economic effect on SMEs – in the UK, £2.6 billion; Germany, EUR
1.7 billion – and this report is positively dangerous in today’s economic climate.

However, if the maternity clause were removed, what a difference that would make. The
report would focus on its original mandate, that of the health and safety of pregnant workers
and those who have recently given birth.

I ask my colleagues in the Committee on Women's Rights and Gender Equality to get back
to basics and do what is right for women. Women need to have choices. They need to have
the tools to make these choices. Employers need to be able to support women without it
meaning they are no longer economically viable. Member States need to strengthen their
economies too, thereby creating opportunities.

The ECR has put forward an amendment which deals with many of the issues created by
the full pay compulsory leave clause and I would ask my colleagues to support this
amendment and make this report workable.

The EU is not here to create social engineering with its policies. The idea that paid maternity
leave will encourage women to have children is naive. Children are for life. The cost is for
life. So please do not tell me that we will increase the population by giving 20 weeks fully
paid maternity leave.

There are a lot of weaknesses in this report. The impact assessment the ECR requested has
proved this. The question now is whether we strengthen it at this stage or send it back to
the drawing board.
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Eva-Britt Svensson,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (SV) The debate on the Maternity
Leave Directive and the own-initiative report on precarious women workers touches on
the most important reason for all work to promote equality. The opportunity and
prerequisites for women to be able to support themselves form the platform for equality
in all political areas. This coming Wednesday, we will have the opportunity to open the
way for women to participate fully on the labour market.

I regret the fact that, in 2010, we are still talking about maternity leave rather than parental
leave. For me, it is self-evident that children have the right to both of their parents and I
believe that we should also take a look at the Convention on the Rights of the Child in this
case. We are discussing the rights of mothers and of fathers, but we also need to discuss
the right – the unconditional right – of a child to build a close relationship with both
parents.

We have talked very loudly about the costs of this leave and in quite a different tone to the
one we used to discuss millions of euro in support for banks and the motor industry, among
other things. Sometimes I ask myself whether it is easier to accept costs in traditional
masculine areas than it is in connection with equality issues and the right of a child to have
both parents.

I also think that the costs have been discussed without taking account of the benefits both
to the individual and in socio-economic terms that this proposal entails. Many have talked
about the demographic future, that too few children are being born. However, we now
have the opportunity to try to ensure that it is possible to have more children.

The Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left and I support
Mrs Estrela’s and Mrs Thomsen’s proposals, which we voted on in the Committee on
Women’s Rights and Gender Equality, where we improved the possibilities.

However, I see a number of problems for certain Member States that currently have
considerably better parental leave. I would like this to be legislation that confers rights,
rather than imposing an obligation on one parent. I would also like the Convention on the
Rights of the Child and a child’s right to both parents to be much more evident.

There are also problems with the levels of remuneration in certain Member States. Someone
mentioned here in this debate that today employers ask women of child-bearing age whether
they intend to have children. I therefore hope that in the future, in the very near future, we
will ask the same question of fathers, as children – one again – are the concern of both
parents. That is something that we need to take seriously.

Mara Bizzotto,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen,
the road towards a female-friendly Europe is still long and arduous. The statistics are quite
clear: the global crisis has struck the labour market, putting female employment, which
shrunk by a further 0.7 percentage points in 2008, to a difficult test. Notwithstanding the
provocations which, with regard to equal opportunities and employment, periodically fuel
euro-propaganda, for which support is waning, to date, concrete measures have still not
been adopted to guarantee women real fulfilment as both workers and mothers.

The Europe of the future needs to radically rethink its own welfare model and not simply
change its label from time to time. The directive which aligns the institution of maternity
leave in Europe is therefore positive, but the decision to address on the sidelines, in the
same report, the complementary and equally important issue of paternity leave, is
unproductive.
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The greater integration of women is not only a moral value, but also a strategic objective
for the sustainability of the much publicised European social model, which continues to
leave me unconvinced, given the lack of results.

Edit Bauer (PPE).   – (HU) The proposal on maternity leave is inherently a health and
safety provision, and the primary reason why the 1992 directive needs to be amended in
terms of improving mothers’ living conditions is that the International Labour Organisation
adopted an international convention in 2000, setting the minimum length of maternity
leave at 18 weeks. In the meantime, however, we can witness such a diversified development
– in terms of the length of maternity leave, financing and the level of allowances – of various
healthcare systems due to the combination of maternal and parental leave that it is now
practically impossible to find a common denominator. Despite the good intentions we all
have, whether we sit on the right or left side in this House, we are unable to make a decision
which is received positively and welcomed by each Member State.

The good solution would have been to stay on the grounds of health and safety in this
proposal, and strengthen equal opportunities in a different provision. When I tabled the
report on gender pay gap in this House, I pointed out the disadvantageous situation of
mothers returning to the labour market after the birth of their first child. Therefore, equal
opportunities are also problematic, and we must resolve this issue. However, as long as
fathers and mothers are unable to perform the same task in terms of giving birth, that is,
fathers cannot give birth to a child, we probably have to resolve equal opportunities in
other areas. The issue of equal opportunities must be resolved, and we have to make
progress in this respect, as well, but not in this directive. We have missed the opportunity
to modernise the combination of parental and maternity leave.

Silvia Costa (S&D).   – (IT) Madam President, Commissioner, I believe that Parliament
has a great opportunity today to reiterate that motherhood is a social value, that the
protection of a mother’s health and that of her child must be strengthened, that a female
worker must not be discriminated against for being a mother in finding and keeping a job,
and that childcare should be better shared with fathers.

Notwithstanding the current crisis – as has already been highlighted – we must make the
same observation which has already been made by the most advanced economists: the
impact assessment which has been carried out shows the need for a more far-sighted and
holistic approach. Today’s costs, which can potentially be staggered, are a social and
economic investment in the greater well-being of children, fewer diseases and the greater
participation of women in the labour market.

Many claim that there will not be an increased and appropriately trained and qualified
female workforce without a new welfare system and new opportunities to achieve a
work-life balance: I fully agree with and thank the rapporteurs, Mrs Estrela and Mrs Plumb,
for the complex work they have carried out, as I do all Members who have strived to find
common ground.

I also agree with the facility which, I believe, many of us wanted, and which will provide
mothers of disabled children, and in the case of adoptions and multiple births, with greater
opportunities to have flexible working hours, the reversal of the burden of proof against
breaches of the law and greater protection from dismissal. Furthermore, I proposed, together
with other Members, that with respect to the compulsory six weeks’ leave following
childbirth, a safeguard clause be provided for those countries where legislation provides
this compulsory period prior to childbirth too.
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In conclusion, I hope that now, over these two days, we will be willing to find common
ground so that we do not miss the important opportunity to adopt this directive in this
parliamentary term as well.

Antonyia Parvanova (ALDE).   – Madam President, when speaking about sharing family
responsibilities equally between men and women – and ultimately moving towards the
goal of a more equal society in the context of promoting the best interests of the child in
reconciliation policies – we have to remember that we are representing the people here in
this House rather than the Council view. Recently, I have noticed that there have been too
many people from Permanent Representations going round and lobbying MEPs, which I
do not feel is acceptable under our rules and the principle of independently elected MEPs.

It is argued that increasing maternity leave imposes higher costs on the private and public
sector at a time of economic crisis, but this is only 0.01% of GDP and we are talking about
EUR 2 billion. At the same time, I have compared the military budget of the countries
mentioned. That budget has actually increased by EUR 3 billion in one year and this has
not been questioned either in this House or in their parliaments.

However, in a time of growing economic uncertainty and while we are facing demographic
changes, it is vital to support flexible leave policies, which may help to reverse current
demographic trends. We should make our joint commitment to ensuring that women
across Europe become part of the labour market and that their life choice is taken seriously
through higher female labour market participation, with greater value being accorded to
childhood and the importance of balancing family and working life.

In conclusion, I would strongly highlight that the European welfare system and measures
as stipulated in this directive are of value and not a burden to the European market.

Marije Cornelissen (Verts/ALE).   – Madam President, it is very clear from the amendments
submitted by some colleagues in ALDE, PPE and ECR — though luckily not all of them –
that they have sold their souls to short-sighted corporate interests and to lobbyists from
Member States who do not care about women’s rights. If those amendments are adopted,
life for new mothers and fathers in the EU will not improve.

If leave is not properly paid, only those women whose jobs do not matter can take it up.
You, my dear colleagues on the right, are perpetuating a traditional system with a male
breadwinner and his little wife, with her little job on the side, kept neatly under his thumb.
For her, it does not really matter how much the compensation is. But any independent
woman who actually financially provides for her family had better get back to work after
the six compulsory weeks – if the rest is poorly paid – whether or not she is still bleeding;
and she can forget about offering her child a good start by breastfeeding.

I hope with all my heart that those who really want to make life better for new mothers
and fathers will win this vote. This directive could be a cornerstone of a modern labour
market policy for the ageing society. The future needs politicians brave enough to have
their own opinions, who can look a bit further ahead, and who have a vision for a society
with many more working mothers and many more caring fathers. The future can certainly
do without those who buckle at the knees as soon as business CEOs with only the next
financial report on their minds, and national ministers with only the next elections on their
minds, start lobbying.

Tadeusz Cymański (ECR).   – (PL) The significance of this directive goes beyond the
problem of equality for women and help for women during maternity. We must look at
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this in a wider context, not just in a social but also in an economic context, over a longer
period of time. There is a certain paradox in that by trying, understandably and logically,
to protect current financial management practices, we could lose a great deal both
economically and financially in future generations.

Many experts believe that one of the main problems in Europe, which could possibly be
the most important problem of all, is the demographic collapse. Progress in medicine, an
improvement in living conditions and a drop in natural population growth mean a very
old and very costly Europe in the future. Even today, the cost of caring for the elderly is
estimated at almost 2% of Europe’s GDP. The reasons for the drop in population growth
are very complex and transcend social issues and material security. However, there is no
doubt that the new proposals contained in the directive will create a significant impetus
which will help many women in Europe to decide to have children.

Madam President, the level of support for pregnant women workers is very varied in
European countries. The significance of this directive will be felt particularly in those
countries where the scope of protection is very weak, and where support for families is
very low or even non-existent, including when it comes to looking after older children.
This is why I would like to thank everyone who worked on this directive, especially for
their sympathy for women in other countries who will be able to face the future with
greater hope. As far as the children are concerned, of course they want a happy mother
who is not afraid that she will lose her job and who is not afraid that she will not be able
to feed them or bring them up. Once again, thank you, and I am counting on a compromise
in Wednesday’s vote. Thank you very much.

Jacky Hénin (GUE/NGL).   – (FR) Madam President, these reports are along the right lines
and deserve much more publicity. Eighty-five per cent of involuntary part-time work and
80% of low paid jobs are carried out by women. Women’s pay is 27% lower than men’s.
Fifty per cent of women have a pension of less than EUR 600. The majority of the cases of
false declarations or undeclared work that are uncovered concern women. Even now, in
the 21st century, we are still discovering cases of slavery in Europe, and every one involves
a woman.

Yes, everything that can be done must be done to successfully eradicate scandalous practices
towards women in the workplace and in society. However, it will take more than goodwill.
The expected gains are so large and the penalties incurred considered so small that there
are – to put it bluntly – ‘bastards’ who have no hesitation in continuing to exploit human
beings as if they were mere cattle. We must, as a matter of the utmost urgency, make the
Member States face up to their responsibilities and demand the strictest possible penalties
for those who consider themselves above the law.

Giancarlo Scottà (EFD).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to
draw your attention to a sector in which conditions for the female workforce continue to
be precarious. I refer to the agricultural sector, a sector in which women focus on innovation
and, at the same time, on revitalising traditions and preserving agricultural heritage, keeping
rural territory alive. Yet female workers encounter a range of obstacles in their working
activities, having to reconcile their working life with family life.

Mrs Thomsen, in her report, provides a figure which gives us food for thought: in the
agricultural sector, 86% of female workers are employed part-time. Furthermore, the entry
of young women into this sector is fraught with difficulty and for this reason, women
managing the farms are often over 65. On the other hand, some other women assume the
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position of supporting partner, or rather, they help with their husband’s farm, without
being entitled to a legal status and without being appropriately remunerated.

I would argue, therefore, that it is necessary to protect women and their employment in a
sector in which their work is often temporary and seasonal, support them in the area of
health and safety, and ensure they receive fair pay and appropriate recognition for their
work.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, when we speak of
reconciliation, we mean those initiatives which, taking into consideration the needs of the
family and the needs of workers, allow a balance to be struck between professional and
family life. We are talking, therefore, about support mechanisms, without which a woman
who works for pleasure, career ambition or, above all, out of necessity, faces a dilemma
and the most drastic, and almost always final decision, is to leave her job. Once she has left
the labour market, returning to it is yet more difficult. Such a situation brings a strong
sense of frustration, on the one hand, and great economic sacrifices, on the other.

The text which is being debated today proposes numerous support mechanisms for female
workers, providing the basis for legal certainty which will give women freedom of choice
and, as a consequence, a real work-life balance. I would also like to highlight another aspect
with regard to the position of precarious female workers: as has been said, too often, women
continue to endure inequality with regard to employment opportunities, quality of work
and remuneration. With regard to the quality of work, it should be noted that women, very
often, do not report abuses and are compelled to accept employment at the fringes of
legality in order to obtain a sufficient income to support their family. It is time to bring an
end to this.

It is necessary, therefore, to monitor all misconduct by employers with regard to female
workers. Any infringement must be prosecuted and punished without qualification. Our
commitment must continue to move in the direction of social policies which are increasingly
just and effective.

Zita Gurmai (S&D).   – Madam President, the report we are now discussing is crucial for
parents and children in Europe as well as for Europe as a community. The provisions in
this piece of legislation contribute to ensuring that all women across Europe have the same
minimum rights and assistance when deciding to have children. They also ensure that
women who decide to have children are not punished financially for their choice to be
mothers by trying to combine it with their careers.

A very important factor is Europe’s demographic challenge. Falling birth rates and an
ageing population and, as a consequence, a falling labour force, are putting a huge strain
on maintaining economic growth, especially in times of crisis.

Is the solution one of encouraging women not to have children, or following an American
model where women have no or little support and have to go back to work before they
have even recovered from giving birth? If it is, then I say no. Not having children is more
expensive for the community in the long run. Women need to recover from giving birth
in order to be ready to enter the labour market again. Allowing them 18 weeks is a minimum
and they should not be punished for this by direct or indirect cuts.

In 24 EU Member States out of 27, it is the governments who contribute to the maternity
leave and not businesses. Would businesses not want to invest in the young women they
have recruited and trained? We should have social responsibility. Knowing that the EU and
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its Member States have spent an enormous amount of money on rescuing banks, we have
to ask why money must always be saved at the expense of women. Fathers should also be
able to take time off to spend with their newborn babies.

We keep on talking about shared responsibilities and now we can do something about it.
Some here believe that it is not acceptable. Hopefully, Commissioner Šefčovič will show
us that he is going to be very clear and progressive on this.

Elizabeth Lynne (ALDE).   – Madam President, this directive was always intended, quite
rightly, to provide minimum standards to protect pregnant workers and women who are
breastfeeding. However, I find that some of the amendments from the Committee on
Women’s Rights and Gender Equality and the Committee on Employment and Social
Affairs go too far.

They do not take into account the different traditions in different Member States. Some
countries have maternity leave, some have paternity leave as well, and some have parental
leave. They are paid in totally different ways and at different rates – some from the social
security systems, some from businesses and some are a mixture. We must not ruin some
very good systems.

My amendments try to address the difficulty of achieving something that will suit all
Member States. Bringing in full pay would, in my opinion, stop a lot of young people – or
young women in particular – being employed. I am pleased that the second impact
assessment was at least more detailed than the first. As you know, it said that it would cost
the ten Member States over EUR 7 billion a year if full pay was included. It did not even
look at the other 17 Member States, and I assume the cost of bringing in full pay for them
would also be problematic.

As far as compulsory leave is concerned, I have always believed that it is for the mother
herself to decide what time to take off and when to take it off. In the 1960s and 70s, we
fought for equal rights for women – not for them to be dictated to – and we seem to be
going backwards instead of forwards.

Andrea Češková (ECR).   – (CS) I have serious concerns that two quite different things
are being confused relating to the protection of women: the employment conditions of
women employees and the legal position of self-employed women, or entrepreneurs. When
it comes to women employees, we can generally talk about protection, particularly during
pregnancy and after childbirth, through labour law. It is not possible to protect
self-employed women through labour law, as it does not generally apply to them. On the
other hand, these women entrepreneurs employ men and other women too, and so I was
horrified by the fact that the directive, which was initially supposed to apply only to the
protection of pregnant workers and workers who have recently given birth, would, under
the amendments, be intended to apply to entrepreneurs too. It is impossible, not only in
practice, but also from a legal perspective. I therefore sincerely hope that this Parliament
does not adopt the amendments, which have unfortunately largely passed in the Committee
on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality too, and which, in my view, have nothing to do
with this directive, as they cannot apply to self-employed people.

Joe Higgins (GUE/NGL).   – Madam President, the Estrela report seeks to improve working
conditions for pregnant workers and working women who recently gave birth or are
breastfeeding, and those are objectives that we strongly support.
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Now, set against an acute crisis in European and world capitalism, there has to be a real
concern that vulnerable workers especially will be victimised by certain employers seeking
to maintain profits and by governments embarked on the process of slashing social spending
and public services.

Many working class women endure significant exploitation, through wage levels that are
much lower than men’s, for example, and precarious work. There is a real danger that
pregnant workers or women who recently gave birth, who are in a more vulnerable position,
will suffer discrimination in the current circumstances. We strongly agree with making
explicit a woman’s right to return to the same job, 20 weeks maternity leave and reasonable
paternity leave. We should also support maintaining the income level at 100%.

We cannot just rely on the law, however. There should be strong trade union organisation
in every workplace that can guarantee in concrete terms the right of women to come back
to work after giving birth, without fear of discrimination.

Elisabeth Morin-Chartier (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, I have followed this issue very closely within the Committee on Employment
and Social Affairs and the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality alike. This
is the second time that an attempt has been made to establish minimum rules for the
European Union, and it has now been 40 years that I have been campaigning in my
professional life for equality between men and women, the integration of young women
via training programmes, and their integration into society via their integration into the
labour market. Equality is what we are talking about here: equality between men and
women.

However, in this Estrela report – one need only listen to the speeches that have been made
today – every possible issue has been covered. Everyone comes along with his or her small
contribution, and wants to add one section to another section. We end up with a patchwork
that is meaningless, when we should be focusing on the health and safety at work of
pregnant women, in the same way, of course, that we will have to focus on gender equality
in pay.

Baby leave is just about the only thing that has not been covered in this report. I would like
to say one thing to you: to vote today in favour of 20 weeks’ fully paid maternity leave is
irresponsible and demagogic. I insist that effective measures be taken to ensure that this
does not backfire on women. The more we extend maternity leave without emphasising
women’s return to the workplace and their need to create a work-life balance, and the more
we extend maternity leave without taking measures to protect women in the workplace,
the more we are working against them.

The fact is, when we create policy, our duty is to be courageous and responsible, and to
tell the truth. Who is going to pay? Which of our Member States can pay for this increase?
Which company can pay? Ultimately, women are going to find themselves trapped by a
text that is being allowed to drift on all points and which will backfire on them. I call on
you to be responsible. We have a heavy burden for the future.

(Applause)

(The speaker agreed to take a blue card question by Marije Cornelissen and Anneli Jäätteenmäki
under Rule 149(8))
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Marije Cornelissen (Verts/ALE).   – Madam President, Mrs Morin-Chartier is not the only
one who has said this. There were a couple of speakers who said that maternity leave of
20 weeks would hurt women’s chances in the labour market.

I would like to ask where that idea comes from because, if you look at the research, as well
as what happens in Sweden, Norway, Iceland or Bulgaria, you can see very clearly that you
can have extremely high female participation in the labour market and a properly long
period of maternity leave.

Elisabeth Morin-Chartier (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, I would like to make two
points in response to that comment.

The first is that there is no mathematical link between the length of maternity leave and
women’s fertility rate, and to prove it I need only mention the situation in France, since
France is a country which provides for 14 weeks’ maternity leave and which, today, has
one of the highest birth rates in Europe.

The second point of my answer is that, with each birth, the gap between the professional
lives of women and of men is found to widen. With each birth, with each period of maternity
leave, women first reduce their professional responsibilities – unless the initiative comes
from the company or the public sector. With the second birth, they reduce their working
hours, and they continue to reduce them with each subsequent birth, while men, on the
other hand, increase their professional responsibilities with each birth. From a professional
point of view, then, the gaps widen throughout their careers.

Therefore, I urge you: pay a little attention to what is actually happening, in the public
sector and in the private sector alike.

Anneli Jäätteenmäki (ALDE).   – (FI) Mrs Morin-Chartier, do you accept the double
standards whereby all employees of the European Union, those of the Commission, the
Council, Parliament and Parliament’s political groups, would be on full pay for the 20
weeks of their maternity leave, while at the same time proposing that this would not be
the case for other people? I would think that mothers should be put on an equal footing
throughout Europe, and we ought not to accept double standards or the Janus face.

Elisabeth Morin-Chartier (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, we did not say that we
advocated double standards. The European Commission has submitted a proposal for
18 weeks. We are proposing to introduce a bridging clause. As a basis, this is entirely
possible, but there is a difference between what is possible and the Utopian idea of proposing
20 weeks on full pay; between what is feasible and what one can promise in Parliament,
which will not be accepted by either the Council or the national parliaments.

If we vote on Wednesday in favour of the Estrela report and the 20 weeks, the European
Parliament will be disavowed three times: the first time by the Council, which will be unable
to give its support – the Member States will be unable to give their support; the second
time by the national parliaments – the national parliaments, with their budgets, will be
unable to give their support; and the third time by women, when they realise that we have
worked against them.

Emine Bozkurt (S&D).   – (NL) Madam President, we have to stand by mothers and fathers
in the rush hour of their lives. They must be given the peace and quiet to enable their full
involvement early on in the life of their child; to breastfeed and fully recover from childbirth;
to be able to roll up their sleeves once more after their leave and participate fully in working
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life. Mothers, fathers, unions, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) – everyone wants
this.

Opponents wrongfully put a price tag on women: no additional costs can be incurred to
the ever ageing European society. Yet we must invest now in women as workers and in
improving work-life balance so that our society remains affordable in the future. Of course,
it is important that maternity leave be on full pay. Why should women, by virtue of being
the only ones with the biological possibility of bearing children, take a pay cut during their
leave?

We say that we consider it important that men and women be able to enjoy a healthy
work-life balance, that women be given equal opportunities in the workplace, and so we
must stop squabbling and assume joint responsibility. We must not let mothers and fathers
be the ones to suffer.

Nadja Hirsch (ALDE).   – (DE) Madam President, the question that we must ask ourselves
is what is this directive intended to achieve? There is relatively substantial agreement that
there should be health protection for mothers-to-be and new mothers. The great debate
concerns the areas in which the aspect of equality should also be included. On the other
hand, as the European Parliament, we also need to be aware that we are adopting a directive
that will be in force not just for five years, but perhaps for the next 20 or 25 years. However,
I hope that by then, women’s working conditions will be substantially better and companies
will be keen to employ young mothers – not least because of a shortage of skilled labour
– and, above all, will also build up the appropriate infrastructure for this. We need to bear
in mind this perspective too.

Notwithstanding this, I also realise that at present, we do not have a majority that is prepared
to adopt this perspective. In view of this, we will probably arrive at a point where we agree
on a compromise such as eighteen weeks, a higher rate of statutory payments or the
continued payment of 75% of salary, which will indeed bring about an improvement in
some European countries in particular.

A much more important point, and one which goes beyond the aspect of maternity leave,
is the framework conditions surrounding young families. This means childcare facilities;
in Germany, for example, there are still not enough of these. That would be a real equality
policy that gives women a chance to go back to work.

Julie Girling (ECR).   – Madam President, how typical of the Greens to sneer at those who
dare to disagree. We dare to disagree with a small part of these proposals; therefore we
must be derided. I applaud your commitment to these proposals – indeed, I agree with the
vast majority of them – but there are one or two parts that I do not agree with. So I can
applaud your commitment but I cannot applaud your tolerance. Come back in 30 years’
time and preach to me about advancing women’s rights when you have done as much
work on this as I have.

I will not be pigeon-holed as regressive. There are aspects of these proposals which are
regressive: the idea that European women should have more European babies in an
overpopulated world is socially regressive. To impose 20 weeks’ fully-paid maternity leave
in the UK – I cannot explain our system quickly enough here – is financially regressive. A
disproportionate number of higher paid women in the UK will receive the vast majority
of the extra GBP 2 billion. It will not go to the lower paid women whom, I think, we would
all want to help the most.
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So where is the progression? Member States are best placed to decide these details; the
principles of subsidiarity should apply.

(Applause)

Christa Klaß (PPE).   – (DE) Madam President, Commissioner, mothers need special
protection. On that there is agreement in this Chamber. Having a child is physically and
emotionally demanding, and is a profound experience for any woman. The physical changes,
new life circumstances and, above all, the recovery and recuperation period – all these
things make adequate maternity protection essential. This is something that society must
provide. Hence, there is no dispute as to the principle. The debate concerns how this is
done and the conditions under which it is done. In this regard, we should not forget that
the EU lays down a minimum standard and it is up to the Member States to implement,
organise and pay for maternity provision. We are not starting from nothing.

The Member States have organised their maternity provision in very different ways, in
some cases, supplementing this with parental leave to include fathers. Fathers need to be
involved in family responsibilities – and we are talking here not about leave, but about
shouldering the responsibilities involved in bringing up children and in family life. However,
paternity leave is not part of maternity provision; rather, it must always be part of parental
leave. Neither do fathers become ill as a result of a birth. I congratulate all the Member
States that have established paternity leave; likewise, Commissioner, I am pleased to hear
of the Commission’s proposal that has just been announced. We cannot allow the important
matter of maternity provision to be diluted by an extension of parental leave. Maternity
provision is about health. No mother is sick for 20 weeks; neither are breastfeeding mothers
sick.

We have a responsibility to women who participate in working life to make maternity
provision justifiable. Our proposal is for 18 weeks in total, with the last four weeks of this
being subject to national variation in the level of the financial payments made. This is set
out in Amendments 115 and 116, which I urge Members to support.

In addition, I call on the Member States to exploit their opportunities to offer all families
and mothers more payments that can then be adopted on a voluntary basis. Mothers are
building the future, and they need every support that we can offer them.

Antigoni Papadopoulou (S&D).   – (EL) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, in voting
for the Estrela report, we are basically responding to the demands of millions of women
for greater protection for pregnant workers and workers who have recently given birth,
or who are breastfeeding, and their babies. By increasing maternity leave to 20 weeks and
paternity leave to 2 weeks, on full pay, we are supporting the recovery from the international
crisis and economic growth in the European Union, because we are helping to reconcile
family life and work. By protecting working women from dismissal during pregnancy and
for six months thereafter, we are providing an incentive to implement the objective of the
EU strategy and achieve a 75% female participation rate in the labour market by 2020.

In voting for the Thomsen report, we are trying to protect working women from precarious
jobs which perpetuate the wage divide between the two sexes, undermine professional
deployment and increase the risk of women losing all forms of social, pension and trade
union rights.

A positive vote for both reports is a positive vote for a more balanced, decentralised, social
Europe and gender equality.
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Gesine Meissner (ALDE).   – (DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, we are talking
today about the working conditions of women, which we want to improve in Europe. I
will specifically address the Thomsen report, for which I was shadow rapporteur; in other
words, the subject of ‘precarious women workers’.

This year is the European Year for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion. It is an
established fact that poverty disproportionately affects women. Naturally, we cannot, on
any account, allow this to remain the case. Poverty among women may be the result of
various things. It may result from the fact that women are not paid as well as men. Naturally,
that is not the only cause. Women also take more career breaks, for example, when they
have children and take time off to bring them up. Women also perform the lower skilled
jobs. Things are particularly serious in the case of women whose employment conditions
are precarious, because in some cases, they may not even have an employment contract
or may have irregular employment contracts; they may have no protection whatsoever
and they may have little access to information. The situation is particularly bad for women
with a background of migration. This can lead to the poverty continuing, so that they also
end up poor in old age.

We need to break out of this spiral, which affects women more than men. One of the ways
this can be done is through education and training. Every woman – every girl – needs to
get a qualification, whatever their background, and they need access to a profession which
will genuinely secure them a proper living. Lifelong learning must generally be possible
for women too. We also need to ensure that we have more women and girls going into
the better paid professions. These are frequently the professions that are more heavily
dominated by men.

In other words, access to education in any event, and access to social security systems –
that way, we can achieve many improvements for women.

Joanna Katarzyna Skrzydlewska (PPE).   – (PL) Establishing minimum standards for the
duration and payment of maternity leave is difficult in the current economic and social
climate in Europe. In some countries, the proposed minimum exceeds the level of protection
which national legislation currently offers pregnant women. On the one hand, we are still
contending with the consequences of the crisis: governments of individual states are raising
taxes and introducing severe expenditure cuts, and we still have a high level of
unemployment. On the other, we have to deal with the problem of the falling birth rate,
negative natural growth, and, consequently, an ageing population. In the not too distant
future, we are being threatened with the failure of pension systems or possibly their total
breakdown.

In this sort of situation, there are no free or easy solutions. Yet we must realise that in
investing in women and creating favourable conditions for them, we are encouraging them
to decide to have children. Of course, fully paid and longer maternity leave is not enough
on its own. We also need pro-family tax solutions and stable employment. In this case, we
have no alternative. There is no other way of increasing the number of Europeans who
will be professionally active in 30 years’ time if we do not invest in the family now. This is
why we need a fair and just minimum standard for the duration and payment of maternity
leave in Europe. We are giving women the possibility to choose and to decide on
motherhood.

Jutta Steinruck (S&D).   – (DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, what I feel is
missing from this debate is the necessary distinction between national transposition in the
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Member States and the task that exists at European level. We all realise that we need to take
the special features of individual nations into account. However, where the debate in
Germany is concerned, for example, I must say that I can definitely see how Germany could
implement this report. What we are concerned with here is creating minimum standards
at EU level to establish social framework conditions for women. We are always keen to
make reference to the ILO when it comes to good work, protection at work and protecting
health, so I ask myself: why not in this case?

As far as the debate on costs is concerned, I would like to remind everyone in this House
that in Germany – as well as in some other European countries – the anti-discrimination
directive brought about a huge amount of lobbying on the part of enterprises. There was
talk of an avalanche of costs, of companies going bankrupt, of burdens on the economy
and on workers themselves. Looking back years later, how much of this happened? None
of it. I find this debate, this lobbying, very reminiscent of that time. I urge you at last to put
the economy on one side and to put people at the heart of what we do.

I am not one of those merely sermonising here. I have stated that I advocate a social Europe.
For me, that includes women. In this situation, women need our help.

Sari Essayah (PPE).   – (FI) Madam President, in its votes, the Committee on Women’s
Rights and Gender Equality adopted a number of amendments to the Commission’s original
proposal for a directive.

Unfortunately, in its amendments, the Committee has completely ignored the principle
of subsidiarity with regard to the allocation of costs. The attempt to harmonise the
regulations on maternity leave in 27 different Member States has resulted in a muddled
proposal. Furthermore, mixed up with it all is a proposal for paternity leave, which, under
the legal basis, does not even fall within the scope of the directive, as the Commissioner
clearly stated right from the outset, luckily. Paternity leave needs to be regulated in
connection with the system for parental leave, and not in connection with leave in the
sense of recovering from pregnancy or childbirth.

The proposals put forward by the Committee on Women’s Rights also ignore the progressive
maternity and parental leave schemes in other countries, including the Nordic countries.
The Committee’s proposals confuse these parental leave systems, which offer freedom of
choice at national level, and in certain respects, they would even detract from the welfare
of mother and child. For example, under the Committee’s proposal, if mothers only begin
the compulsory six week period of maternity leave after confinement, there is increased
risk to pregnant women at the workplace due to give birth soon, as well as their children.
Mothers who are almost due will not make it through to the end working an eighthour
day, and this proposal will result in more cases of sick leave prior to confinement.

The Committee’s proposal ignores as compensation the national schemes under which
maternity leave is closely linked to a significantly longer parental leave, because it does not
happen on full pay. For example, in Finland, parents can look after their child at home
until the age of 18 months, on average, and we can afford it, because at various stages,
employers, workers and taxpayers, too, share the costs. If employers were saddled with
the full amount, there is no doubt whatsoever that it would weaken women’s employment
opportunities and do a disservice to women as employees.

Olle Ludvigsson (S&D).   – (SV) It is now important for us to find flexible solutions with
regard to the controversial details in this directive. At the same time, we also need to see
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the bigger picture. What do we want the situation to be in terms of equality in Europe in
10 years’ time? With that in mind, it is crystal clear that the proposed regulations would
bring about progress in the area of gender equality.

Gender equality and the gender equality perspective would be enhanced. It would be
possible to meet the target set in the EU 2020 strategy of increasing the employment rate
of women to 75%. More women in work would be of definite benefit to society. There
would be better incentives for having children and establishing a family, which would be
a positive counterforce to the ageing European population.

Therefore, let us not forget the big picture in our debates.

Astrid Lulling (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, in general, with time comes wisdom.
Unfortunately, that is not the case with this second report, which was adopted by a majority
in the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality and which we are discussing
here in Parliament 17 months after the first report. In its present form, this second report
is just as muddled, counterproductive and overloaded with texts that do not belong in a
legislative act as the report that was referred back to committee in May 2009.

We have already wasted two years improving maternity protection. If we vote for this
report as it stands, we will waste at least the same amount of time again debating with the
Council in codecision, when the Commission’s initial 2008 proposal was reasonable. It
guaranteed substantial progress in Member States in which the length of maternity leave
and maternity pay are still below that which exists in some countries; rarely are we granted
20 weeks’ leave on full, uncapped pay, paid for by the state.

Let us not forget that, in this case, the aim is to establish minimum thresholds, and that we
cannot impose radical solutions on the 27. Indeed, in order to encourage an employed
and, above all, highly qualified woman to have children, it is more important for her to
have the right to a shorter period of leave but on full pay than to have 20 or 30 weeks’
leave or more without a full pay guarantee. Not only are the proposals in the Estrela report
counterproductive where women’s employability is concerned; they are also difficult for
governments and businesses in certain Member States to finance. It is better today to take
one real step in the right direction than to make a promise for the future, to be realised
10 years from now.

Personally, I shall not be voting for this report in its present form, and I call on all my fellow
Members to reject all those amendments that have nothing to do with maternity protection,
such as the provisions concerning self-employed workers. Barely four months ago, we
voted in this House for a directive on maternity leave for self-employed workers.

The same applies to paternity leave, Mr Tarabella, and I am in favour. The Belgians can
introduce 20 weeks’ fully paid paternity leave tomorrow if they have a government; there
is nothing stopping them from doing so. Similarly – since this is another point to consider
– the social partners are currently discussing a directive on paternity leave. Let us wait for
them, and action will be taken on this matter as it was on parental leave: this is the right
way to go.

I call on my fellow Members to vote in favour of the amendments restricting leave to
18 weeks and of the considered amendments, Madam President, tabled by your group and
mine.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue card question by Marc Tarabella under Rule 149(8))
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Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D).   – (RO) Eliminating any form of discrimination in every
sphere of social and economic life is a vital prerequisite for protecting human rights and
the welfare of every citizen. The promotion of the principle of equal opportunities for men
and women, along with ensuring greater involvement by women in economic and social
life, as fully entitled participants, must constantly be issues of concern. I believe that this
approach must be reflected in the common agricultural policy in order to ensure that the
sexes are represented fairly and equally. On the other hand, this approach can ensure that
various policies are implemented effectively at European level in every working sector, but
especially in agriculture.

Bearing in mind that the principle of gender equality is promoted by European legislation
and is one of the fundamental requirements of the Europe 2020 strategy, I consider it
appropriate to include this issue in agriculture as well, which also means through using
new instruments which will promote this principle. I support both reports from Mrs Estrela
and Mrs Thomsen, which bring women’s issues to the fore, related both to motherhood
and their working conditions, which are important aspects in the life of every woman and
of those of us who should show solidarity with them in terms of their issues.

Marc Tarabella (S&D).   – (FR) Madam President, I am grateful to Mrs Lulling for agreeing
to my little interruption. I should just like to point out that, in Belgium, fathers already
receive 10 days’ paid leave. Nineteen out of 27 countries in the European Union follow
the same practice, with various pay entitlements.

I just wanted to know whether you were for or against upwards harmonisation at European
level. Admittedly, two weeks is not very much, but it is reasonable: two weeks for all fathers
in Europe so that they can share the tasks involved in welcoming their new arrivals into
their families. I wished to know whether you were for or against this harmonisation. I
should be grateful for your response, Mrs Lulling.

Astrid Lulling (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, I am of course for it, Mr Tarabella. I am
for a European directive but I am not for this issue being resolved in this directive, which
concerns the protection of women and children. The social partners, as I said, are currently
holding talks on a directive on paternity leave.

I believe that we must await the outcome. We will then have a sound proposal just like the
one we had for parental leave, which, incidentally, we have just enhanced, although it is
not perfect. I believe that this is the right way to go. I believe that the social partners should
also be entrusted with the task of making proposals in this area, because they are the best
placed to do so. Therefore, I am in favour. I congratulate you: you can improve the situation
in Belgium.

I just wanted to say to you, and to all those women who have completely failed to
understand that a European directive is a set of minimum, not maximum, rules, that
everyone can go further, but that it is important to give those countries that are below –
well below – the 18 weeks the opportunity to adapt.

Moreover, I believe that, if you and I had had to draft this report, we would have taken the
right measures in this House in codecision with the Council a long time ago.

Thomas Mann (PPE).   – (DE) Madam President, now I know how to go about changing
and extending one’s speaking time. The Committee on Employment and Social Affairs has
called for 18 weeks’ maternity provision, which is four weeks more than was amicably
agreed in Germany. The Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality has called
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for 20 weeks on full pay plus two weeks’ paternity leave plus extension to self-employed
workers. What has been completely pushed into the background is the fact that 20 weeks
will cost France an additional EUR 2 billion per year and the UK an additional
EUR 2.85 billion, according to statements by the Commission. For Germany the additional
costs are estimated at around EUR 1.7 billion. Sometimes, you have to think of the costs.

We recently had a joint study by the EMPL and FEMM committees that was drawn up with
numerous errors. Payments such as Germany’s maternity allowance were not included.
The reference framework for German parental allowance was incorrect. The cost estimates
commissioned by some Member States were not sufficiently taken into account. You cannot
make responsible policy on such a basis. Germany is exemplary: during the parental leave
period, two thirds of salary continue to be paid for up to 14 months. This extends 14 weeks
of maternity provision to up to 170 weeks. This makes Germany a European champion
when it comes to protecting infants, and consequently, it needs an exemption clause in
this directive.

This is why I have tabled an amendment, together with 50 of my fellow Members from
the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), which is supported by
the European Conservatives and Reformists and large parts of the Group of the Alliance
of Liberals and Democrats for Europe. Our aim is for sufficient account to be taken of
national systems. We hope that a majority of this House will support this call for reason
to prevail in the vote on Wednesday. We want mothers to enjoy adequate protection; but
if such protection is carried too far, specifically for ideological reasons, this will represent
a major obstacle to women’s employment – which is something that we must remove, not
encourage.

Anna Hedh (S&D).   – (SV) In many Member States, the reactions to this report have been
strong and many politicians have attempted to score points by pulling this EU initiative
to pieces. What people forget is the fact that this is a revision of an existing directive. People
can think what they want to about what should be regulated at EU level, but, as I said, a
directive already exists that we have the opportunity to improve.

The issue of gender equality has been given greater prominence with the entry into force
of the Treaty of Lisbon and we have a responsibility to take it forward. We can see today
that Member States with well-functioning rules for maternity leave also have a high rate
of women in employment. This contrasts with the situation in those countries with poorer
and less well-functioning rules.

If this directive goes through, we will also have a greater chance of achieving the target set
in the EU 2020 strategy. I agree that there are some controversial details in the proposal,
but what is important is that we can improve it. The critics claim that the proposal is too
expensive, but I am convinced that increased equality is beneficial to society.

Barbara Matera (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
today, this House – representative of all 27 States – has decided, with courage and obstinacy,
once again to tackle a delicate, but at the same time topical, issue for our countries’ social
growth. We are dealing with a report which affects the social, employment and economic
policies of our States, but which also concerns the whole of Europe in its desire to grow
in unison.

The Estrela report, as debated and amended, pursues with conviction the principle of
reconciling private and working life and that of equal opportunities, and therefore of
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healthy and balanced progress. To ensure a minimum threshold to protect the
aforementioned principles throughout Europe means improving the quality of life of our
families and not only that of our women, and therefore also our quality of life; this is what
we are facing with conviction and with the appropriate compromises.

Balance is necessary in the ends as well as the chosen means and must safeguard both the
position of women in the labour market and the prerogatives of the States in implementing
their policies. Jean Monnet taught us to grow by taking small steps. Let us begin to take
these small steps, without being afraid that others will follow them.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D).   – (LT) Today, it really is very important to reconcile work
and family life better by striving for economic growth, welfare and competitiveness in the
field of gender equality. As there is a steep decline in the birth rate in almost all Member
States, we must take measures to create the best possible conditions for mothers to bring
up children and to have a genuine opportunity to return to the labour market. I also call
on the Member States and MEPs to find opportunities and coordinate the cost of maternity
pay and childcare allowance in order to ensure that women are not a more costly work
force than men. The sharing of family responsibilities and the opportunity to also grant
men the right to two weeks paternity leave would give women increased opportunities to
return to the labour market and would strengthen family relationships. Therefore, I am
convinced that an extended period of maternity leave would also facilitate the achievement
of improved birth rates, in particular, given that our society is ageing rapidly.

Anne Delvaux (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, as I see it, the need to increase family
leave is patently obvious: raising the minimum maternity leave threshold is a step forward,
an advantage, and one ought not to be completely demagogic by comparing the economic
impact with a qualitative advantage that is difficult to quantify.

However, there are essentially two parts to the problem: the first is the economic context,
that is true, but it is not reason enough to leave millions of families in the lurch for more
decades to come; the second is the legal loopholes in the report, because the text includes
several types of family leave with incompatible legal bases. Let us take adoption leave,
which appears in the text alongside maternity and paternity leave.

I personally appreciate, as an adoptive mother and on behalf of all the women I represent,
the will to grant the same rights as those of biological mothers. I am, in fact, what
Mrs Morin-Chartier referred to as the small additional package to be added to the Estrela
report.

While the aim is indeed to improve the health and rights of women – of all women – in
the labour market, adoptive mothers, who have become mothers like the others, are entitled
to the same rights and the same protection at work. Like the others, they are mothers in
their own right, and this applies, moreover, whether the child they adopt is under 12 months
old or not; we must avoid the kind of discrimination that appears in the text.

On the subject of adoption, I regret the fact that the text goes into so little detail. It does
not even include any of the Ramboll impact assessment findings. None of this has been
dealt with very well, which is clearly a weak point. Nevertheless, despite this reservation,
I shall support Mrs Estrela’s report because, economic considerations aside, not only are
there men and women who must better assume their parental responsibilities in a society
that is increasingly abdicating its responsibility of raising its young people, but it is also
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our duty to ensure that people do not have to choose to sacrifice their children for their
job, or their job for their children.

Lastly, we are not Members of the Council but of Parliament. If we directly elected
representatives are not ambitious, then tell me: who will be?

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D).   – (FR) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, many things
have been said, especially just now. However, the various new developments and
controversies surrounding Mrs Estrela’s report demonstrate one thing: it is still very difficult
today to calmly address the issue of gender equality and especially that of a better work-life
balance.

This legislative text has had – please forgive the expression – a difficult gestation period,
mainly because attitudes still need to change a good deal in this area. Impact assessments
are undoubtedly necessary to ensure a broad understanding of the issues at stake. However,
they must be understood for what they are, and with caution. Their contradictory
conclusions are, I might add, clear proof of this.

Clearly, it would be foolish not to raise the issue of the potential costs of certain amendments
tabled. However, it would be just as foolish to refuse to consider the medium- and long-term
socio-economic benefits as regards the health of mothers and infants, or as regards equality
between men and women in the labour market. What is more, our debate deserves better,
I feel, than certain caricatures and certain stereotypes that one still hears today.

IN THE CHAIR: SILVANA KOCH-MEHRIN
Vice-President

Regina Bastos (PPE).   – (PT) Europe is ageing, and it has very low birth rates. These factors
pose great challenges to the European Union, and we must respond to them with concrete
solutions. We have agreed on this observation during this debate, despite the differing
views that have become evident in the discussion.

In Portugal, for example, the birth rate is not high enough to ensure that generations are
replaced, and this situation is jeopardising the future. This is happening in my country, as
it is in the majority of EU Member States. I am sure that more flexible policies with regard
to maternity leave can help to reverse these trends. We must send families a consistent
message of support for motherhood, with concrete measures for the better reconciliation
of professional, private and family life. Women must be protected so that they can choose
to have children without having to leave the labour market. Meeting this challenge is vital
if we want to achieve the economic and social objectives set out in the Europe 2020 strategy
and combat demographic ageing.

In Portugal, for example, maternity leave is already paid at 100% of earnings for 120 days,
in an attempt to counteract the low birth rate that we are experiencing. I would therefore
argue that women’s salaries should be assured during maternity leave in the manner
described in the report under discussion. Allowing each Member State to create conditions
that will ensure an objective of paying full salaries during maternity leave by 2020 seems
a sensible step.

Finally, I would like to congratulate the rapporteur, Mrs Estrela, for her persistence in
defending measures which are aimed at protecting families, whilst also counteracting the
ageing of the population.
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Iratxe García Pérez (S&D).   – (ES) Madam President, I think that we are all aware of the
responsibility that Parliament has to exercise today in revising the directive on working
conditions for women; a directive that we have been discussing since the previous legislature
and on which, due to various points of view and difficulties, we have not been able to
progress.

This is why I am saying that today, we need to take responsibility, within the different
points of view that we may have, in order to move forward on equal rights between men
and women and improve the living conditions of women in the labour market.

This directive goes beyond the number of weeks of maternity leave, as I am sure we are all
agreed that 14 weeks is not enough and we need to increase the length. However, aside
from the number of weeks, we are talking about the dismissal of a woman who has become
a mother being considered to be an unfair dismissal, or paternity leave being granted for
the benefit of a working mother’s health.

I do not understand why people say that paternity leave does not benefit the health of
working mothers. Of course it does. Enabling the mother and father to share the work of
caring for their children in the first few days after they are born is essential and fundamental
for making progress in terms of equality between men and women. There are countries
such as Spain that have already implemented independent and transferable paternity leave.

We have to make it possible for men to take responsibility along with women in order to
improve on the path that we have on the table at the moment. I think this is important.

I would like to thank the rapporteur, Mrs Estrela, for the work she has done and for the
responsibility for Parliament to …

(The President cut off the speaker)

Godfrey Bloom (EFD).   – Madam President, about five and a half years ago, I caused
something of a furore by suggesting that any small businessman with his brain in the right
place would be mad to employ a woman of childbearing age.

Since then, it has got worse and worse as the balance in favour of employees versus
employers has got completely out of control. One of my constituents from York wrote to
me last year saying never mind about employing women of childbearing age, any small
businessmen who employs anybody has got to be out of his mind.

We have an extraordinary situation here, do we not? We have young women desperately
keen to get into work, desperately keen to work for companies, especially small companies
– which are the driving force of the United Kingdom economy – and we have employers
who are too terrified to take them on. That is the problem we have. We are making it –
here in this place with so little commercial experience amongst our Members – almost
impossible for small businesses to employ young women, which is something they want
to do.

I used to think it was some sort of Chinese conspiracy where this place made it almost
impossible for a European economy to function, and that behind the scenes the Chinese
were making it so bad that eventually we had to import absolutely everything from China.
Well, I have another hypothesis here, namely, that perhaps the women who are making it
so difficult in committees, in the Commission and in this place for small businesses to
employ young women have an eye to the main chance.
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I would suggest that when the electorate quite rightly look at them and boot them out in
a few years’ time for their incompetence and their stupidity, they will only be able to get
back into the workplace because they are in middle or late middle age. The game will be
cleared for them. That is my hypothesis. I can think of no other sensible answer to this sort
of ludicrous interference between employer and employee. If you think that is a weird
hypothesis, anything that puts up with the way you talk about climate change, believe me,
nothing is too stupid for this Chamber.

Salvatore Iacolino (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, there is no doubt that bringing this
draft legislation to Parliament for debate after 18 months of intense work should be greeted
favourably. It is clear that a project of this nature is characterised by various sensitivities,
given that the equivalent laws in the Member States are profoundly different. In any case,
the innovative scope of the measure is a result which should be very positively received,
as indeed should the assertion of the principle of the centrality of the family, the guarantee
of a greater degree of social protection for women and for women in a particular condition,
such as that of having a baby.

Consistency must likewise be ensured in the protection of women who give birth – and I
say this despite the fact that I hold the regulatory scope of this measure to be broader than
that which was originally envisaged – insofar as it should be highlighted that in Europe,
and in many Member States, there is still a notable difference in the protection offered with
regard to childbirth and unborn babies.

This activity must clearly be reconciled with the need to eliminate employer abuse, and
we need to limit the scope of the amendments – some of which, in my opinion, make the
legislation too inflexible overall – starting with paternity leave, which seems far removed
with regard to a measure issued fundamentally for the protection of women.

There is no doubt of the need to give due consideration to the problem of immigrant
workers and domestic workers, which constitute another element of this – the draft
legislation on precarious female workers – in a flexible and elastic market, where women,
especially now, must be seen as a resource at the service of the community.

Nicole Sinclaire (NI).   – Madam President, UK employers and the UK Government are
urging British MEPs to vote against the proposals to raise the amount of fully paid maternity
leave from 14 to 20 weeks – although I think this is rank hypocrisy from the Conservatives
who, in committee, put in an amendment asking for 24 paid weeks. As I say, hypocrisy
apparently knows no bounds.

The British Federation of Small Businesses has stated that these plans are unaffordable and
that they would cost British business over GBP 2.5 billion a year. Even the coalition
government in the UK, which includes the Liberal Democrats, is opposed to these changes.
The proposed changes will cost the UK up to GBP 2 billion at a time when public and
private sector workers are being made redundant in order to save far smaller sums.

It is also the case that the changes may be self-defeating as, according to the UK Government,
it will be the highest paid workers who will benefit most and lower paid workers the least.
These changes, however well-meaning, will actually have the effect of setting back the
process of achieving equality for working mothers. It will also be the case that these changes
will encourage employers to choose male candidates over women.

Madam President, there are other ways of enhancing the rights of nursing mothers, such
as more flexible leave systems. We must also respect the diverse social and cultural
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differences of various Member States. One size simply does not fit all. The working families
who are so reliant upon us getting the legislation right to live, work and raise children are
in the real world, not some ideological Eurodisney land.

These changes are being proposed at the wrong time and they benefit the wrong people.
At a time when governments across the EU seek to cut public expenditure, you seek to
increase employment costs, which will hit a sector where women are disproportionately
represented and therefore more exposed to the possibility of job cuts. The UK already has
the best, fairest and most generous standards of maternal and paternal leave. British mothers
currently get six weeks of 90% salary, followed by 33 weeks statutory maternity pay of
GBP 125 a week.

I shall vote in the interests of the British people. I shall follow the advice of Her Majesty’s
government and I will vote against the amendments of the maternity pay.

Ria Oomen-Ruijten (PPE).   – (NL) Madam President, having listened to everything that
has been said here in this plenary sitting, I am certain that the equal treatment of men and
women – which, indeed, has required a great deal of courage and effort and also large
amounts of money – has not been achieved. I am saying this not only to a number of
colleagues from my own group – who, incidentally, have left the Chamber – but also to
others. That was my first point.

My second point concerns ageing and the top-heavy age structure in this society. This is
an extremely important issue as far as Europe is concerned, and so it is of paramount
importance to make having children easier. For example, I value the interview that the
French Minister for Finance, Mrs Lagarde, has now given on the position of women in the
workplace, which was perfect. Indeed, I hope that we keep to this.

My third point is that equal treatment is a commitment to a social Europe. We have said
that, in this social Europe, men and women must enjoy equal opportunities on the labour
market and must also be able to have children. Currently, we are all aiming for 18 weeks,
and we have now more or less agreed on this 18 weeks, but we do not yet know how we
are going to afford this.

I have no objections at all to the compromise tabled by my own group to set a maximum
of 75% for those four weeks. What I do object to is the fact that the compromise concerned
also contains a link to health costs. That is where my main objection lies, as this gives
countries such as the United Kingdom and Ireland – in France, such costs are also heavily
subsidised – the opportunity to evade the 75% that must continue to be paid. Therefore,
I wonder whether we can perhaps vote down that part of the compromise. This would
also mean we were able to deliver a consolidated opinion here that could be expected to
gain a majority in the Council.

Pascale Gruny (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, we
need European legislation that will protect the health of pregnant women and women who
have recently given birth or who are breastfeeding, and we must rise to the demographic
challenge we are facing and encourage an increase in birth rates in Europe. However, this
advance must not serve as a disincentive to employ women.

I would emphasise three points. Firstly, I welcome the European Commission’s proposal
on the health and safety at work of pregnant workers and workers who have recently given
birth or are breastfeeding. Indeed, I would emphasise the title, which is the legal framework
of this directive, because too often, we tend to forget what exactly this text is about. We
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are talking here about women because, until we receive proof to the contrary, men cannot
give birth.

The debate tends to become diluted as a result of the reference made to paternity or parental
leave. Let us solve the problem faced by women first, by focusing on their health when
they bring a child into the world. We must implement genuine guarantees to protect the
health of these women in the labour market. Paternity and parental leave will be dealt with
in another directive.

Secondly, the debate revolves around the number of weeks. Currently, the average leave
period is set at 14 weeks. The European Commission is proposing 18 weeks and the report
20. Obviously, as a woman and mother of three children, I want mothers to be able to stay
with their babies for as long as possible. However, this then begs the question: who is going
to pay for this extension from 14 to 20 weeks? The state? Businesses?

I am convinced that the average increase from 14 to 18 weeks is a major European advance
and a real investment by our economy towards promoting a rise in birth rates in Europe.
Twenty weeks is liable to have a negative impact on female employment: it would put a
brake on their employment. Businesses and our States cannot support this additional huge
financial burden at this time of crisis.

Thirdly, more priority must be given to improving childcare so that mothers can achieve
a work-life balance. Little progress has been made on this matter despite the many appeals
by our Parliament. Therefore, let us not be counterproductive and let us not send women
back home.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) I wish to take this opportunity to convey my condolences
to the family of Maricica Hăhăianu. This 32-year-old Romanian nurse had gone off to Italy
in search of a better job. She lost her life last week after she was attacked by a young Italian
man in a Rome underground station.

I believe that precarious employment conditions must become a concern for Europe.
Women are concentrated in low paid jobs and account for the large majority of part-time
workers in the European Union. However, there are some cases where the impact of the
crisis has been limited on women participating in the labour market. In Romania, for
example, the proportion of women who found a job continued to increase during 2009.

I must point out the dire situation which women who work abroad are in. They often work
outside legal regulations and do not enjoy any rights …

(The President cut off the speaker)

Rovana Plumb (S&D).   – (RO) I must refer again to the Maternity Leave Directive. I have
listened very closely to the debate this evening and I would like to say that those against
this draft, and I am referring to extending maternity leave and full pay, can only come up
with one argument – economic. However, this is simplistic because, looking beyond the
budget deficit, we are dealing with people. They are unaware that the balance of benefits
is weighted in favour of this report, both for employees and employers. I do mean
employers, too, in the sense of investing in the future.

In addition, opponents fail to realise that actually penalising motherhood and the idea of
it at a time when the birth rate is falling, not to mention the population getting older and
poorer, has an impact on the sustainability of social security schemes.
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Frédérique Ries (ALDE).   – (FR) Madam President, I, too, have listened carefully to
everything that has been said up to now, and I note that, as is very often the case, having
too much can make us worse off. The arguments that are being made to justify this
super-maternity leave – 20 weeks, of which six must be taken before the child’s birth and
two after it, on full pay – are unconvincing. It is clearly not with this kind of isolated measure
that Europe is going to rise to the highly complex challenges of demography and female
employment.

Who can seriously think that people decide to have a child, a baby, to take advantage of
five months’ leave instead of four and a half months’? On the other hand, I do not believe
that denying women their freedom of choice helps improve their situation. Furthermore,
let us please bear in mind the effects, the collateral damage of the decisions we take.
Protecting women primarily means not going overboard with our demands and thus not
paving the way for new forms of discrimination against them when they are initially
recruited and when they return to work, as all the experts from the OECD and from the
Union of the Middle Classes, for example, confirm.

I am therefore clearly in favour of 18 weeks’ leave, of the principle of paternity leave and,
of course, of the scope for the Member States to go further.

Franziska Katharina Brantner (Verts/ALE).   – (DE) Madam President, I would just like
to make a brief point and it concerns the recognition of parental leave periods in the
individual countries. Mr Mann and his colleagues have also tabled amendments on this
matter, including Amendment 115, the first part of which really concerns whether or not
the four weeks should be counted.

Unfortunately, this is associated in the second half of the amendment – and I will read it
out now so as to be absolutely clear – with the fact that the remuneration may be the
average of the remuneration for the 18 weeks of maternity leave, which shall be at least
75% of the last monthly salary or of the average monthly salary as stipulated according to
national law, subject to any ceiling laid down under national legislation. What this in fact
means is that we are giving up on European harmonisation when it comes to financing in
this area and how much women receive during this period. That is not acceptable. I would
consider it a great pity if this were voted through together because, in the final event, we
are not giving up on harmonisation at European level, but rather want to increase it in
order to bring about an improvement for all men and women.

Cornelia Ernst (GUE/NGL).   – (DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, we should
ask ourselves what we are actually trying to achieve with this whole debate. Are we trying
to bring about a small improvement in equality and a little assistance for families as cheaply
as possible? Of course, making family life compatible with work costs money. I would
simply like to ask my fellow Members from Germany: what is expenditure of EUR 1 billion
in Germany if, at the same time, we are handing out EUR 450 billion in bank guarantees?
What do we actually want in this area? Full pay for parental leave is quite correct. What
else should it be? It is not time off, it is not holiday; this is work that people are doing.

Of course we want the period extended to 20 weeks, because we believe that this is the
only way this work can be accommodated.

Moreover, we do not merely want to bring about a bit more equality in working life. We
want complete equality, for women and men. We need to take drastic steps if we are to
achieve this, such as a statutory minimum wage in all Member States.
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Angelika Werthmann (NI).   – (DE) Madam President, the matter of maternity protection
should remain a matter for the Member States on account of the cultural differences in
Europe. Austria has 16 weeks of maternity provision. Extending this would cost
EUR 17.4 million per year for each further week. Making 20 weeks’ provision mandatory
would cost Austria more than EUR 60 million. The additional costs would be even higher
if there were also two weeks’ paid paternity leave for every father.

Let us be clear in our deliberations: firstly, this is a completely personal decision by the
parents, and secondly, I see this as presenting a risk of further discrimination against women
of childbearing age. This could encourage an increase in precarious working conditions,
to which 31.5% of women in gainful employment are already subject. The question is: is
that what we really want?

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – (GA) Madam President, we had an excellent debate here this evening
and, in general, many good points were made in the Chamber. The points raised were
idealistic, but Mrs Estrela deserves to be praised for making those points for us. At the same
time, however, we must be practical and realistic. I have my doubts. If we take all these
suggestions on board, it is possible that young women, in particular, will be unable to find
employment. I am looking at this as a parent. I have two daughters and I want them to
have the same chance as boys have to get jobs. That is the main thing! In Ireland, we are
currently in a quandary as regards finances. There are 20% of young people unemployed.
Four businesses a day in the small and medium sector are closing down and we are facing
the worst budget we have ever had to face. Thus, although it contains many good
suggestions, they might be better at a later time. I do not think they are currently practical.

Marita Ulvskog (S&D).   – (SV) This has been a very exciting debate. I think it shows that
there is a possibility of us finding a compromise so that we can take a decision on this.

I believe that it would be very good if we could do this and, of course, it is necessary for us
to proceed on the basis of the fact that we have different systems. There have been different
amounts of progress in the different Member States.

I come from Sweden, where we have parental leave that is longer than a year, with a high
level of remuneration and where the father is obliged to take some of the parental leave.

I do not think that it would be possible to achieve something that has been so good for
men, women and children, as well as for the level of participation among women on the
labour market, at EU level. However, let us ensure that we obtain a minimum directive that
enables us to reach an agreement.

Elżbieta Katarzyna Łukacijewska (PPE).   – (PL) Turning to the issue of women’s
professional activity, I would like to consider two age groups: the first group, which has
been discussed a great deal today already, are young women who are very well-educated
and cannot find a job due to the fact that employers are often wary of costs linked with
pregnancy and maternity leave.

The second group are women over 50, who are seen as less productive and less creative.
According to the statistics, women aged between 59 and 60 make up only 25% of employees
in this age range. The percentage of women over 60 still in work is even lower. This is why,
when we are discussing precarious women workers, we should consider both of these
groups and do everything we can to help women find that first job, return to work after
maternity leave and increase their qualifications.
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(The President cut off the speaker)

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE).   – (ES) Madam President, the aims of this initiative
are to improve the health and safety of working women who are pregnant or have given
birth and apply measures to balance family and working life.

European women are looking to the European Parliament today and are expecting us to
implement the modern measures that the 21st century demands. We therefore need to
talk about the possibility of 20 weeks’ leave, covering 100% of the mother’s salary, including
self-employed workers, the possibility of fathers having leave following the birth and
establishing equality between men and women in taking that leave. This is not just about
women.

Talking about the cost of maternity leave is not only one more punishment for women; it
demonstrates a lack of responsibility, taking into account the birth rate crisis and the ageing
population in Europe at the moment, which is also contributing to the development of
the economic crisis.

Has it occurred to you to ask, for example, what the cost of absenteeism is in Europe? I
have not heard a single word about this. We have the opportunity to make progress on
equality between men and women, so let us not disappoint the people of Europe.

Maroš Šefčovič,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Madam President, I would like to
thank all the honourable Members for taking part in this important, stimulating and, I
would say, also very passionate debate.

Even though we are looking at these issues from different angles, most of us can agree on
several things. Maternity leave should not be penalised; we have to work very hard to
achieve equality of pay; and we have to study very carefully the economic consequences
of the decisions we take here.

Several of you referred to the issue of paternity or parental leave. I would like just to remind
you that the newly adopted parental leave directive grants a minimum of eight months for
parents per child. For the first time, we have legal encouragement for fathers at EU level to
take leave.

A whole month of leave is lost if the father does not take his responsibility. This directive
will soon be in force and we will build on this progress and look carefully at further
proposals on paternity leave.

As I said in my opening remarks, we are now studying the situation and we will be back
to you very soon with our results.

Allow me to underline the encouragement of fathers to take part in parenting with a
personal remark. I was lucky enough to be present at the deliveries of two of my three
children. Of course, during that time in the hospital, the most I could do was put on a brave
face and pretend that I was neither worried nor scared and try and offer my wife the highest
moral support I could. Sometimes, however, it was my wife and the kind nurses who took
care of me, so I could offer this moral support! I will never forget the very important
moments after the delivery and the first few days when I could help my wife with the
newborn baby.
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It is very clear that it is not just mothers who need to bond with a newborn child. The
fathers need to do the same and we need to encourage them and change the paternal pattern
and create the conditions where fathers can also bond with their newborn babies.

Coming back to the reports we were discussing today, and with regard to Mrs Thomsen’s
report on precarious work, I have taken careful note of what has been said. I can assure
you that the Commission will back up action to improve the working conditions of
precarious female workers by monitoring national employment policy and by providing
structural fund support in particular.

With regard to Mrs Estrela’s comprehensive work on the Commission’s proposal for a
strengthened maternity leave directive, we are indeed trying to strike a very difficult balance.
We need to ensure the fundamental rights of female workers, but we should not give an
excuse to Member States to stop these very important negotiations. We need to study the
models which offer us a high employment rate and high fertility rates at the same time.

In this vein, the Commission welcomes the amendments which are aimed at maintaining
the 18 weeks minimum leave, set an alternative level of remuneration, keep the reference
to sick leave, and allow for other forms of leave to be counted as maternity leave.

All this under the proviso that it does not lead to the weakening of existing protection.
Rolling back in this respect cannot be an option for the European Union.

I very much hope that Parliament and the Council will be able to reach a compromise. The
Commission position aims to breach the gap between the positions of the two institutions
and to provide a solid basis for future discussion.

The improvement of conditions for women in Europe must be our ultimate goal. They
contribute enormously to society and society must find a way to pay them back.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE).   – Madam President, I am afraid that there are many colleagues
who were given the floor and they certainly came after me and my colleague here. We
asked for the floor already when President Buzek started this point tonight, so I am objecting
to your injustice in giving the floor in the catch-the-eye.

President.   – Many thanks for your request to speak. As I mentioned, there were many
more people requesting the floor than we were actually able to accommodate. We had 19
people wanting to speak in a slot lasting just five minutes. I have therefore tried to give
those people on the lists that I have here a chance to speak.

Naturally, your comments will be minuted. We will try very hard in the coming debates
to make the whole thing as fair as possible.

Edite Estrela,    rapporteur. – (PT) Madam President, Commissioner, I would like to thank
you for the sensitivity that you showed in your opening remarks and your closing speech,
along with your personal testimony. I think that it is very important that this is associated
with the testimonies of other people, such as the other MEPs who have also spoken in this
debate, as this will certainly help to alter certain prejudices and change the stereotypes
which still exist in our society.

Therefore, it is also important that we also include paternity leave by making the most of
the dual legal basis in this directive, which aims to promote gender equality and the
reconciliation of family and personal life, because one of the stereotypes which prevails
in our society is that women are associated with reproduction, while men are associated
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with production. Men are just as much fathers as women are mothers, as well as being
workers, and thus they are entitled both to professional achievement and to raising their
children from birth. The Member from the UK who spoke is not here. I would have liked
to ask him whether David Cameron is better than other Europeans who would also like to
take paternity leave, but who are discriminated against in at least eight Member States.

We are still in the first reading process, and so we will have the opportunity to improve
these proposals together with the Commission and the Council. I would also like to thank
my fellow Members for their involvement. I feel that this broad consensus is very important.

We are certainly living through difficult times, but this is when societies have the greatest
need of daring decision makers, because, as the Roman poet Horace noted thousands of
years ago, he who is afraid of turmoil ends up crawling.

Britta Thomsen,    rapporteur. – (DA) Madam President, I would like to thank my fellow
Members for their comments on my report on precarious women workers and the
Commission for its willingness to take initiatives to improve the situation.

As many Members have pointed out, women constitute the vast majority of those working
under poor working conditions and for low wages. This not only means that women in
Europe earn less than men, but also that women receive smaller pensions than men, and
we will see many more poor women in the Europe of the future, because marriage no
longer provides automatic financial security in old age.

The most vulnerable group on the European labour market is that of female immigrants.
Among this group, we see a high level of exploitation, especially among the 11 million
women working as domestic workers. This group also includes au pairs. Au pair means
‘on equal terms’, but many of the women who come from the Philippines and the former
Soviet Republics to work as au pairs do not come for cultural exchange. They come to earn
money, and the scheme is exploited in many places in Europe as a way of obtaining cheap
labour. This situation is one that I would like to call on the Commission to investigate. We
should not allow this form of exploitation to be legal in Europe. We must therefore exercise
greater stringency in connection with the au pair scheme.

Pay differences between men and women begin, according to the Commission’s own pay
statistics, when children come along. If we want to achieve complete equality between
men and women on the labour market, women need to be fully compensated during
maternity leave, and men need to be involved in looking after the children and thus granted
paternity leave.

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote on the Estrela report will take place on Wednesday, 20 October.

The vote on the Thomsen report will take place on Tuesday, 19 October.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Sergio Berlato (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Equality between men and women represents one
of the fundamental principles of the European Union. It was already defined in the Treaty
of Maastricht in 1992, some years later, in the Treaty of Amsterdam (1997) and in the
present day in the EU strategy 2010-2015. The social agenda of the European Union
includes, amongst its priorities, the need to promote policies aimed at supporting the
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reconciliation of the working, private and family life of women. In this context, in my
opinion, motherhood is an absolutely fundamental right for the purposes of social stability.

The European Union is, at present, facing a demographic challenge arising from low birth
rates and the steady increase in the proportion of older people. I believe that the
improvement of provisions aimed at promoting a work-life balance for women is part of
the answer to this demographic decline. I recognise the importance of introducing stronger
protection from dismissal during the period from the beginning of pregnancy and the
months immediately following the end of maternity leave.

As such, I support the amendments that have been introduced for this purpose, including,
in particular, the right of a woman to return to her job or to be assigned an equivalent
position.

Zuzana Brzobohatá (S&D),    in writing. – (CS) The report’s main objective is to improve
security and healthcare for pregnant workers, workers who have recently given birth and
workers who are breastfeeding at work. Personally, I consider the most important proposal
to be the extension of the minimum length of maternity leave from 14 weeks to 20 weeks,
which will contribute towards improving the health and psychological state of the mother,
who will also therefore be able to take full care of her child. Extending the minimum length
of maternity leave will also encourage breastfeeding, which has a demonstrably positive
impact on the health of the child and the mother. Just as important in my opinion is the
current proposal that the contribution to maternity leave should be the full amount of the
employee’s salary – that is, the average monthly salary – or at least 85%. These measures
are sufficient to ensure that families, particularly single parent families, are protected from
falling below the poverty line and from social exclusion. Part of the report is devoted to
the traditional status of women. Women, unlike men, still bear the main responsibility for
the care of the child and other dependents, and are often forced to choose between
motherhood and professional development. It is therefore particularly important that the
new forms of parental leave do not reflect or reinforce existing social stereotypes. The
proposal only affects the Czech Republic with respect to the amount of maternity
contribution, and not the length of maternity leave.

Corina Creţu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) Women are the favourite victims of the recession
due to redundancies primarily affecting precarious jobs. Those most affected by
redundancies, salary cuts and abuse from employers are women employed in paid domestic
work, providing care and working on temporary contracts. Domestic work accounts for
almost a tenth of the total number of jobs in developed countries, which represents a large
group of citizens, especially women, in a vulnerable situation. This encourages abusive
treatment by employers, especially when the workers are immigrants originating either
from the new European Union Member States, like Romania, or third countries.

I believe that the removal of the employment restrictions on Romanians and Bulgarians
must be the first step towards eliminating discriminatory behaviour, which still imposes
an inferior, precarious status on them in most old Member States. The tragic example of
a Romanian nurse killed recently in an Italian underground station, under the indifferent
eye of passers-by, must ring the alarm bell about the dangers of collective discrimination
and stigmatisation, which can have, as in this case, unforeseeable and extremely serious
consequences. I also wish to press for the minimum period of maternity leave to be extended
to 20 weeks so that women can have the time they need to look after their children
accordingly.
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Proinsias De Rossa (S&D),    in writing. – I support this report which seeks to extend EU
maternity leave to 20 weeks on full pay and to introduce two weeks of paid paternity leave.
It is vital that the governments now support the EP’s recommendations in the EU Social
Affairs Council on 2 December. Opposing this measure will have the effect of excluding
many women from the labour force, thereby losing a valuable resource. Instead of penalising
women for having children, the EU needs to support them and help them better balance
work and family life. Better maternity leave is an investment in the future good health of
our society. The first few weeks of the lives of newborn children are invaluable for the
development of trust, sensory-cognitive skills and a bond with both their parents. Studies
have also shown that social measures such as maternity leave help increase the female
employment rate by 3-4%. Providing better maternity leave and introducing paid paternity
leave is a sensible investment. The impact assessment of this measure demonstrated that
just over a 1% increase in female labour participation would cover the costs of 20 weeks
paid maternity leave and two weeks paid paternity leave.

Jim Higgins (PPE),    in writing. – Over the last 50 years, European women have made huge
progress towards gender equality. Among the most important goals achieved is the entry
of women into the labour market. However, the increased over-representation of women
in ‘non-standard’ employment is extremely worrying and I would like to repeat the report’s
calls on the Commission to encourage Member States to ‘exchange best practices and make
full use of the cofinancing opportunities offered by the Structural Funds … to ensure
broader access to affordable, quality childcare and elderly care facilities so that women are
not forced to undertake these duties on an informal basis’. It also ‘stresses … the need to
ensure that precarious domestic care jobs are transformed, wherever possible, into decent,
long-term jobs’. Precarious work has long been a cause of concern; however, the current
economic and financial crisis has made the issue of precarious work and especially the
issue of women in precarious employment very urgent, and I would urge the Commission
to act to protect women in a vulnerable situation employed in precarious circumstances.

Anneli Jäätteenmäki (ALDE),    in writing. – (FI) Keynote speeches make much of the need
to promote the status of families. The promotion of equality is a priority in employment
strategies. It is time for action where it concerns families. Families require concrete deeds
and better coordination of work and family life. Employment and birth rates among women
are higher in countries where good systems of family leave and childcare services ease the
burden that results from having children. Good examples include Sweden, Denmark,
Iceland and Finland. It is therefore possible to combine women’s participation in the labour
market with high birth rates, and that should be supported in the EU. I back the proposal
by the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality for maternity leave to last 20
weeks on full pay. Women and families should not be penalised for having children. In
addition to the call for full pay, the proposed directive is also suggesting that maternity
leave should count towards service in employment when pensions are being calculated.
This issue is connected to the EU’s call for equal pay. If the directive went ahead, it would
narrow the earnings gap between women and men. The directive would also improve the
status of multiple birth and adoptive families and that of families with disabled children.
It is indeed difficult to think of any reason not to support the proposed directive with the
amendments tabled by the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality. Better
coordination of family and professional life promotes the well-being of families,
employment and economic development.
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Eija-Riitta Korhola (PPE),    in writing. – (FI) We are unanimous regarding the need on the
part of women who are pregnant or who have just given birth for special protection in
society and the labour market. This is ultimately about the basic unit of society, about
strengthening the status of the family. We nevertheless disagree on what sort of legislation
should actually be enacted to realise this goal in the Member States. I support the
Commission’s view that the minimum period for maternity leave should be raised across
the Union from the present 14 weeks to 18 weeks, with compensation paid at the rate in
place for a period of illness, at the very least. This would be a significant improvement in
Europe. When, in addition, we bear in mind the changes to parental leave made last year,
we may conclude that protection of the family is improving in the EU. The Committee on
Women’s Rights and Gender Equality, however, has adopted amendments that do not
respect the differences between national systems or financial realities. The Member States
have widely varying maternity leave systems. Cramming them all into the same package
would result in poor legislation and breach the principle of subsidiarity. For example, in
Finland, maternity leave combined with paternity leave and a long period of parental leave
lasting more than six months makes for a wideranging system, the cost burden for which
is shared among different parties. The system has an additional component: the possibility
of childcare leave, during which the contract of employment is not discontinued. The costs
of maternity leave lasting 20 weeks on full pay, which is now being proposed, would go
up in Finland from the current level of EUR 30 million to EUR 80 million. In many Member
States, it would mean even higher costs. In this economic situation, such a proposal can
only be made completely free of budgetary responsibility. From the perspective of equality,
I also regard as worrying the dreaded scenario where women’s employment opportunities
could, in fact, weaken if employers were saddled with the massive costs arising.

Jiří Maštálka (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (CS) It is 15 years since the adoption of the Beijing
Platform for Action. The document summarises the status of women in the world and
recommends steps for improving it. It emphasises women’s working conditions, particularly
in the economy, health and education. The European Parliament and the Council have
adopted several directives to implement these recommendations. Based on the results,
which appeared to be largely positive, further tasks were undertaken and presented for
implementation by the Member States in the road map for equality between men and
women for 2006-2010. February’s annual report by the European Parliament on equality
between men and women for 2009 says that, as a result of the economic crisis and the
budget cuts in the EU countries, there have been job losses, particularly amongst women.
Women often submit to pressure by employers, which particularly favours multinational
retail chains. The workload has a bad effect on women’s health, family, legal working time
or training. Few employers are willing to create favourable conditions for their employees
for reconciling professional and family life. The most difficult working conditions are faced
by female immigrants. The obstacles they face include language barriers, an unfamiliar
working environment, family or cultural traditions, and so on. The crisis has impeded the
attainment of many fixed objectives. The European Institute for Gender Equality should
immediately assess the current situation, and the European Commission and the European
Parliament should take effective action to halt the worsening of the status of women.

Erminia Mazzoni (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The long gestation (a fitting choice of term in
this case) of this proposal for a directive is due to the conflict between those who wanted
to include impossible objectives in the document in order to give it a symbolic quality, and
those whose sole aim was to advance our society by promoting certain rights in practice.
In the end, the compromise does not fully meet the protection requirements outlined: the
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protection of the health of pregnant women; the guarantee of equal treatment for female
workers, including self-employed workers; and the increased sharing of childcare
responsibilities between parents. However, the new features introduced – the extension
of maternity leave to 18 weeks and the 6 weeks’ compulsory maternity leave after
confinement; the introduction of remuneration at the full amount of the woman’s previous
earnings; the increased protection against redundancy; and the introduction of the right
to request flexible working patterns, notwithstanding the option for Member States to set
different limits and to maintain more favourable provisions, mean that we are indeed taking
a step forward. I voted in favour of the resolution, although my opinion differs even from
that of my group on many amendments, in an attempt to highlight the fundamental
importance of the measures linked to health and safety protection at work.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing. – (ET) For a long time, gender inequality in the labour
market has been a very important subject for the EU, and for years, it has tried to find a
solution. Nevertheless, even today, we cannot report positive developments in this area.
Thus, for example, according to Eurostat data, the number of women in precarious
employment – that is, women working part-time – has increased significantly, reaching
31.4%, while the figure for men is 8.3%. It seems reasonable here to locate the reasons for
this in the current economic and financial crisis, which has exacerbated the problems of
women in precarious employment even more. I believe that precarious employment is
not just a reason for the difference in pay between women and men, but also a barrier to
career opportunities. As the proportion of women in precarious employment is excessively
high today and, therefore, the abovementioned harmful consequences have a
disproportionate effect on the situation of such women, I think that the EU should
strengthen the legal regulations on temporary, part-time and agency work. Perhaps then,
one day, we will be in a position to say that the EU has guaranteed equal rights between
men and women and abolished gender discrimination in the labour market.

Sirpa Pietikäinen (PPE),    in writing. – (FI) Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to thank
Mrs Estrela for her creditable report on the amendment to the Council Directive to
encourage improvements to the safety and health at work of pregnant workers and workers
who have recently given birth or are breastfeeding. The reforms set out in the report are
important for the improvement of the rights and well-being of EU citizens and the creation
of healthier competitiveness in the internal market. The European Union needs a coherent
social policy. The harmonisation of maternity leave systems is an important step towards
a more social Europe. The report proposes a period of maternity leave lasting 20 weeks
on full pay. This would increase maternity benefits in many EU countries. A long and well
remunerated period of maternity leave has been shown to have a positive impact on
women’s participation in the labour market. The greater contribution made by women to
the labour market would quickly cover the costs of the reform, which many claim are
insurmountable. Better maternity benefits also raise birth rates. An ageing Europe needs
taxpayers in order to maintain security of the supply of services in the future. The call for
full pay during maternity leave is also an important step in narrowing the differences in
income between women and men. A period of maternity leave would no longer mean less
income for women and, furthermore, full pay during maternity leave would increase
women’s pension accrual. In today’s Europe, older women are especially liable to live in
poverty.

Daciana Octavia Sârbu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The majority of precarious jobs have
always been taken by women. There has been talk for a long time about improving working
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conditions for women but, unfortunately, nothing is changing. Against this background,
I wish to draw your attention to the plight of the seasonal workers picking strawberries in
Spain. I am familiar with their situation not only from the countless complaints received
from Romanian workers or the trade unions, but also from direct experience on site. Every
year, thousands of Romanian women go to pick strawberries in Spain for a period of
between three and five months. Some are very often subjected to abuse from their
employers. The original contracts are replaced by contracts in Spanish, which they do not
understand. They are often not given health insurance, being forced even to pay for it out
of their own pocket. Their work sometimes requires them to pick strawberries sprayed
with pesticides, without any protective equipment. However, they cannot complain as
they are afraid that they will be sacked and sent home. I have drawn the European
Commission’s attention to their situation through questions which have been submitted
requesting a directive for regulating the rights of seasonal workers in the European Union.
However, the response I have been given is that this issue is not on its list of priorities. This
is why I call on the Commission again to table a legislative proposal on this matter.

Olga Sehnalová (S&D),    in writing. – (CS) Supporting women as they reconcile their
working and family conditions is one of the biggest challenges of modern times. The
amount or length of maternity leave certainly does not determine the decision to start a
family or whether or not to have a child. Nevertheless, the conditions under which these
decisions are made are important. This is about the degree of certainty that women have
during this time that they can dedicate themselves to motherhood, in peace and without
fear, during the first weeks and months. It is also an expression of the importance society
assigns to these women. It is about whether we basically consider motherhood to be merely
an unfortunate obstacle in the professional life of women, who are at the mercy of the
harsh conditions of the labour market, or whether society is able to provide women with
the necessary protection. If greater protection for women in the labour market in the
context of childbirth and motherhood primarily means an economic burden that European
society is not willing to bear, then we need to think about the values of this society. This
is a question of society’s priorities.

Edward Scicluna (S&D),    in writing. – Many speakers have understandably referred to
the economic impact of extending maternity leave from 14 to 20 weeks. Unfortunately,
costs often come up because they are easy to measure. However, benefits, too, can be
measured. In fact, one subject which has been well researched quantitatively is the impact
of paid maternity leave on prime-age female labour force participation rates (FLFPR). One
of the most authoritative econometric studies by the ECB clearly shows that the FLFPR for
prime-age women is always on the increase up to 43 weeks of such paid maternity leave.
Only beyond that point will the rate be actively affected. For many Member States whose
length of maternity leave is close to the legal minimum and, as a consequence, their female
participation is low, an increase in paid maternity leave is economically beneficial. For
these Member States, the cost of extending maternity leave will be money well invested
rather than a burden.

14. Revision of the framework agreement on relations between the European
Parliament and the Commission - Adaptation of Parliament's Rules of Procedure
to the revised framework agreement on relations between the European Parliament
and the Commission (debate)

President.   – The next item is the joint debate on:

41Debates of the European ParliamentEN18-10-2010



- the report by Mr Rangel, on behalf of the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, on revision
of the framework agreement on relations between the European Parliament and the
Commission (2010/2118(ACI)) (A7-0279/2010), and

- the report by Mr Rangel, on behalf of the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, on
adaptation of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure to the revised framework agreement on
relations between the European Parliament and the Commission (2010/2127(REG))
(A7-0278/2010).

Paulo Rangel,    rapporteur. – (PT) With regard to these two reports, I would firstly like to
congratulate and publicly mention, as I did at the Committee on Constitutional Affairs,
the remarkable work carried out by my colleagues, Mr Lehne, Mr Swoboda,
Mrs Roth-Behrendt, Mrs Wallis and Mrs Harms, who made up the team of Members of this
House that negotiated this framework agreement with the Commission.

I would also like to mention the great openness and highly constructive spirit of
collaboration shown by the President of the Commission and, after the new Commission
had taken office, Commissioner Šefčovič and his teams. I believe that a remarkable piece
of work has been achieved, and that this has led to an historic agreement that represents
the first framework agreement following the signing of the Treaty of Lisbon, and the first
framework agreement with a direct, explicit basis in the treaties, but specifically on
Article 295 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.

Actually, I would like to say that this agreement creates a highly transparent, greatly dynamic
and extremely close association between Parliament and the Commission, and that it
essentially represents a compromise: a balance between the respective visions of the two
institutions on the new role that falls to each of them following the Treaty of Lisbon.

I believe that the work carried out by our team was, in fact, very positive, as in this
framework agreement, it has managed to give expression to the new competences and the
strengthening of powers arising from the Treaty of Lisbon. This applies to the legislative
procedure and to programming or planning, especially, to give just two examples, in
Parliament’s involvement in the Commission’s programme of work or, for instance, in
matters relating to the Commission’s use of ‘soft law’ in Parliament’s legislative powers.

Secondly, one very important aspect is Parliament’s increased powers of control and
monitoring, whether in the details of specifying rules for the election of the President of
the Commission and of the latter as a body, or, for instance, where this relates to the
involvement of Parliament in issues such as the reshuffling or the possible removal of a
commissioner, or, to take another example, hearings for directors of regulatory agencies
or even the monitoring of international negotiations. In all of these areas, the powers arising
from the Treaty of Lisbon have been confirmed.

Access to information is also very important, particularly when it relates to classified or
confidential information, and, moreover, the very exchange of information and points of
view between the leaders of Parliament and those of the Commission. For example, we
know that these days, it is already possible for the Commissioner responsible for
Constitutional Affairs and the President of the Commission to participate in the relevant
parts of the Conference of Presidents, or that there are various platforms for direct dialogue
between the Conference of Presidents, the Conference of Committee Chairs, the President
of Parliament, the President of the Commission and the College of Commissioners. Even
the Commission’s presence in Parliament has also been strengthened, especially through
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the implementation of question time, not only for the President of the Commission, but
also for the commissioners.

In view of this, I would like to say, with deep respect for the Treaty of Lisbon and its new
balance of powers, and also with deep respect for the idea of the separation of powers, that
here we have a clarifying agreement that will make the Treaty of Lisbon current, active and
applicable.

Maroš Šefčovič,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Madam President, it is a great pleasure
for me to join your debate on the revised framework agreement on relations between our
two institutions. I am very satisfied that the resolution on which you are going to vote on
Wednesday recommends that Parliament should endorse the framework agreement. This
will successfully bring to a close a process that started almost one year ago with the entry
into force of the Lisbon Treaty.

On this occasion, I would like to express my sincere thanks and gratitude to Mr Lehne and
the whole working party: Ms Diana Wallis, Ms Dagmar Roth-Behrendt, Ms Rebecca Harms,
Mr Hannes Swoboda and, of course, our rapporteur, Mr Paulo Rangel. We have been
working in a great spirit, with great intensity, and our discussions have been very
constructive and, at the same time, very frank.

It is evident that Parliament’s increased rights and competences under the new Treaty have
an impact in many ways on working relations between our institutions. This was reflected
by Parliament’s resolution of 9 February 2010 and by President Barroso’s related statement
the same day. It is therefore of great importance that, with the revised framework agreement,
our institutions will now get a solid and formally agreed basis for mutual relations and will
be able to start implementing all elements of the agreement in daily practice. This revised
framework agreement builds on the existing framework agreement from 2005 which, as
we have seen, has been a very successful instrument for governing relations between our
institutions.

It was in this spirit of successful cooperation that we started our negotiations on the revision
of the framework agreement in March. I believe that we should all be very satisfied with
the outcome. Like your rapporteur, Mr Rangel, I am also of the opinion that this revision
is a significant achievement which will deepen the relations between our institutions and
offer practical solutions in line with Parliament’s increased competences following the
entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty. This is how we are putting the special partnership
between the Commission and the European Parliament into practice.

Let me single out a few elements which constitute real progress. The agreement sets out
rules and a timetable for an intensified and structured dialogue between our institutions
that allows Parliament to provide important input when the Commission is preparing its
work programmes, as its contribution to Union programming.

It sets detailed rules on how the Commission will inform Parliament about the negotiation
and conclusion of international agreements. It brings the rules on the provision of classified
information to Parliament up to international standards and will thus facilitate informing
Parliament, for example, on international negotiations.

It also sets rules to enhance the information provided to Parliament relating to the work
of experts advising the Commission.
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I expect it to enhance our dialogue and coordination with regard to the planning of
Parliament’s part-sessions and ensuring the presence of Commissioners.

Even though the agreement is not yet in force, we have already implemented important
elements of it. Let me just mention a few examples related to the preparation of the
Commission’s work programme for 2011. On 7 September, President Barroso held his
State of the Union address in Parliament, and I attended the Conference of Presidents with
information on progress in preparing the Commission’s work programme.

On 7 October, the College and the Conference of Committee Chairs met in the Berlaymont.
Furthermore, President Barroso will meet Parliament’s Conference of Presidents again on
Wednesday.

All this aims at intensifying the political dialogue between our institutions and, from my
perspective, we seem to have designed the right instruments for this in our framework
agreement.

As you all know, the negotiations for the revised framework agreement were long and
required a major effort by both institutions in order to arrive at a text that caters for both
our institutions’ interests and concerns.

We also knew that for a number of aspects in our relations – for example the Union’s
programming, introduced by the Lisbon Treaty – we would have to involve the Council
too.

As the Council had chosen not to be part of the negotiations on the revised framework
agreement, we have taken care not to pre-empt on issues that need to be agreed with the
Council.

The negotiators from both sides therefore made sincere efforts to fully respect the balance
of the institutions, as defined by the treaties, and the commitment to loyal cooperation
between them.

This is repeatedly evoked in the agreement and the Commission is, moreover, firmly
convinced that the text we arrived at, after sometimes difficult negotiations, does indeed
fully respect the rights and competences of each EU institution and stands the test of legal
scrutiny.

Nevertheless, there are voices that consider that the framework agreement already goes
too far, and the possibility of a legal challenge against the agreement or against specific
instances of its implementation cannot be excluded.

In this context, the Commission notes that the motion for a resolution on the adoption of
the revised framework agreement will officially set out Parliament’s own interpretation of
the agreed text.

On some important issues, this interpretation goes beyond the text agreed after sensitive
discussions. This concerns notably the provisions regarding informing Parliament about
negotiations on international agreements and the inclusion of Members of the European
Parliament as observers in the Union’s delegations to international conferences, as well as
the definitions and conditions for the application of soft law.

When questioning this approach in the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, the
Commission was told that these interpretations were, in fact, intended to put Parliament’s
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initial objectives on record and that only the text of the framework agreement as such had
legal value.

To avoid all ambiguity, it is in this sense that the Commission reads Parliament’s
interpretation of the text.

The Commission stands firmly by all the commitments that it has made in the agreement,
and it intends to apply the agreement following the agreed text. Let me make it clear that
the Commission will not be bound by any unilateral interpretation of this framework
agreement. The framework agreement text as negotiated will, in practice, give us all
necessary possibilities to find solutions in the interests of both Parliament and the
Commission without disregarding the rights and interests of other institutions.

In this spirit, we will continue to put into practice the special partnership between our two
institutions and, at the same time, loyally cooperate with all the institutions.

I am looking forward to the signature of the agreement and its successful implementation
thereafter.

Íñigo Méndez de Vigo,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (ES) Madam President, I joined
Parliament 18 years ago now. Then, the European Parliament was a consultative parliament.
It was a parliament that did not have any powers.

In this process over the past 18 years, we have seen Parliament change from a consultative
parliament to a fully colegislative one. Our good friend, Francisco Lucas Pires, who witnessed
this process, said that it changed from a deliberative parliament to a legislative parliament.

Therefore, the text that we are going to adopt on Wednesday is the culmination of
negotiations between the Commission and Parliament on the framework agreement.

I confess that when I tell my family that I am going to Strasbourg to take part in the debate
on the framework agreement between Parliament and the Commission, I have to give them
quite a lengthy explanation. This is because, obviously, these things do not exist in national
parliaments or at national level, so people do not understand why an agreement has to be
reached between the Commission and Parliament in order to implement what the treaties
say.

However, it does have to be done. It has to be done for a very basic reason, which Mr Rangel
and Mr Šefčovič have already stated: because we want to be efficient.

What the framework agreement is essentially seeking to do is to resolve all the practical
obstacles that could arise in terms of legislation, parliamentary control and codes of conduct.

I therefore believe that it is a good blend of European democracy. It is ‘consensual’
democracy rather than the ‘conflictive’ democracy that we have in our countries.

In consensual democracy, the intelligent thing to do is to find solutions to any problems
that could arise. Therefore, the framework agreement is an instrument for preventing
future problems and making what the treaties say a reality. As we have a new treaty, the
Treaty of Lisbon, it makes sense to implement it.

I would like to congratulate Mr Rangel and the team that he led, and the European
Commission, because I believe that they have reached a very reasonable agreement. When
reading the content of the agreement, one cannot fail to be surprised at the voices being
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heard in some national parliaments questioning whether it poses a threat to the Council’s
powers.

For goodness’ sake! The Council is indeed the other colegislator. We do want to legislate,
and we are legislating a great deal and successfully with the Council of Ministers. We are
colegislators on an equal footing. We do not need to gain any sort of small advantage.
What we want is for this to be effective, and I believe that the agreement is going to help
to achieve this.

Allow me to say, Mr Šefčovič, that you took the bull by the horns – a very
bullfighting-related expression in my country – when you said that the interpretation of
Articles 6 and 7 of the resolution is Parliament’s interpretation in relation to international
agreements and international conferences. I do not believe there is anything strange here.
What we are talking about here is Parliament being informed and participating through
the Commission and through negotiation, nothing more. What is the purpose? The purpose
is for us to know what the Commission has done when we have to adopt it here.

Therefore – and I will finish here Madam President – congratulations to both of you. I
believe that this is a good omen: as they would say in Casablanca, ‘the beginning of a beautiful
friendship’.

Ramón Jáuregui Atondo,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (ES) Madam President, I would
like to echo what has been said by all the speakers so far in this debate.

More importantly than the technical difficulties that this agreement might involve, I believe
that we are talking about something important, something that we have to consider
alongside the reform of the Rules of Procedure that we conducted a few months ago,
following the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. This framework agreement and the
new Rules of Procedure are two essential elements of the new European democratic
structure.

I am convinced that, with the reform of the Rules of Procedure and the framework
agreement, this new role that Parliament is taking on through the Treaty of Lisbon of being
a legislative House is acquiring a basis, a foundation for operating in a reasonable way.
This is because – as has already been said – what is important is that this House now has
the major role of discussing and agreeing on the new laws for the European Union with
the Commission.

In order to do this, we have new Rules of Procedure and a framework agreement that also
establishes all the elements that make up our relationship. In this respect, I would like to
highlight the importance, for example, of the control functions that this House exercises
over the Commission.

Mr Šefčovič, I believe that we should ultimately consider a mechanism involving the
Commission being present in this House, as provided for in this agreement. For example,
it could involve all the Commissioners being present together to answer direct questions.
That is what we should do in order to respond immediately and directly to the political
relationship that we have.

In relation to your interpretation of paragraphs 7 and 8, I would like to say that I understand
it. I understand it because it is true that this House does not strictly need to be a party to
the negotiations, but you also need to understand that we as Parliament have expressed a
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wish, an initial position and a future position regarding how this House should relate to
international negotiations.

Andrew Duff,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Madam President, we listened with great
interest to Commissioner Šefčovič who seemed more interested in placating the Council
than in seriously attacking the position of the Parliament. I think that is quite correct
because if the Council – which I see is not yet here this evening – had been seriously
interested in playing a part in becoming a party to this framework agreement, it could have
done so.

As a Parliament, we know that as we put Lisbon into effect, we have to exercise our new
powers with discretion and responsibility. We are also committed to bolstering the Union’s
power in international negotiations through an effective performance by the Commission.
Can I stress especially the need for President Barroso to revise the Code of conduct of
Commissioners, especially the financial declarations. We were aware of certain frailties
that were exposed in the course of Parliament’s approval of the Barroso II Commission.

Ryszard Czarnecki  , on behalf of the ECR Group. – (PL) Our Spanish fellow Member, Mr
Méndez de Vigo, said that he was having great problems trying to explain to his family the
very specific legal and procedural relations between the organs of the European Union. He
has more patience than me. I do not even try to discuss this with my wife, as it is too
complicated. I think that the Treaty of Lisbon has turned out to be a sort of blind date,
which means that it is not a good or proper thing that we are only just now beginning to
define the competences of the individual organs of the Union. It is late, but as the American
film has it, ‘better late than never’. Let us not talk about friendship as proposed by Mr
Méndez de Vigo. Let us rather talk about more practical relations and clearer contacts
between the Commission, Council and European Parliament. That is better than talking
about friendship. Thank you very much.

Morten Messerschmidt,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (DA) Madam President, I, too,
would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the fine work done by Mr Rangel with
regard to a number of the sections in the report. The fact that we are obtaining more
information from the Commission is certainly progress. The fact that the need for
parliamentary control is being emphasised, as well as the need for better mutual cooperation,
is also clearly progress.

However, in one area – the one that has been the most important both today and in the
previous debate – there is reason to express disappointment. This is, of course, the common
foreign policy, with regard to which there is nothing to reproach Mr Rangel for, but there
is reason to criticise the whole direction that this area has taken since the Treaty of Lisbon
entered into force. I was a member of the Folketing, the Danish Parliament, when Denmark
was lured into saying ‘yes’ to the Treaty of Lisbon on condition that it did not lead to the
surrender of sovereignty. We were given the word of all the official EU authorities that
there would be no such surrendering of power, and now we can see that the European
Parliament is quite clearly taking on a power that was not originally intended in the area
of foreign policy. This is deeply regrettable, because very many Europeans, including,
surely, the French, the Dutch and the Irish, who had the opportunity to say ‘no’ at one time,
entered into this cooperation with the expectation that foreign policy was an area where
they would still retain their sovereignty. Now we can see that everything will be dealt with
in an interplay between the Commission and the European Parliament, and the Council
will be completely cut off. That is extremely regrettable.
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Andrew Henry William Brons (NI).   – Madam President, I shall resist the temptation
to reject automatically as insidious or worthless any agreement between two sets of
supporters of ‘the project’, as it is called. I shall try to judge it on its merits and demerits.

The Parliament’s team have a mission to increase Parliament’s power and influence, and
they have had a measure of success. It would be wrong to deny that. They have succeeded
in winning equal treatment of the Parliament with the Council, a greater duty for the
Commission to consider legislative initiatives from the Parliament, Question Hours with
the High Representative, involvement in international negotiations, and much else.

However, there is another side to this. The Parliament’s equality with the Council must
involve a relative reduction in the power of that body, which represents – however badly
in the case of my own country – the interests of nation states. Furthermore, the power
exercised by Parliament is exercised disproportionately by the leaders of the large political
groups and the committee chairmen. The ordinary members of these groups have no more
independent power than those of us who are Non-attached Members.

The promise of involvement in international negotiations was also in the 2005 agreement,
and Parliament has been treated with disdain. We were not told the identity of the overseer
in the agreement on the transfer of financial data with the United States, and when members
of the Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs asked why there was a
perceived need for secrecy, the Member of the Commission refused to answer and either
misunderstood or pretended to misunderstand the question.

Salvatore Iacolino (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, I also would like to congratulate the
negotiators on the positive result which has been achieved, moreover, in a reasonably short
time. The proof and tangible confirmation of the constructive interinstitutional dialogue
are provided by this agreement which, we trust, will be adopted on Wednesday and ratified
immediately afterwards.

This agreement certainly gives a boost to the centrality of the role of the European
Parliament which was clearly intended by the Treaty of Lisbon, and establishes close
cooperation between the institutions; the intense work of the negotiators is certainly
heading in this direction. There is no doubt that Parliament puts its faith in the Commission
and it must certainly assess, through constant scrutiny, the activities which are introduced
for approved programmes and the tangible results which are achieved. The Code of conduct
for Commissioners, as well as the requirement to provide information, including
confidential information, are welcomed.

I do not agree with some amendments which, in my opinion, are not going in the opposite
direction, even if, overall, they are consistent to a certain degree with the intended design
of the agreed text. I am likewise convinced that, through this report, it is possible to legislate
better and make better impact assessments with regard to individual legislative proposals.
At the same time, relations should be strengthened with national parliaments, who are the
mirror image of these activities.

The work carried out with regard to the agencies is welcomed and I am convinced that the
primacy of politics also depends on a greater willingness on the part of the
Directorates-General of the Commission to cooperate with Parliament.

In conclusion, I hope that the Commission will implement the agreement, once it has been
finalised, without applying red tape.
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Zita Gurmai (S&D).   – Madam President, I am glad to see that the new framework
agreement represents a significant improvement in, and deepening of, relations with the
Commission, and the special partnership reflects the new power of the European Parliament
under the Lisbon Treaty. As a result of excellent work within the Commission and the
working party, the practical solutions included in the proposed revised agreement bring
major improvements in legislative procedure and planning, parliamentary scrutiny,
obligations to provide information, and the Commission's presence in Parliament. Welcome
Commissioner Šefčovič!

Let me draw your attention to two points in particular. I consider the involvement of
Parliament in international negotiations a major step forward, facilitating Parliament’s
consent and giving more predictability to the procedure. In my view, one of the most
important elements is the follow-up of legislative initiative requests from Parliament. I
welcome the development that the Commission undertakes to report on the concrete
follow-up given to any legislative initiative requests within three months of its adoption;
the Commission shall come forward with a legislative proposal after one year at the latest
or include the proposal in the next year’s work programme. If the Commission does not
submit a proposal, it shall give Parliament a detailed explanation of the reasons.

As the rapporteur on the European citizens’ initiative, I hope that the follow-up of citizens’
requests will also be handled with equally proper respect. I was glad to see the major backing
of the report in committee. I trust the plenary session will follow the line agreed between
the Commission and the European Parliament working party. Well done and thank you
very much.

Trevor Colman (EFD).   – Madam President, this framework agreement on the relationship
between the Commission and this House introduced by the Lisbon Treaty – in reality, the
EU Constitution – is said to bring about a more democratic governmental process. In truth,
it is nothing but an illusion of democracy where none exists.

The following points are important. Lisbon has no democratic or moral authority in the
UK, where the British people have been cheated by the ruling political class from giving
their verdict on the treaty. The so-called changes in this agreement will in no way diminish
the power and activity of the unelected and unaccountable Commission supported by this
compliant House. In practice, the business of the EU will continue, as it always has done,
in back rooms and behind closed doors.

In due course, the recommendation will be to vote resolutely against these proposals since
we do not, and will not, recognise Lisbon unless and until it has been submitted to the
British people for their decision. That is real democracy.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D).   – (SK) I am very pleased that we are able to discuss
the revised framework agreement on relations between the European Parliament and the
European Commission at today’s meeting. This revision corroborates and gives tangible
form to the stronger position of the European Parliament after the adoption of the Treaty
of Lisbon. Today, I would personally like to highlight the agreement concluded between
the Commission and the working party of the European Parliament on the framework
agreement, and thank you, Mr Vice-President, for your personal involvement.

Allow me to make a few comments with regard to the framework agreement. The stronger
position of the European Parliament makes for a more democratic European Union. As
the elected representatives of the citizens of the Member States, we will participate in the
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adoption of European legislation and will have greater control over the Commission. The
Commission will, for example, be obliged to submit reports to us on the concrete follow-up
provisions adopted for any legislative initiative request. The Commission will be equally
obliged to ask us for approval in the event that it intends to change the Code of conduct
for Commissioners. We also definitely welcome the fact that on the basis of the treaty, the
European Parliament will be better and more transparently informed about the conclusion
of international agreements. The aforementioned provisions are not the only ones; the
revised framework agreement contains many more similar provisions and I firmly believe
that they will all lead towards more effective and closer cooperation between both
institutions, and that they will represent a coherent implementation of the Treaty of Lisbon.

In conclusion, I would like to highlight a key area: the timely cooperation of Parliament
on requests ensuing from the European citizens’ initiative is a significant provision which,
pursuant to the agreement, will guarantee close contact between the European Parliament
and citizens.

Hannes Swoboda (S&D).   – (DE) Madam President, I would first like to thank Mr Rangel
for his report and also, of course, Mr Šefčovič for the negotiations that we have had. He
was not an easy negotiating partner, but he was a fair one. I believe we have achieved a
good result. The specific result naturally forms the basis of our cooperation, and while the
interpretation given by Mr Rangel is perhaps somewhat extensive, it allows us to remain
focused on our goals.

What remains now is not just the openness and transparency between our two bodies, but
also the need to convince the Council – which is not present – that if we work well together,
it does not necessarily have to be at the expense of the Council. Unfortunately, the Council
sometimes behaves like a child who has had a toy taken away and is now upset and
affronted. Instead of feeling affronted and threatening complaints, the Council should
work with us to achieve what is best for the citizens of our continent. If we want to appear
strong to the outside world – and the common foreign policy, common trade agreements,
etc. are an important aspect of all this – then it would be best for us to work together.

Kader Arif (S&D).   – (FR) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, as we all know, and
as has just been pointed out, the Treaty of Lisbon strengthens Parliament’s powers. However,
few of us are aware of the radical change that it brings about, particularly in the field of
trade policy, which I follow closely.

Under the Treaty of Lisbon, Parliament will ratify all international trade agreements. This
is already causing quite a stir, and the discussions on the Anti-Counterfeiting Trade
Agreement (ACTA) and on the free trade agreement with Korea are merely a first sign of
this. However, the socialists and democrats in the Committee on Trade wanted to go further
than the treaty allows. I am their spokesperson, and despite the scepticism of some and
the opposition shown by certain others, I conveyed a clear message: if Parliament is to
ratify any trade agreement, it must be involved from the start of the process. What used to
seem idealistic is now a core element of our relations with the Commission, since we will
be fully consulted on the negotiating mandates. I welcome this.

I therefore call on the Commission and the Council to continue to respect the Community
spirit and the democratic will that are at the heart of the treaty. I also call on my fellow
Members – since we suffer from a kind of Stockholm syndrome where the Commission
and the Council are concerned – to use all our rights, because they are the rights of our
fellow citizens.

18-10-2010Debates of the European ParliamentEN50



Guido Milana (S&D).   – (IT) Madam President, the revision of the agreement between
Parliament and the Commission establishes the basis for improved collaboration between
the two institutions. Much progress has been made with regard to procedure, legislative
planning, parliamentary scrutiny, requirements to provide information and the
Commission’s presence in Parliament. However, the point which I am most eager to
highlight is the progress made with respect to the interinstitutional aspect of international
relations.

The role given to Parliament should not be considered as strengthened: it is a requirement.
We hope that no one casts doubt on allowing the presence of European Parliament observers
at multilateral and bilateral international conferences as anything but an act of responsibility.
Indeed, denying the status of observer to Members of the European Parliament in bilateral
agreements, such as, for example, fisheries agreements, prevents, de facto, full knowledge
of the area being negotiated, upon which Parliament will subsequently be required to
express its opinion.

I believe that it is not possible to do without these preconditions, as otherwise we would
end up with Parliament rejecting bilateral agreements which, by definition, cannot be
amended and which, in the absence of a partnership, would make the vote a mere formality.

Zuzana Roithová (PPE).   – (CS) I am very pleased that the European Commission
recognises that, in order for the future of the Union to be successful, it is very important
for decision making to be more democratic. This is therefore about strengthening the role
of the European Parliament. I appreciate the fact that the new cooperation agreement with
the European Commission strengthens the importance of Parliament beyond what was
prescribed in the Treaty of Lisbon. I welcome the fact that the agreement allows for more
detailed impact studies and a better response by the Commission to the political
requirements of the European Parliament. It is particularly important for the Commission
to actually improve Members’ access to documents, including proposals for international
agreements. This has already been said here. Their ratification cannot merely be a formality,
as is often the practice in the national parliaments. We need the relevant information in
advance so that we can influence their content as we go along. The Council, which feels
aggrieved, must get used to the fact that in future, it must cooperate much better with the
European Parliament.

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) The Treaty of Lisbon entails new tasks and obligations for
both the European Parliament and the European Commission.

It is commendable that less than a year after the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon,
we have on our desks the revision of the framework agreement on improved cooperation
on joint tasks of the European Commission and the European Parliament. The mutual
agreement on joint procedures will certainly help prevent possible misunderstandings
when making joint decisions. However, the European Union is constituted on the basis of
agreement by nation states which passed on to us – the European Parliament as well as the
European Union – part of their competences. Therefore, the Treaty of Lisbon has, in certain
matters, brought with it the obligation to cooperate with national parliaments. The correct
form of this cooperation ought to be the next step when defining cooperation within the
European Union. This is what I would like to ask for, Commissioner.

Franz Obermayr (NI).   – (DE) Madam President, in the EU, Parliament and the Council
act as legislators and have a democratic mandate, directly in the case of the European
Parliament and at least indirectly in the case of the Council. Yet the Commission, which
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has no democratic mandate whatsoever, remains the only body that is able to propose EU
regulations – and that despite the Treaty of Lisbon. I therefore feel that huge shortcomings
still remain in this respect.

If the European Parliament is to be able to exercise its right of initiative efficiently, the
obligation to provide information also needs to be expanded accordingly. The new
instrument of the citizens’ initiative should involve Parliament, as the body representing
the citizens, in the legislative process at the earliest possible juncture.

The flow of information between the Commission, on the one hand, and Parliament, on
the other, also needs to be strengthened in the area of international relations. The EU’s
foreign policy must not be allowed to be the sole responsibility of a bureaucratic European
External Action Service that is relatively remote from citizens.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) I believe that the new agreement will significantly improve
relations between Parliament and the European Commission between 2010 and 2015.

The timing of the review of the legal basis for this cooperation is apt, just a short while
after the Treaty of Lisbon came into force. The new rules clearly define the political
responsibility of both institutions and strengthen the powers which the European Parliament
has recently acquired in the decision-making process.

Based on the principle of equal treatment, Parliament will exercise the same rights as the
Council in terms of access to legislative or budgetary documents. In addition, the
high-profile role which Parliament will have in drafting the EU’s annual work programme
strengthens citizens’ involvement in setting the priorities for European policies.

Krisztina Morvai (NI).   – (HU) According to biblical wisdom, good trees yield good fruit
and bad trees yield bad fruit. The Treaty of Lisbon was signed under dictatorial
circumstances, which means that it cannot have any democratic consequences. It has been
forced upon nation states, at least upon Hungary, my native land, under expressly dictatorial
and anti-democratic circumstances, as it is a treaty that took away from people several
decision-making powers concerning their own destiny, behind their back and over their
head, and handed them over to Brussels. By virtue of natural law, the Treaty of Lisbon is
obviously invalid, at least in relation to Hungary, firstly, because of a failure to discuss and
reconcile this greatly significant treaty with the people, the public and various civil
organisations, and secondly, because it was passed without having any idea about the
content of the text. So much for the democratic consequence of this dictatorial treaty.

Maroš Šefčovič,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Madam President, first I would like
to thank all the speakers, especially those who voiced support for the framework agreement,
because I think it is really a very important manual on how we could cooperate and work
together better in the future.

I would like once again to underline my gratitude to the working party and the European
Parliament team because we spent a lot of time together. We had 11 rounds of very intense
negotiations, but this hard work paid off and I think today we can really celebrate an
excellent agreement.

Of course, I have listened with great attention to the comments of the honourable Members
and to their questions, some of which reflect concerns about the agreement reached.

I should therefore first underline that it is an important principle for the Commission that
established and successful practices of cooperation between our institutions should be
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preserved. This means that the revised framework agreement should not lead to any rollback
of successful practices. In fact, I expect that applying the framework agreement will, in all
cases, lead to clear improvements.

That said, both parties acknowledged during the negotiations that they will face difficulties
with interpretation, but they also expressed a readiness to implement the revised framework
agreement in the most constructive way, and I can assure you that the Commission is
committed to doing so.

I am convinced that practice will show that many of the concerns expressed today will not
materialise. Also, some expectations which go beyond the competences that the treaties
attribute to each of the institutions will have been corrected. In response to the request
from the floor concerning my statement on the Code of conduct, allow me also to confirm
that the Commission will soon come forward with a proposal for a revised Code of conduct
and, according to the terms of the framework agreement, it will seek Parliament’s opinion
in a timely manner, as was promised during the negotiations.

To conclude, let me underline that should we discover any problems, we will sit down
together again and seek solutions. In fact, we have already foreseen a review of the
framework agreement for the end of 2011, which will give us plenty of opportunities to
correct any mistakes which may have been made.

In this sense, I am really looking forward to collaborating with you on the basis of this
revised framework agreement and I hope and expect that you will support this agreement
on Wednesday.

I believe and I hope that this positive spirit will also prevail in the overall relations between
all the institutions of the European Union, because this is what the citizens expect from us
and this is what we should deliver.

Paulo Rangel,    rapporteur. – (PT) I would like to make my closing speech based on what
has been discussed here during this debate. I would like to conclude by pointing out the
following. One of the major objectives of this framework agreement was that in ordinary
legislative and budgetary matters, the Council and Parliament would be placed on an equal
footing, that is, a parallel position. In relation to other matters, the aim was also to respect
the balance of power arising from the Treaty of Lisbon and to respect the principle of
separation of powers so as to allow Parliament to better exert its political control outside
budgetary and ordinary legislative matters.

I believe that the clarification offered by this framework agreement is good for both
institutions. It makes their relationships clearer and more transparent.

Yet it is also good for the other institutions, particularly the Council, because the Council
now has a clear basis, with a clear understanding and vision of how it will handle relations
between Parliament and the Commission following the improvements made by the Treaty
of Lisbon. Therefore, however much the Council might react emotionally or direct criticism
towards the framework agreement, the truth is that there will come a time when it will
remember that it was a positive step for all the institutions, and a time when we will have
a framework agreement made not for two, but ultimately, as the European public wishes,
three institutions, all of which represent their view on the letter and spirit of the Treaty of
Lisbon.

I welcome the openness shown by the Commission throughout this process.
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President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place on Wednesday, 20 October.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Rafał Trzaskowski (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) When we began discussions on the new
interinstitutional agreement a year ago, we stressed the point that in view of the
strengthening of Parliament by the Treaty of Lisbon, the time had come for a new quality
in our cooperation with the Commission. I myself said at the time that, of course, Parliament
has gained from Lisbon at the expense of the Commission, but that the devil would be in
the detail, and how advantageously our negotiators manage to turn the letter of the treaty
into specific provisions in the framework agreement would depend on these details. Today,
we have these provisions, and we have managed to include the stipulations which we made
in the resolution at the February plenary sitting, and for this, congratulations are due to
our negotiators and the rapporteur for the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, Mr Rangel.
Let us hope that despite the initial friction between us and the Commission over the
interpretation of the provisions which had been negotiated, the agreement will contribute
to a more efficient and effective cooperation between our institutions.

15. Data transfer to the US by Member States on the basis of Memoranda of
Understanding (debate)

President.   – The next item is the debate on:

– the oral question to the Commission by Sophia in ’t Veld and Alexander Alvaro, on behalf
of the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe, and Birgit Sippel, on
behalf of the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European
Parliament, on data transfer to the US by Member States on the basis of Memoranda of
Understanding (O-0149/2010 - B7-0555/2010),

– the oral question to the Commission by Rui Tavares and Marie-Christine Vergiat, on
behalf of the Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left, on data
transfer to the US by Member States on the basis of Memoranda of Understanding
(O-0160/2010 - B7-0558/2010), and

– the oral question to the Commission by Jan Philipp Albrecht, on behalf of the Group of
the Greens/European Free Alliance, on data transfer to the US by Member States on the
basis of Memoranda of Understanding (O-0168/2010 - B7-0561/2010).

Sophia in 't Veld,    author. – Madam President, I shall be fairly brief. I think the oral question
is very clear. We are currently working on a PNR package. The Commission has prepared
three draft mandates for negotiations with the United States, Canada and Australia. In the
meantime, however, the Member States are negotiating bilaterally with the United States
about the transfer of personal data, or rather, giving the United States access to European
databases, including passenger data.

Before this House can take a position on any PNR proposal or any PNR agreement, we
need to know what the situation is. If the Member States are agreeing bilaterally with the
United States to transfer PNR data, then I wonder what we are doing in this House.

I have also been told – but there is no way of verifying this because the bilateral agreements
and the bilateral negotiations are secret – that it may concern PNR data of non-EU citizens
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or EU citizens on flights with destinations other than the United States, and therefore, they
are not covered by a possible EU-US agreement. We need clarification on that before we
continue the talks on PNR.

Finally, Commissioner, last weekend, I stumbled over another item that we have not been
informed about and that might be relevant for this debate. It is a programme called
‘One-Stop Security’ which the Commission is apparently currently negotiating with the
United States Transport Security Authority. This would involve the lifting of security checks
for US travellers coming to Europe and vice versa.

I find it rather strange that the security checks for European citizens travelling to the United
States are becoming stricter and stricter – we even have to pay for our ESTA (Electronic
System for Travel Authorisation) submission – and, at the same time, the European
Commission is negotiating the lifting of security checks for Americans coming this way.

It is about time that the European Commission informs us fully about this programme
and about the state of the negotiations, and I would like to know – and I will conclude on
that – if it is indeed the case that the United States imposed the security standards which
would make this programme possible.

IN THE CHAIR: STAVROS LAMBRINIDIS
Vice-President

Birgit Sippel  , author. – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the Treaty of Lisbon has
been mentioned many times today. I should like to say something positive about it for
once. Most of our citizens think it is a good thing that we can travel in Europe without
borders, that we can move freely about Europe for the purposes of education, work and
leisure. However, in so doing, we naturally leave a data trail behind us. For a long time
now, our data has not just been stored in one Member State, but is spread throughout the
European Union. That is precisely why it is a good thing that we have greater powers at
European level in this area – which concerns the protection of data relating to European
citizens – because our citizens quite rightly expect their data to be well protected everywhere
in Europe and they do not expect large amounts of data to be passed on unnecessarily,
possibly even to third countries.

How are we, as the European Union – and I will make myself absolutely clear: as the
European Parliament and Council; in other words, together with the Member States –
supposed to ensure this protection if it is the case that while we, as the European Union,
are negotiating with third countries on the forwarding of data – over what data is actually
required, the purpose for which it is to be used and the safeguards that are necessary in
order to protect this data – at the same time, individual Member States are negotiating with
third countries on data? Especially since we do not even know what data they are talking
about, what security standards are being maintained, whether duplicate data is possibly
being forwarded, or even whether data is being forwarded that we would not allow to be
forwarded at European level.

There is also another aspect that the Member States are perhaps not taking into sufficient
consideration. If a Member State negotiates with a third country, how then can I ensure –
how can and will the individual Member State ensure – that only the data of its own citizens
is, in fact, forwarded, if any data is forwarded at all? We now have databases within the
European Union that collect data on all kinds of citizens at a central point and to which
many authorities in European countries have access. In other words, if my data is stored
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somewhere in country A and country A decides to forward data, will my data also be
forwarded to a third country? This cannot be the added value in the European Union that
was intended when, for good reason, we negotiated the Treaty of Lisbon. The Member
States, too, need to take note of the new balance of power between the institutions, must
act accordingly, and must stick to the rules, which state that data protection is a European
matter. We need to ensure at European level that as little data as possible is forwarded and
only for narrowly defined purposes, and that this is not all undermined by bilateral
initiatives.

Rui Tavares,    author. – (PT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, on many occasions over
the last year, we have discussed various matters relating to data protection and the privacy
of European citizens, and we have said that in order to ensure the physical safety of people
who travel, for example, by aeroplane, we should protect the personal data of European
citizens. This is an exchange that has both legal and political implications that Parliament
should carefully consider.

We know that this is like building a house from the roof down: every time we have a
problem, we try to solve that problem. First, we had Secure Widespread Identities for
Federated Telecommunications (SWIFT), and now Passenger Name Record (PNR). Yet we
are failing to build the house from the foundations upwards. In other words, we are not
first determining what the general thinking in Europe is on data protection, and then
applying it across the board to every matter and every international partner, whether it be
the US today, or China, South Korea, or Saudi Arabia in the future: any of the international
partners who request this type of data.

Obviously, while working in this fragmented and piecemeal way, we are already dealing
with an extremely difficult framework, and Parliament has tried to make sense of this. We
all know, however, that things should be quite different. If the situation is already bad,
however, it is becoming even worse if reports are confirmed that certain Member States
have been negotiating Memoranda of Understanding with the US which allow the direct
transfer of data regarding passengers who are travelling from those Member States to the
US.

I would like to make clear here that my main complaint is not with the US. The US is one
of our international partners; it is a country that has many things to admire and with whom
we have common interests. I am, however, complaining about the Member States that are
breaking with the negotiations that we should be having at European level. This shows
disloyalty on the part of those Member States, and it undermines not only the negotiations
which are under way with the US, but also interinstitutional understanding within the EU
itself. It also undermines the possibility that we might later reach an agreement with the
US – a framework agreement on data protection, for which Mr Albrecht is the rapporteur.

This is also the kind of attitude that can have unpredictable effects, because if the US is
now negotiating with individual Member States, what is to stop it from later exchanging
citizens’ data with individual airlines, or even via a direct approach, dealing with them
individually at the time of buying a ticket?

Someone has to stand up and defend the rights of the 500 million European citizens.
Parliament has been doing it at this level. It is important that the Commission, the Member
States and the US are aware that, in the case of PNR, Parliament has its finger on the button.
Moreover, as it has already shown in the case of SWIFT, Parliament is not afraid to use its
prerogatives, whether in order to interrupt an interim agreement or to reject a permanent
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agreement which does not meet the guarantees on data privacy and security concerning
European citizens.

Jan Philipp Albrecht  , author. – (DE) Mr President, representatives of the Commission, I
urge you to take this question that we have asked extremely seriously, because what we
are concerned with here is the fundamental matter – as has just been said – of whether
there is any point in working on data protection provisions if, at the same time, agreements
are being negotiated behind the back of the European Parliament, and perhaps even behind
the backs of the national parliaments, that undermine these standards.

Close transatlantic cooperation on security – all transatlantic cooperation – is very
important, particularly when it comes to creating an area of freedom and justice. However,
we must not allow this to result in collective security interests being asserted while individual
freedoms and basic rights are left behind. This applies particularly to data protection in
international cooperation.

As Parliament, we have repeatedly made clear over many years that we consider it important
in all these measures – whether it is the forwarding of PNR data or access to SWIFT banking
data – that there are generally applicable data protection principles that can also be
implemented at an individual level. This is something that is constantly being neglected.
For this reason, as Parliament, we have also made it clear that we want to have general
standards that are applicable throughout the EU and which are then agreed with the US. I
was rapporteur for the EU’s framework agreement with the US and I feel obliged to say
that it is highly important that this applies not just to EU agreements by the Member States,
but also to Member States’ agreements. It is obvious that this is an area in which powers
are shared; in other words, bilateral agreements by Member States with the US will always
exist in parallel. There is nothing wrong with that, provided firstly, that these do not result
in a lowering or undermining of the standards agreed jointly at European level – which is
what this debate is about – and secondly, that they remain within the legal framework in
force.

Now, following the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, we not only have the situation
that the European Parliament has quite rightly been involved in these matters, but we also
have a legal framework that states that where powers are shared, then it is the case that if
regulations have been passed at EU level – such as for PNR data – then this area is out of
bounds to the Member States. In my opinion, the Member States cannot then be allowed
to start their own negotiations with the US in this area, because this quite simply undermines
our negotiating position on data protection.

I therefore urge you, as the European Commission, to intervene in this matter where the
Member States are concerned and to make it clear to the Council Presidency that these
negotiations must be halted and that, above all, the legal basis that applies post Treaty of
Lisbon must be clarified. It is clear to us, as Parliament, that the EU needs to speak with
one voice in the negotiations, and the Commission – whose proposals I consider correct
in many cases – should also be told that the following clear principle must apply at all
accounts: we must negotiate with one voice only, and not constantly conduct new
negotiations on a bilateral basis.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. – I very much welcome questions from
Members of Parliament. I would like to declare from the very beginning that the Commission
shares their sensitivities on the protection of the data of our citizens.
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Let me refer to the issue from the very beginning. You perhaps know that this is not a new
issue. In August 2007, the United States modernised the Visa Waiver Programme by adding
certain conditions to further enhance security. We have to admit that these conditions
affect all EU Member States, whether they are in the US Visa Waiver Programme or not.
They provide that, in order for a country to enter or to continue to be in the Visa Waiver
Programme, it would need to agree to cooperate with the United States on law enforcement
issues. In particular, it would need to exchange law enforcement information.

This new law led the EU to follow a twin-track approach, as you have already mentioned.
Under the EU track, negotiations started between the EU and the United States regarding
certain conditions for access to the US Visa Waiver Programme which fall under EU
competence. The EU track dealt with the return policy of all nationals, security of travel
documents and airport security. These issues fall under our competence.

The bilateral track, which still exists between the US and individual Member States, was
used to satisfy the United States’ requirement for cooperation on counter-terrorism
initiatives and information sharing. For Member States not yet in the Visa Waiver
Programme, concluding agreements on these issues is a pre-condition to be designated as
a Visa Waiver Programme country. We have to take care of this.

For Member States already in the Visa Waiver Programme, such negotiations would take
place at a later stage, so it is much easier for them. According to information the
Commission gathered from the Member States, this is the only way to deal with the issue.
Eight Member States signed Memoranda of Understanding with the United States stating
that they agreed to cooperate with the United States on such matters. These are the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Malta and Slovakia. This was the
problem they were trying to solve. In this way, these eight Member States were able to join
the Visa Waiver Programme, which is why they did it.

The Commission understands that the Memoranda of Understanding were not intended
to be, in themselves, the legal basis for the exchange of data between the United States and
the relevant Member States. They merely express the intention of the two parties to have
specific arrangements and agreements to govern the exchange of data. This is what they
are about.

I have to underline that information about the precise content of the Memorandum of
Understanding is held by the Member States themselves. This includes the categories of
data that are covered by them. Therefore, if the European Parliament wants to seek additional
information, you have to seek it from the Member States concerned.

However, the Commission – and I am coming to our responsibility now – has ensured that
the United States would not request bilateral arrangements with the Member States on the
exchange of PNR data since this was a matter falling within EU competence under the
relevant EU-United States PNR agreement. This is what we have done.

Finally, in the negotiations on the EU-US Agreement, there was an exchange of letters to
record that the US legal requirements for continued participation in the VWP were satisfied
for matters which fall under EU competence. In this context, the Commission made clear
that this exchange of letters, which is part of ongoing negotiations, could not provide
access to the EU database.

Carlos Coelho,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, I have listened to your responses and I must confess that I am perplexed, because
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on the one hand, the Commission says that if we want more information, we must go and
knock on the door of the Member States. This can only be interpreted one way: the
Commission says that it has no ability to put pressure on the Member States or to intervene
in this matter. On the other hand, however, it then says that the Commission asked the
US Government not to request data which undermine access to European databases. I do
not understand why the Commission thinks that it is easier to go and ask the US
Government instead of establishing contacts with the Member States and the governments
of the EU Member States.

I must confess that there seems to me to be only one explanation for this: it shows that the
Commission is in a weak position and means that the concerns that Parliament has
expressed on this matter make complete sense. We are primarily concerned with the fact
that the US has used a ‘divide and conquer’ strategy, apparently with impunity. Secondly,
we are concerned with the fact that several Member States have decided to pursue bilateral
relations and negotiations, showing a certain lack of European solidarity. Yet we are also
worried about the attitude of resignation and shirking of responsibility on the part of the
European institutions, which does not give us any greater power in negotiation.

Europe must have a voice on this issue. We must ensure that there is no access to databases
through bilateral agreements. Moreover, the cloak of secrecy that surrounds these
negotiations, the fact that certain representatives from the Member States or national
parliaments have revealed the contents of Memoranda of Understanding, and the fact that
this Parliament continues to lack information on this issue, are fundamental reasons to
back up our concern, and this has not been resolved by the answers that the Commission
has just given.

Alexander Alvaro,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (DE) Mr President, I would like to
express my great thanks to the Commissioner, who is answering this question on behalf
of her colleague, Mrs Malmström. We very much appreciate your doing so. To be honest,
however, I think we are not working from the same facts. The essence of this is not just
about the use of DNA databases. My fellow Members have avoided mentioning that
explicitly: the requesting of DNA data, the requesting of fingerprints, the requesting of data
on criminal convictions – and all via the system that we created with the Prüm Convention.
Where that is concerned, we are talking about an elementary part of European policy.

Quite honestly, that is not really what concerns me here. That is something we can talk
about, we can have an exchange on it, we can find and debate ways and means if we consider
it right to do so. What annoys me is that neither the Council nor the Commission has the
backbone to tell the US that its behaviour is not acceptable. You cannot use the Visa Waiver
Programme to blackmail Member States – in this case Austria, hardly a new Member State
– by saying: we will take away your visa waiver if you are not prepared to give us this data.
What is interesting to note is that a Member State of the European Union cannot unilaterally
withdraw its visa waiver from the US – in response, so to speak – because our agreement
states that it is the EU as a whole that grants the visa waiver. What annoys me is the tone,
and that nobody has the backbone to stand up and say that while we want to work with
you and have a transatlantic partnership, in any good relationship – just as in any good
marriage – good manners and respect are an important part of making it work. That is
precisely what we expect from our relationship with the people of the US and with US
policy, and we would like the Commission and the Council to place greater emphasis on
this.
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Andreas Mölzer (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, as soon as the SWIFT agreement had been
negotiated, it became clear that what had been sold to us as data protection was, in fact,
an embarrassing case of Europeans having pulled the wool over their own eyes. Now my
opinion has become official: the EU’s own monitoring system has not – as I suspected –
turned out to be a placebo, a sedative for critics, within the space of a few years, but rather
after just a few months.

It is clear that the US does not give a fig about agreements. Once again, the US has shown
that it is not interested in partners, but at best only in states that say yes and amen to every
omnipotent act of the almighty US. We have had to grit our teeth and acknowledge that
for years, the US has been eagerly helping itself to European banking data, and that when
we then insisted on European standards of data protection in an agreement and appointed
an EU monitoring system, the US was happy to agree to this because it could still have
untrammelled access to data via the bilateral back door.

In my opinion, we should not wait for the next transatlantic talks, but should bring this
nightmare to an end right now.

Ernst Strasser (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I should
like to endorse what one of the previous speakers said. We greatly appreciate your coming
here personally and making a statement. I realise that this is not your specialist area.
However, I feel bound to state that the Commission’s statement is extremely unsatisfactory.
Something has happened here to which I really must draw your attention.

All the main groups in this House want to discuss the principle. We are appalled, to put it
mildly, that the Commission is not taking action. It was the same with SWIFT. At the last
plenary session, we had to make the Commission aware of the USD 14 entry fee. Today,
a fellow Member has quite rightly asked: What is the Commission doing? What are the
Member States doing? Now I hear that there are even discussions on giving Americans
preferential treatment over Europeans!

We need to state quite clearly that we want to have a very serious discussion with the
Commission on the fundamentals. The fundamentals include reciprocity at least. It means
that rather than allowing access to European data, such data must be retrieved under a
push procedure. These are principles that are now even more warranted; likewise, citizens’
rights – namely that the citizen has a right to know what data about him is being used
where, and how it is being used, and naturally, this should be based on a European concept.
What we are hearing today is that the Commission is actually weakening our negotiating
position with the US by not going to the Member States and coordinating this, and secondly,
by not taking action itself.

When will the negotiations start? When is action going to be taken? In the case of SWIFT,
pressure from Parliament resulted in this suddenly being done within a month. We need
to see the same kind of action in respect of PNR and data in general.

Zuzana Roithová (PPE).   – (CS) Although it is necessary to fight terrorism vigorously
and with all means available, it is not possible, in the context of international cooperation
in this area, to circumvent the democratic standards which operate in the nations of the
transatlantic area. I am therefore very disappointed that in the latest case of bilateral
contractual relations between the Union and the US, the Commission and the Member
States have not learned the lessons from past mistakes, and are making deals behind the
backs of the European Parliament and the national parliaments. Because of the rapid
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agreement, which seems to be more tailored to the needs of the American pre-election
campaign, they call legitimacy, transparency and democratic control into question.
Furthermore, all of this comes at a time when the US has imposed a fee on the visa waiver
scheme for the Union, which was signed on the basis of European public opinion.
Personally, I do not have a problem with transferring selected personal data on European
citizens, such as air passengers, to developed democratic countries, but it must take place
in accordance with all legal provisions in a way that can be examined by an independent
body, such as Members of Parliament or judges.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D).   – (SK) Transfer of citizens’ personal data is always
a sensitive issue, be it from the civil perspective or the human rights perspective.

Transfer of data about the citizens of the Member States of the European Union as regards
the United States is justified particularly by our counter-terrorism efforts and our joint
interest in the safety of our citizens. This is certainly a noble cause, but at times, I have the
feeling that in the name of the war on terror, we are increasingly depriving our citizens of
their privacy. I have no wish to devalue the negotiations between the European Union and
the US, and I remain convinced that the US is our closest ally. On the other hand, the mere
fact that the US negotiates both individually and bilaterally with the Member States and
not solely with the European Union as a whole already speaks for itself.

In conclusion, I would like to support those Member States that have already concluded
a memorandum. This happened because these particular countries had had visa-based
relationships with the United States, and because the European Union was not acting as
one, those countries had no other choice but to sign the bilateral memoranda. However,
I believe that in future, the European Union will take a more prominent role as opposed
to the individual Member States.

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) I firmly believe that we must continue our efforts to counter
terrorism which continues to represent a great danger to the civilised world.

However, the handling of the personal data of travelling Europeans under the pretext of
counter-terrorism prevention appears to be uncoordinated and unorganised. It is the United
States that is the main collector of personal data, collecting data relating to European Union
citizens both on the basis of agreements with the European Union and on the basis of
bilateral agreements made with individual countries. I believe that this twin-track approach
should no longer be tolerated. We should amend the handling of personal data relating to
EU citizens in such a way as to prevent the right to personal data protection being violated
by some semi-legal procedures of the Member States. In our relationship with the US, we
must therefore apply reciprocity and painstakingly ensure that the rules are acceptable to
us Europeans too, and that European data or the data of EU citizens are shared in accordance
with the rules that are in force in Europe.

President.   – Mrs Morvai, I am taking this intervention as an exception. Colleagues, the
one minute intervention does not work at the last minute. If you want to participate in this
process, I kindly ask you to raise your hand way in advance. I am making an exception
because there are not many people on the list this time.

Krisztina Morvai (NI).   – Thank you very much Mr President. Take it as a mitigating
circumstance that there is apparently not a great deal of excitement and interest in this
important subject, so I am not wasting many people’s time.
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Any data protection process or any procedure violating fundamental data protection
interests must be related to a clearly identifiable aim and should have the ability to achieve
that justifiable aim. What exactly, according to the US, is the justifiable aim, and how will
the transfer of personal data be able to achieve that aim? In other words, how are they
going to use these data? That is my first question to the Commission.

I would also like to ask why they use two different levels of scrutiny – one for the ‘old’
Member States and one for the ‘newer’ Member States, including my own country, Hungary.
Why would a Hungarian citizen be more dangerous from the point of view of terrorism
than any citizen from the ‘older’ Member States? Did this issue arise during the negotiations,
or is it going to be an issue?

Sophia in 't Veld,    author. – Mr President, thank you for allowing me to ask for clarification
on two points.

I was rather surprised to hear the Commission say that the issue of the Visa Waiver
Programme affects the Member States only – at least I think that is what you said,
Commissioner. Back in 2007, the European Commission initially said that it had exclusive
competence in that area, and it eventually had to cede competence to the Member States.
Am I correct in thinking that the European Commission has now changed its views on its
own competences?

Secondly, Commissioner, you say that there is no reference in any of the MOUs to the
transfer of PNR data. Well, I can give you a copy of one of the MOUs that mentions PNR.
Does that indicate that the Commission itself does not even know what is going on?

Now I will clarify something for you, Madam Commissioner. This Parliament has decided
to postpone the vote on two PNR agreements because we felt that we could trust the
Commission to be equally responsible as an EU institution as we are at the European
Parliament. I am beginning to wonder whether the Commission deserves that trust. I hope
you will not disappoint us.

(Applause)

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. – Mr President, first of all, I would like to
say that I find this discussion very interesting and that I am here to give explanations to
you, but I cannot accept the claims that the Commission is not sensitive about protecting
the data of EU citizens, nor can I accept the claim that I am here just to replace my colleague,
without knowledge of the issue or of what is happening. We all know very well in the
Commission – very well indeed – what is happening and I can tell you that we really are
sensitive about protecting the data of our citizens.

Let us come to facts now: do we have to respect the Lisbon Treaty or not? What is your
proposal? To ignore the Council? I have heard you say, in a very easy way, that you would
like the European voice to be unique on this issue. I agree with you: I would also like that.

So what do you prefer? To tell the Commission to ignore the Council completely? I would
like to inform you – and I am talking about facts here, not dreams – that we have already
asked the Council, as you are well aware, for this is not something new. We proposed to
the Council last May that if the future EU-US framework has any reference to personal
data, this should also apply to the data of Member States. We proposed what you have all
talked about here.
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If it is agreed, then we will go for it. This is the case. But if it is not agreed with the Council,
what do you propose we do? Do we go to the Member States and say that we cannot go
any further? I understood that such is your proposal and my reply is very simple: we have
to respect the Lisbon Treaty.

So, moving on to some other very interesting issues: I have heard a lot about the European
database and about the Prüm database. My answer is that if the Member States have
Memoranda of Understanding and bilateral agreements, they may be able to give data on
their own nationals. They cannot give data from the EU database or the Prüm database and
I was very clear on that point. I was also very clear that we have asked the United States –
and we have sent letters and are still negotiating on this – to agree that the bilateral
agreements cannot refer to PNR data. This is not to say that Member States may not have
tried to negotiate with the United States, but this is the position of the Commission.

I understand your concerns very well, but we have to move forward to negotiate in a better
way – the best way – with the United States and try to have some binding rules for the
Member States within this agreement, because that is the only way to achieve exactly what
you want to achieve. That is the way we can do things, so the Commission is going in that
direction: we are now negotiating with the United States and we are trying to have an
agreement that is binding on the Member States.

That is why we have gone to the Council and said: please be sure that, if this is agreed and
if we can protect the data in our track – the track between the EU and the United States –
then you have to do the same. Do you have any other proposal based on the legal framework
that we have to respect? If so, I am very willing to hear of it. If there is no such proposal,
however, please understand that we, too, are very sensitive about citizens’ data and are
trying to protect them, but we also try to respect the Member States and to respect the
Council.

This issue is ongoing. I hear all your concerns and I will try to take them all on board. What
the Commission can do is go to the Council and say stop talking with any other country.
What we can say is that we are going to negotiate and afterwards try to bind them to our
track. This is the way we can do things.

President.   – Madam Commissioner, allow me simply, because I have knowledge of the
issue, to underline that virtually every political group in this Chamber has expressed major
concerns, as you have heard. We do have a PNR agreement being re-negotiated and coming
through. It is extremely important to this Parliament that the Commission takes these
concerns very seriously and that we do not have the sense of disconnect that we had, for
example, with the SWIFT agreement.

We have also pointed out in the recent past in these discussions the grey areas that are very
dangerous. For example, if every Member State were to give to a third country the data
that it places in European databases – let us say Schengen – you might end up having the
third country collecting all the data in the Schengen database. Although it does not get it
from Schengen, it gets it individually from each Member State.

In that sense, as you very correctly mentioned, we are grateful for the forcefulness with
which the Commission is protecting the Community pillar of this situation. Allow me as
well to ask you to make sure that this gets done in the best possible way.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. – Mr President, I agree with you that we
have to take all the concerns on board and I agree with you that there is an area of concern.
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This is something I have made clear from the very outset and I would like you to understand
that.

In the Commission, we are trying to find legal ways that respect the treaties to solve this
problem, to protect data, and to try and enhance the Community pillar of this situation.

However, it is not the only pillar we have. I would like you to remember that I have
understood all the concerns. I would like you to understand that we have asked for a
commitment from the Council. If we are successful and really have protection of personal
data in our agreement, then we have asked the Council to commit to this.

This is the only legal way to move forward.

President.   – The debate is closed.

16. Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic
Fisheries - Scheme of control and enforcement applicable in the area covered by
the Convention on future multilateral cooperation in the North-East Atlantic
fisheries (debate)

President.   – Τhe next item is the joint debate on the following:

- the recommendation by Jarosław Leszek Wałęsa, on behalf of the Committee on Fisheries,
on the proposal for a Council decision concerning the approval, on behalf of the European
Union, of the Amendment to the Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (11076/2010 - C7-0181/2010 - 2010/0042(NLE))
(A7-0262/2010) and

- the report by Carmen Fraga Estévez, on behalf of the Committee on Fisheries, on the
proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down a
Scheme of control and enforcement applicable in the area covered by the Convention on
future multilateral cooperation in the North-East Atlantic Fisheries (COM(2009)0151 -
C7-0009/2009 - 2009/0051(COD)) (A7-0260/2010).

(The President emphasised that the speakers were required to adhere strictly to their speaking times)

Jarosław Leszek Wałęsa,    rapporteur. – (PL) The convention which I have the honour of
presenting was signed in Ottawa in 1978 and came into force on 1 January 1979. The
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation, NAFO for short, was created under the
convention in order to support the conservation and optimum utilisation of fish stocks
and to support international cooperation. The contracting parties adopted amendments
to it at NAFO annual meetings in 2007 and 2008. This document introduces fundamental
changes to the convention, the principal aim being to bring its wording into line with other
conventions at a regional level and with international instruments, and to incorporate
modern concepts of fisheries management. The organisational structure has been updated,
a clear division of responsibilities between the contracting parties, flag states and port states
has been introduced, a more coherent decision-making process has been created, the system
for contributions to the NAFO budget has been reformed and a mechanism for settling
disputes which may arise between contracting parties has been provided.

In the light of the fisheries rights granted to the European Union under the convention,
ratification of the proposed changes lies in the interests of the European Union. As a result,
we should agree to ratify the changes to the convention. Having said this, I would like to
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emphasise, clearly and precisely, a few problems which have surfaced during ratification
at this time. Firstly, the contracting parties adopted changes at a NAFO annual meeting in
2007, and an English version was produced. In 2008, a French version was produced, but
the COM document, being the Commission’s proposal on transposition into Community
law, is dated 8 March 2010. This means that work on the document has taken over two
years. Such a delay is unacceptable and should not be repeated in the future. Rapid decision
making is a necessary condition for the efficient functioning of the Union. Three institutions,
the Commission, the Council and Parliament, must find an appropriate solution to avoid
delaying the procedure and to realise one of the main aims of the Treaty of Lisbon, which
is to simplify and accelerate the decision-making process. The current case which has been
presented for ratification is proof that something is still wrong and action needs to be taken
urgently to rectify the situation. Secondly, I would like to remind you that the Treaty of
Lisbon came into force in December 2009. In the context of these newly acquired rights,
the Committee on Fisheries and the European Parliament should be properly represented
during any subsequent negotiations on future international conventions. In 2007 and
2008, the European Parliament was not represented, for obvious reasons. Our institution
is, however, ready to ratify the agreement within the framework of its competences, but
at the same time, the Council and Commission should be reminded of the new procedural
requirements and the necessity of complying with the new powers of the European
Parliament.

Carmen Fraga Estévez,    rapporteur. – (ES) Mr President, allow me to express my gratitude
to the Council and the Commission for arriving at this excellent agreement at first reading,
and I would particularly like to thank the legal services of all three institutions for their
cooperation and help in resolving the problems arising from the new committee procedure
following the Treaty of Lisbon.

I believe that we have reached a good compromise, especially as it represents significant
progress compared with the current situation, although, as in any compromise, we have
all had to make concessions and be flexible, in what has been an especially complex task,
as the Commission proposal arrived before the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon.
This meant that at the same time, it had to be adapted to the new situation, in particular,
to Articles 290 and 291 of the treaty, relating to delegated acts and implementing acts.

As this is a transposition into EU legislation of recommendations issued by a regional
fisheries organisation, the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) in this case,
but which will be followed by many others, Parliament’s objective was fundamentally to
establish a mechanism which would enable the transpositions to take place as quickly as
possible, preventing internal bureaucratic delays from preventing us from responding
correctly to our international obligations, as has been the case so far.

Therefore, the new wording of Article 48, following the compromise reached with the
Council on the subsequent amendments to this regulation, will enable the Commission
both to comply with the obligations imposed by the NEAFC and to adapt to new
recommendations that may arise in the future, through the delegation of powers.

It is true that the Commission wanted it to be possible to revise all the articles in the proposal
through delegated acts, and the compromise agrees that this will be the case for the majority
of the articles, except in areas such as the recording of catches, tranships, inspections or
monitoring of infringements: in other words, fundamentally matters relating to control
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and supervision, which will remain outside the framework of the ordinary legislative
procedure.

In any case, Commissioner, Parliament commits to amending this procedure if it is shown
that the inclusion of these aspects within the scope of the ordinary legislative procedure
could endanger compliance with the European Union’s obligations and, especially, those
of the Commission, as a contracting party to the regional fisheries organisation.

This is why we consider that this compromise represents a significant step forward, not
only in relation to this specific proposal, but in order to lay the foundations for future
discussions between the Council, the Commission and Parliament on fisheries policy.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. – Mr President, the Commission urges
Parliament to give its consent to the approval of amendments to the Convention on Future
Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, known collectively as the
Amendment to the NAFO Convention.

I would like to thank Mr Wałęsa for his helpful work on this report.

This amendment revises the convention to bring it more into line with other regional
conventions and international instruments. It incorporates modern concepts of fisheries
management; it streamlines the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (NAFO) structure;
and it introduces a clear definition of the responsibilities of contracting parties, flag states
and port states and a more coherent decision-making process.

It modernises the contribution formula for the NAFO budget and provides for a mechanism
to settle disputes between contracting parties.

This thorough amendment will help the EU fulfil its international obligations on sustainable
fisheries and further the objectives of the treaty. Speedy ratification of the amendment is
in the EU’s interest and I therefore commend it to the House.

I would turn now to the second report, on the scheme of control and enforcement applicable
in the area covered by the Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the North-East
Atlantic Fisheries.

I would like to thank Ms Fraga Estévez for her work on this report. I am pleased to see the
very strong support from the Committee on Fisheries on the substance of this important
proposal.

The implementation of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) scheme of
control and enforcement is indeed a key measure to help us manage fishery resources in
the Atlantic region and to get rid of illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing.

However, I must point out that the Commission is not entirely happy with the package
deal made between Parliament and the Council during their trialogue with the Commission.

I am, indeed, disappointed by certain results, in particular, on Article 48, dealing with the
procedure for amendments to the regulation.

The Commission has been seeking more sufficient delegated powers for transposing future
amendments to the scheme. Let me explain why – and I would like you to be attentive
because we will have the same problems in the future.
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As you know, the European Union needs to implement this scheme fully because it is our
international obligation under the NEAF Convention to do so. Under this convention,
amendments normally become binding for us 80 days after adoption. So we have 80 days
to implement them. I am really concerned that the limited powers delegated to the
Commission by the colegislators may hinder the timely transposition of the amendments
into EU law. This is the reality and this is an answer to Mr Wałęsa’s concerns about the
timetable.

While it will not be my responsibility to endorse the arrangement, I would like you to be
aware of the problem.

Ultimately, we need to avoid turning the transposition of NEAFC measures into a modern
version of the myth of Sisyphus. As matters stand, measures adopted by the NEAFC last
year will have been transposed by the time the package deal is finally adopted, but next
month, NEAFC will most likely adopt new amendments requiring effective transposition
into EU law early in 2011.

We will therefore need more time for this.

The Commission therefore considers this regulation to be without prejudice to any future
position of the institution as regards the use of Articles 290 and 291 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union for the transposition of Regional Fisheries Management
Organisation measures.

The Commission furthermore reserves the right to propose amendments to the regulation,
increasing the number of measures which should be adopted by delegated or implementing
acts.

We will do this if transposition through the ordinary legislative procedure leads to delays
which would compromise our duty to comply with international obligations.

In the meantime, I would like once again to thank Ms Fraga Estévez and Mr Wałęsa for
their reports and the Committee on Fisheries for its work on these important issues.

Alain Cadec,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, I am going to speak primarily about the report by Mrs Fraga Estévez. It is a
report on which we are voicing our opinion today and which is of paramount importance
for the strengthening of controls in the North-East Atlantic and for the European
Parliament’s role as colegislator on matters relating to the common fisheries policy.

Indeed, one of the priorities of Parliament’s Committee on Fisheries is to combat illegal,
unreported and unregulated fishing, which directly affects our fishermen and our European
fishing industries. They are, in fact, victims of the unfair competition of an underground
fishing industry. Illegal ship-owners exploit underpaid crews and sell fishery products at
very low prices. Their failure to comply with the law of the sea, the International Labour
Organisation conventions and the IUU Regulation of 1 January 2010 means that European
ship-owners are now uncompetitive due to the labour costs they have to bear. We want
upwards harmonisation of the rules and working conditions applicable to fishing carried
out in the European Union by third countries.

European fishermen also respect strict management and control rules that allow for the
preservation of resources and the sustainable development of European fisheries, but these
rules must not penalise our fishermen in relation to those who fail to respect them. I
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therefore call for the controls to be strengthened and the penalties against this illegal fishing
to be properly applied.

In this connection, I congratulate our Chair on her report, which points out that the control
scheme adopted by the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) must be
transposed into European law without delay; more specifically, I welcome the introduction
of the programme promoting compliance by non-contracting party vessels. This report
also clarifies the scope of Article 290 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union with regard to delegated acts.

I welcome the addition in an annex of three statements laying down the conditions for
implementing delegated acts, which enable the Commission’s implementing powers to be
monitored and the institutional balance to be maintained.

I would point out that Parliament as legislator must be entirely free to act on matters
pertaining to delegation.

Ulrike Rodust,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner Damanaki,
ladies and gentlemen, I am pleased that we are able to adopt a regulation that represents
one more small step towards our shared goal of sustainable fisheries. The regional fisheries
organisations are extraordinarily important institutions for good management worldwide.
Unfortunately, the negotiations are often difficult and progress much too slow for impatient
people such as me. We must therefore do all we can to strengthen the regional fisheries
organisations.

I will now comment on the specific outcome of the NEAFC report. I believe that the new
port state control ruling in the NEAFC and the new measures to prevent illegal fisheries
are very much to be welcomed. Nonetheless, we had to conduct intensive negotiations
with the Council and Commission on matters that seem extremely technical at first glance,
but which are important for our future work. I think we have found a compromise that is
acceptable to all parties in the matter of delegated acts.

We also succeeded in reaching agreement on how future NEAFC decisions are to be
transposed into EU law. It is no secret, however, that the Commission is not very happy
with the result achieved here. I can understand that. We cannot allow it to take years for
the European Union to implement NEAFC decisions. In this respect, Council and Parliament
must together prove that we are able to conclude a codecision procedure quickly where
necessary.

Finally, I would like to say something about a matter that is very current: the dispute with
Iceland over mackerel fishing. We already have the NEAFC, which governs the international
waters of the North-East Atlantic. In the case of migratory species such as mackerel,
however, we also need an agreement that applies in territorial waters. As you know, that
is still a sticking point. I feel it is extremely regrettable that, despite the cooperation working
in the main, there is so much dispute over this. How about giving the regional fisheries
organisations authority for coastal waters – at least for migratory species? It would be a
radical step, of course, but undoubtedly one worth considering.

Britta Reimers,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies
and gentlemen, the Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries established a very important organisation: the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Organisation, or NAFO. Its aim is the conservation and optimum utilisation of the fishery
resources in the Northwest Atlantic. The convention has since been amended and brought
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more into line with other regional conventions. Modern concepts such as stock management
have been incorporated. I feel it is important that the structure of the organisation is
streamlined and that the obligations of the contracting parties are clearly defined. It is also
good that the possibility of resolving conflicts through a dispute settlement procedure is
provided. The fishing possibilities accruing to the European Union under the convention
are of great interest to the EU. Parliament should give its approval under the new powers
granted to it by the Treaty of Lisbon.

As shadow rapporteur for the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe,
I commend Mr Wałesa’s report to the House.

Isabella Lövin,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – Mr President, I wish to thank the
rapporteurs, Mrs Fraga Estévez and Mr Wałęsa, for the reports we have discussed today.

The North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) is a very important regional fisheries
organisation – or RFMO – for Europe and for ecosystems in the North Atlantic. An
independent review of the NEAFC’s performance was positive overall, something which
is not always the case for RFMOs. Even though the NEAFC is performing better than other
RFMOs, the status of the main fish stocks in the convention area is at a critical point. For
economic and social aspects, the performance cannot be evaluated, which leads to huge
uncertainties as to whether or not the Convention’s objective of optimal utilisation is met.
However, improvements in monitoring control and surveillance establishments and
enforcement of blacklists for IUU vessels and port state measures are important
accomplishments.

Another result of the evaluation was the establishment of a dispute resolution mechanism,
but it has taken far too long for the EU to transpose this into legislation. These measures
were adopted by the NEAFC as early as 2006 and have only now entered into force. The
EU must be better prepared to respond to new developments and to live up to international
responsibilities.

Combating illegal fisheries is of increasing importance. In some fisheries, 30% of the catch
is illegal. On a global scale, 11 to 26 million tonnes of fish, worth an estimated USD 23
billion, are landed illegally each year. This is equivalent to about one-fifth of the global
reported catch. Illegal fisheries undermine sustainable fisheries management particularly,
but not only, on the high seas and in coastal waters of developing countries. They also
have substantial environmental, social and economic consequences.

The entry into force of the control regulation and the IUU regulations are important tools
for the EU. In the CCAMLR (Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living
Resources) area, IUU operators have been shown to respond to management measures
aimed at reducing IUU by changing fishing grounds, ports, landings and flag states. This
adaptive capacity has resulted in an arms race between IUU operators and fisheries
management bodies at national and international level. Compliance mechanisms in an
RFMO can lead to IUU vessels changing fishing grounds. IUU vessel operators now routinely
keep changing flag states – or ‘flag hopping’. This is something that the EU has to address.

The EU needs to go further. Cooperation between RFMOs is essential, but we should also
take the initiative of drawing up a global register of fishing vessels, including all support
vessels, which clearly shows the beneficial owner of a vessel. The EU must take greater
responsibility in addressing IUU fishing globally.
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Marek Józef Gróbarczyk,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (PL) To begin, I would like to
congratulate the rapporteurs on their extremely significant and important reports, and
particularly on the reports regulating inspections. In view of the situation where there are
areas in waters belonging to the European Union which are not inspected or completely
disregarded by checks, action should be taken to inspect all fishing waters throughout the
European Union.

In the context of inspections, it should, however, be pointed out that there is no uniform
system of distributing quotas or reporting catches by individual Member States. The analyses
which have been presented prove that the Commission itself does not have the know-how
in this field, and on more than one occasion, the opinions presented by representatives of
the Commission have been contradictory. At the same time, regional advisory agencies
do not have the know-how either. It is worth reminding everyone of the tragic situation
of the herring population in the Western Baltic. There have been investigations into the
reasons for the crisis since 2004. No reasonable explanation has been found as yet. It is
incomprehensible that the problem of overproduction of fish meal and fish oil has been
omitted.

The issue of the Fisheries Control Agency in Vigo which, in certain cases, has presented
inspection reports subjectively, as in the case of the Eastern Baltic, should be considered.
The inspection of industrial fishing units is also mired in controversy. However, a
fundamental issue now is the construction of the northern pipeline, in the case of which
fishermen have to stand up for their due rights and reclaim lost benefits on their own. All
this forces us to carry out a more thorough analysis which should be incorporated in a
future common fisheries policy, and every report should fulfil this policy.

Diane Dodds (NI).   – Mr President, Commissioner Damanaki, you are indeed having a
busy evening since we have already met in the Fisheries Committee. Firstly, I want to offer
my thanks to the rapporteurs for these reports and to reiterate the comments of many
colleagues here tonight about their concern over the delay in progressing these matters.

However, I really want to use this opportunity in the House to turn to fisheries agreements
in a more general way and to stress the need for cooperation from all of those parties to
these agreements. This was outlined by the Commissioner when she indicated that
agreements require the exercise of responsibility from all those involved.

Now, imagine you have just made a multi-million pound investment in a new state-of-the-art
factory which annually produces a high value product from a renewable and sustainable
resource to the highest internationally recognised standards. Then your neighbour decides
to tear up that international agreement and unilaterally declare that they are massively
extending their share of the natural resource that your business depends upon. This is
exactly what has happened with mackerel and, in particular, one fishing family from
Northern Ireland.

Of course, I refer to the Coastal States Agreement between the EU, Norway, Iceland and
the Faroe Islands. Commissioner, we have already heard you and we appreciate the strong
stand that you have been taking on this particular issue. We want to recognise your efforts
on behalf of these fishermen, but we also want to urge both Parliament and the Commission
to stand strong with you as you continue to negotiate a resolution to what is becoming a
very difficult and a very fraught situation.
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Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Mr President, there are three speakers from Ireland here this evening:
Mrs Dodds, who has spoken; Pat the Cope, who is speaking shortly; and myself. Between
the three of us, we represent almost the entire fishing community of the island of Ireland.
Fishing has been very important to our country for many years. We have wonderful coastal
communities that are dependent on fishing, but, as I have said here before, I have never
encountered more disillusionment amongst any group of people than I have among those
fishermen. This is a result of quotas, illegal fishing, lack of traceability from fish to fork
and, in particular, over-zealous regulation, draconian penalties and being undercut by fish
imports of dubious quality and dubious origin.

Thankfully, the rapporteurs have addressed some of these issues here this evening. I
particularly welcome the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Convention’s proposed ban on
frozen fish being landed at European ports without ratification by the flag state of the
foreign vessel. That is a very important matter and I hope it will be implemented with the
same zeal with which we implement our own regulations affecting our own fishing
communities.

The rapporteurs pointed out that it is important for Parliament to maintain its prerogative
to scrutinise future amendments to the convention, but it is equally important that the
Commission and Parliament work closely together to get the best possible benefits for our
coastal communities, which are largely our fishing communities.

Finally, we should not miss this opportunity to look at all the possibilities open to us for
developing aquaculture. There are far too many fish being imported into the European
Union which we could actually be producing ourselves. There is certainly a great
opportunity to develop aquaculture in these times of economic crisis.

Josefa Andrés Barea (S&D).   – (ES) Mr President, I would like to thank Mrs Damanaki
for being here and to congratulate the rapporteurs, Mr Wałesa and Mrs Fraga.

Mrs Fraga’s report is the result of the recommendations on the control scheme adopted
by the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) in 2006, although the Convention
was drawn up in 1982, and it redefines the rules for control and enforcement for vessels
in the Convention areas. Mrs Fraga’s report is the legal framework included in the proposal
for a regulation to apply the measures at European level.

The main changes are: promoting compliance with the rules by vessels in the
non-contracting area, a new control system, banning landings of frozen fish whose legality
cannot be proven, realigning with other conventions, fisheries management measures and
new measures to combat illegal fishing.

I would like to highlight something that other fellow Members have already pointed out.
Mrs Fraga’s report mentions that the recommendation on the control scheme was adopted
in 2006, although the convention was signed in 1982, 28 years ago, while the convention
referred to in Mr Wałesa’s report was adopted in 1978, and I think he said it was transposed
in 1989. In other words, I would like to express my disagreement with the method used
by the Commission to transpose the recommendations of regional fisheries organisations.

Not only does illegal fishing need to be monitored through total allowable catches and
quotas, but also, we need to tackle the legal vacuum that could be created by failing to
transpose the legislation.
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It is not sufficient to transpose recommendations from other regulations, because this
takes away clarity and credibility. Moreover, it calls into question the ordinary legislative
procedure and the institutional balance. The measures adopted in regional organisations
need to be incorporated efficiently and swiftly. Parliament has often stressed that regional
organisations and their agreements take priority.

Failing to comply with EU law when transposing the decisions made by regional
organisations is detrimental to Parliament and, of course, it disparages the nature of the
Treaty of Lisbon.

The Commissioner said that there are going to be fresh agreements. Therefore, in short,
we are asking the Commission to be swift and dynamic in legally transposing them. Let us
not allow a legal vacuum to harbour illegality in fisheries.

Pat the Cope Gallagher (ALDE).   – Mr President, first of all, I would like to compliment
both rapporteurs on their reports, and to refer, in particular, to Carmen Fraga Estévez’s
report, which has proved to be non-controversial as all parties have agreed to the
compromise. The report aims to ensure the long-term conservation and optimum utilisation
of fisheries resources in the North-East Atlantic area, providing sustainable environmental
and social benefits.

I would like to take this opportunity to raise the ongoing dispute relating to mackerel, as
some of the stock is fished within the North-East Atlantic area. It is important that this
dispute is resolved as quickly as possible, because over-fishing of the mackerel stock will
have a devastating impact on future catches. It is vital that the stock is fished in a sustainable
manner, and all parties should sign up to this. I understand that recent talks in London
were inconclusive, but I note that they will resume next week. I wish these talks well and
I hope that good sense will prevail. Commissioner, I understand that you will assess the
situation after the talks on 26 October, and I appreciate the firm stand you have decided
to take. You must ensure that this jointly managed stock remains healthy in the future.
Finally, we cannot afford to repeat the mistakes of the past in relation to blue whiting. We
cannot decimate this healthy mackerel stock.

Ian Hudghton (Verts/ALE).   – Mr President, in supporting the reports which are the
subject of debate, I must also take the opportunity to make some more general comments
on international and multinational agreements in fisheries.

If agreements between fishing nations are to succeed, there must be clear incentives for all
parties to comply with such conservation measures as may be required from time to time.

There must also be faith in the scientific advice which is used as a basis for conservation
and management plans. From the point of view of my own fishing nation, Scotland, the
common fisheries policy, the EU’s very own international agreement, has not been a great
success.

The so-called cod recovery plan is actually causing discards of perfectly good fish and is
imposing an almost unworkable combination of quota restrictions and days at sea. The
current dispute over mackerel – Scotland’s most valuable fishery – which we have heard
about from other speakers, has implications for all international negotiations.

If there is to be any hope of successful agreements between fishing nations, then we cannot
have a situation where stocks are threatened by a race to catch all the available fish on a
unilateral basis.
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I ask that the Commissioner continue her good work in striving for a solution to this
dispute. I know that she is well aware of the strength of feeling in Scotland about this from
her recent visit, but I appeal in broad terms for the Commissioner to keep in mind the need
to ensure that we have robust scientific advice in all that we try to do, that we have sensible,
workable rules in management plans – which would be a novelty under the CFP – and that
we have, above all, incentives for those who are the subject of these plans, i.e. fishing
communities, to comply.

Daciana Octavia Sârbu (S&D).   – (RO) Illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing
destroys communities living in coastal regions, has a devastating impact on marine
ecosystems, and poses a threat to food resources. This is why I welcome this agreement
with the Council and I believe that we have taken a step forward in implementing the
recommendations of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission.

Tightening the control measures and basing them on sound legislation are vital actions to
enable us to meet the obligations assumed by the treaty and to protect the Atlantic’s
resources which are currently being heavily overfished. However, in spite of this progress,
this regulation’s scope of application does not enable us to tackle completely the problems
relating to illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing.

We are all aware that thousands of vessels fly the flags of states which are unwilling or do
not have the capability to apply international legislation. It is not only fish stocks but also
the marine environment which stand to suffer. Working conditions aboard many of these
vessels are nothing short of slave labour.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE).   – (PL) The Conventions on Future Multilateral
Cooperation in the Northwest and North-East Atlantic Fisheries require adjustment in
response to current challenges, which is why there is a need for amendments to the
regulations. The proposed changes relate to: firstly, the optimum exploitation of fish stocks;
secondly, the correct method for fisheries management and appropriate fishing methods;
and, finally and thirdly, preventing illegal fishing.

These changes will promote the long-lasting and sustainable development of fisheries, but
constant monitoring of the process of depletion of fish stocks and the processes of
restocking is essential in order to assess the actual situation and to make appropriate
decisions in this area.

Elie Hoarau (GUE/NGL).   – (FR) Mr President, during the negotiations on the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (NAFO) agreements, the EU head of delegation pledged to
retrocede the French cod fishing quota to the fishermen of Saint Pierre and Miquelon. This
retrocession does not appear in the NAFO agreement.

On behalf of the fishermen of Saint Pierre and Miquelon, I request confirmation of this
retrocession and the formalisation of this retrocession. I believe that this can take the form
of a simple letter once the NAFO agreements have been definitively ratified. Can the
Commissioner give us some details on this matter?

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, multilateral cooperation
on fisheries in international waters is necessary to ensure their sustainability and the
preservation of fish stocks in the medium and long term. Conservation measures and the
management of resources at the level of regional fisheries organisations should, of course,
be defined alongside measures to ensure effective compliance.
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We are therefore in favour of bridging gaps in the monitoring system, especially in relation
to illegal, undeclared and unregulated fishing activity. Today, monitoring of fishing activities
places increased demands on the Member States, whether under the common fisheries
policy (CFP) or under multilateral cooperation, as the proposed transposition now
demonstrates.

This fact should not be ignored by the Commission. The necessary acquisition, development
or modernisation of controls may require considerable financial input. It will therefore by
important for us to consider the financial resources allocated to monitoring activities in
the available legislative instruments, particularly in the regulation of the financial measures
of the CFP, and especially by reviewing the maximum rate of cofinancing provided in this
area, which is currently 50%.

Franz Obermayr (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, the annual conference of NAFO made
amendments to the Ottawa Convention of 1 January 1979. It is important that we do not
lose sight of the fundamental considerations here: the optimum utilisation and sensible
management of fishery resources. This needs to be based on a sustainable and ecological
concept if we are to ensure that fishing continues to provide food for future generations.

The agreements are intended, in particular, to preserve the small local fishing enterprises
with their family structures, and to protect them from competition that uses illegal methods,
as well as from large-scale fleets which plunder the seas using large amounts of electronic
equipment and deep fishing nets. In short, we want a fisheries industry, but not in this form
which jeopardises the small-scale structures, the local structures, with its negative actions.
We need to provide sustainability for future generations, and we must protect this and
secure it by contractual means.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. – Mr President, I would like to thank the
two rapporteurs once again for their excellent work, and I would also like to thank all the
Members for their remarks. I understand that these are very important reports. These
amendments would drastically improve the situation, especially as regards control and
our stance on the problem of illegal fisheries.

I agree with everybody that the problem of illegal fisheries is something that we have to
tackle, because it destroys the sustainability of stocks. It is also a grave danger for our coastal
communities, because if sustainability of the stocks collapses, our coastal communities
will have no future. It is very important to secure these control schemes. The reports and
the amendments concerning these schemes can help us a lot.

I would also like to underline that I understand we need more resources – and more funding,
perhaps – to ensure that these rules are well implemented. It is not an easy task to deal with
this crisis, but we are nevertheless going to do our best.

I would like to focus a little more on the codecision process between Parliament, the Council
and the Commission in the context of making amendments to these RFMO decisions and
transposing them into our legislation. I share with you the opinion that these regional
fisheries organisations are very important for our policy and we need to boost their activity
in order to tackle illegal fisheries worldwide. I also agree that if we can secure
implementation of our principles worldwide, then the sustainability of fisheries would be
much more secure.
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I also very much welcome the proposals on how we can boost cooperation, and the proposal
to establish an international registry of fishing vessels, but we have to take a lot of steps
before reaching that stage.

If we really want to boost international cooperation, we have to press ahead and swiftly
implement the decisions taken in these organisations. This is why the Commission is asking
for more delegated powers on this issue. We respect the codecision process, we understand
that we are in a new environment now, and we understand that the Council and Parliament
will decide on the powers you can give us under the delegation mandate. I would
nevertheless like to underline that it is not just the Commission’s problem: the international
reputation of the EU is at stake if we delay the transposition of these regional organisations’
decisions into our legislation. That is why we are insisting that we have to have a better
balance on this.

I agree with you that we need a balance between the three institutions, but we need a better
balance, and I am ready to participate in specific discussions with Parliament as regards
how these RFMO measures can be more effectively transposed into EU law.

Jarosław Leszek Wałęsa,    rapporteur. – (PL) I would like to thank everyone for today’s
debate. I can see that we are in agreement. The changes which have been introduced by
way of revisions to the conventions are absolutely essential. I would like to thank Mrs Fraga
Estévez for chairing our committee but, above all, I would like to thank the Commissioner.
Working with you has been a real pleasure. Thank you for your words and assurances, as
I see that you understand the changing dynamic of the functioning of the European
institutions. In spite of the fact that, as the European Parliament, we can only agree to ratify
amendments to the conventions, I have every hope that from now on, cooperation and
negotiations will proceed as they should, and they will be quick, transparent and efficient.
Thank you, Commissioner, for your words, and I am counting on further good collaboration
in the future.

Carmen Fraga Estévez,    rapporteur. – (ES) Mr President, I would like to say to the
Commissioner that I believe that the example set by this most recent regulation on the
North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC), which we are going to adopt tomorrow,
is not a good one, because what has happened is precisely what we want to avoid.

The Commission put forward the proposal late and the procedure has changed, as we have
changed from the consultation procedure to the ordinary legislative procedure, and the
proposal as a whole has been changed in accordance with the ordinary legislative procedure.
That is exactly what we are avoiding through this compromise. Through the new wording
of Article 48 of the regulation, which is the article that provides for the amendment of the
regulation in future in order to transpose the various NEAFC recommendations into EU
law, in the majority of the articles, we have delegated powers to the European Commission.
We have only maintained and preserved the ordinary legislative procedure in a few areas,
which was the compromise with the Council.

A significant step forward has therefore been taken to ensure that this functions in the
future, but even so, Commissioner, I have made a public commitment here that if, in the
future, it does not function adequately and we are prevented from fulfilling our obligations,
Parliament will be prepared to revise the procedure. I believe that we have made quite a
considerable effort, and I think that this is a significant step forward as a starting point. We
are sure that the Commission will be capable of using the new powers that the Council
and Parliament has granted to it.
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Thank you, Mr President, Commissioner. I am sure that this is going to work much better
than what we had in the past. Of course, Commissioner, you are the one who is going to
have the tools to ensure that this is the case.

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place on Tuesday, 19 October 2010, at 12:30.

(The sitting was suspended for a few minutes)

Written statements (Rule 149)

Luis Manuel Capoulas Santos (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) As a Portuguese MEP, and given
that Portugal is a country with a strong tradition of fishing and specific interests in the
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (NAFO), I welcome the amendments to the text
of the convention, as it aims to provide better operating conditions for this regional fisheries
organisation (RFO).

The restructuring promoted by concentrating the power to make decisions in a single new
body, along with the new process of dispute resolution, will speed up internal decision
making. New definitions have introduced clearer guidelines on the obligations and rights
of the different parties, bringing greater transparency to fishing activity in this zone.

Along with the NAFO, the EU should be guided by a proactive stance in conjunction with
the other contracting parties, and should seek to preserve good relations with Canada while
continuing to pursue dialogue and consensus with the other contracting parties of the
organisation, and even among the individual Member States that have an interest in this
RFO.

Despite the essential role played by scientific partnerships, which form the basis for decisions
that allow the sustainable management of marine resources, and which have proved a
success for certain species of fish, these decisions should be carefully considered. Their aim
should be to achieve a balance, and this can only be sustainable if it is created with its
socio-economic impact in mind.

17. One-minute speeches (Rule 150)

President. − The next item is the one-minute speeches on matters of political
importance.

Íñigo Méndez de Vigo (PPE).   – (ES) Mr President, on 14 February 2008, as a Valentine’s
gift, the Conference of Presidents decided that the intergroups would only meet on
Thursdays.

Since then, we have been trying to resolve this issue. We have not managed to do so. Now
the intergroups have to meet on an unsuitable date. They almost never have rooms and
they never have interpretation.

I am speaking today not only as the Chair of the Intergroup on Poverty and Human Rights,
but with a mandate from the majority of the intergroups in this House, and therefore from
the Members of this House who are part of those intergroups. I formally ask the Conference
of Presidents to reconsider and to revoke the decision of 14 February 2008, going back to
the previous situation of giving freedom to the intergroups.
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If it does not do so, I would like to say respectfully that we will bring the matter to
Parliament’s plenary session, which will decide who is sovereign in this House, which is
Parliament.

Evgeni Kirilov (S&D).   – (BG) Today marks the 85th anniversary of the Treaty of Angora
between Bulgaria and Turkey. This deals with the issue of the property rights of almost
350 000 Thracian Bulgarians, who were forcibly driven out of Turkey at the start of the
last century. Some of them are still alive, while their descendants number almost 800 000.

The issue of the seized Thracian property has been discussed on numerous occasions by
both countries, including at the highest level and in working groups, but without any result.
Turkey regards these people as displaced persons, but numerous historical facts and
documents, including the 1926 League of Nations Protocol on the refugee loan for Bulgaria,
prove their refugee status.

Prime Minister Erdoğan already made one suggestion – people who have documents of
ownership should appeal to the Turkish courts. Such documents exist, but it is obscene to
demand them of people who have died and barely escaped with their lives. In its resolution
of 21 May 2008, the European Parliament called on Turkey to improve dialogue with
Bulgaria on this matter. I sincerely hope that we will see good will prevail for the sake of
good neighbourly relations.

Ramon Tremosa i Balcells (ALDE).   – Mr President, as you may know, there is a clear
asymmetry in the milk sector in terms of bargaining power between farmers and the milk
distribution industry. This asymmetry and the volatility of milk prices have increased over
the last few years, reducing profits and predictability for milk producers.

To tackle this problem I fully support the creation of a European milk supervision agency
to achieve better agreements on volumes and prices for milk. This agency, supervised by
the European Commission, would determine the needs of the market and study the
development of milk production costs on a regular basis. This system would provide the
milk sector with a higher degree of stability, allowing for the reduction of current public
subsidies.

Michael Cramer (Verts/ALE).   – (DE) Mr President, on Friday, 15 October, the Rheinische
Post ran a headline report concerning the Commissioner for Transport, Siim Kallas, who
had apparently said that the high-speed rail link between Paris and Bratislava was an
extremely important trans-European east-west axis and that the Commission considered
it of the greatest importance that it be built. He further stated that Stuttgart 21 was a key
element of this main line.

Is this some kind of hoax? The coordinator of the project, Péter Balázs, has repeatedly said
that while the track forms part of the TEN projects, the stations are a national matter. In
view of the limited financing for the development of the trans-European transport network,
the stations and all the associated infrastructure are to be financed by the municipal, regional
and national authorities themselves.

I call on Commissioner Kallas to confirm the Commission’s position hitherto in a statement
to the press and to state loud and clear that the underground station in Stuttgart will not
be cofinanced by the European Union.

Marisa Matias (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Mr President, the current watchword in Brussels is
austerity, austerity, austerity. Unfortunately, the results of this are clear to see. Plans for
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stability and growth are nothing but collective theft from workers and pensioners; that is,
from the European public. For some reason, we have witnessed a wave of unprecedented
general strikes all over Europe. First it was Greece, Spain and France. Strikes are already
planned for November in Italy, and for 24 November in Portugal. Moreover, this is only
the beginning.

I would ask: how many more general strikes, how many more demonstrations, how many
more voices need to be heard before there is a climb-down, breaking the Brussels Consensus
and respecting the people? These measures are not combating the crisis, but have rather
worsened it, and I would ask, Mr President, for other, fairer, measures to be taken. I would
ask: what are we actually waiting for?

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD).   – (EL) Mr President, according to reports in the Greek press
and official Greek Government sources, neither of which have been contested, there has
been a worrying increase in the number of foreigners with no papers entering via Greece’s
northern borders. Thanks to action taken by Frontex, there has been a considerable
reduction in the number of foreigners entering via the north-east sea border. However, it
has not achieved the same results on the northern land border, which foreigners are now
crossing in their thousands, creating a new problem area. Apparently, arrests of foreigners
in the border town of Orestiada have risen by 640% over a year, compared with an 80%
drop on the islands.

This being so, I propose that Parliament pass an emergency resolution: firstly, creating a
Frontex post on the Turkish side of the River Evros; secondly, condemning Turkey, which
receives very generous funding from the European Union for immigration, but which is
not honouring its obligations under the Ankara Protocol; and, thirdly and lastly, reviewing
the problem of illegal immigration, which is a European problem.

Csanád Szegedi (NI).   – (HU) Ladies and gentlemen, today I would like to talk about the
red sludge disaster in Hungary. First of all, I would like to thank all those who have helped
the victims and their relatives in the past period. What is most tragic in this disaster is that
everything that has happened, and which has unfortunately claimed several lives, could
have been prevented. It is the duty of the European Union to prevent disasters like this. In
order to be able to do this, it is essential to review the privatisation contracts concluded in
the Central European region, which are nothing more than the equivalent of pillaging, and
have given powers to suspicious post-communist financial circles. Furthermore, where
applicable, companies which have been taken away from the people illegally must be
nationalised. These financial circles pay no attention to employees anymore, and their
money-grubbing practices are not even halted by an ecological disaster. This is where I am
asking for help from the European Union.

Alf Svensson (PPE).   – (SV) Issues concerning the environment and climate affect us all.
As we know, they are global in scope. It is self-evident that the EU must play a leading role
in the fight to safeguard our living conditions.

Environmental experts claim that, after industry, the next most important cause of damage
to the climate and the next largest source of emissions is all the primitive hearths and
cookers that are found in huts and hovels all around Africa, Asia and South America.

A few nations that are focusing on protecting the environment have at last realised this.
Today, there are solar-powered, simple stoves that, for a small amount of money, remove
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95% of these toxic emissions that black coal, manure and other fuels generate on
combustion.

Calculations also show, and this must be the most important thing to point out, that nearly
two million people die a premature death because they are forced to breathe in these gases.

I hope that the EU, together with the United States, which has demonstrated an awareness
of this problem, will take an active interest in this extremely tangible means of saving
people and the environment.

Iosif Matula (PPE).   – (RO) Just recently, specific steps have been taken to strengthen the
European Union’s energy security through the provision of natural gas from multiple
sources in order to avoid any new gas crisis in Europe. I am referring to the opening of the
Arad-Szeged gas pipeline, linking Romania and Hungary, which has also benefited from
European funding.

This makes the investment not only a success story, but also a model of cooperation
between EU countries.

The interconnections envisaged at European level, together with the general facility for
transporting gas in both directions by 2014, as well as gas deposits, allow all the countries
in the region to enjoy greater energy independence. European states will be able to help
each other in the event of any new gas crises.

Another aspect which is just as important is that the price of gas will be set at regional
level, rather than by negotiation with a single supplier. I hope that the completion of the
Arad-Szeged pipeline will give some impetus not only to the Nabucco gas pipeline project,
but also to the AGRI project, which will be used to transport natural gas to Europe via a
route through Azerbaijan, Georgia and Romania.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D).   – (LV) Thank you, Mr President. I should like to draw attention
to an interesting moment in our work. On Thursday, almost all Members of the European
Parliament leave Strasbourg at 13.30. As we well know, a special train is chartered for this
time. Please explain, where is the logic here? Why do we always vote on human rights at
16.00 in plenary sessions? Why do you schedule votes when you know that 95% of
Members have not taken part in the session? This is complete nonsense. I am convinced
that my speech will not be heard. That too is very sad, Mr President. Thank you.

Daciana Octavia Sârbu (S&D).   – (RO) Democracy is being violated in Romania, a
European Union Member State, by the actual party in government, without any fear of
repercussions. The president of the Chamber of Deputies, one of the Romanian parliament’s
two chambers, counted the 80 MPs who were in the chamber and announced that the
result of the count was 170.

At that moment, a law which is vital to a large number of Romanian citizens was put to
the vote. This was the draft of the new pensions law, which envisaged increasing the
retirement age excessively, setting the same retirement age for women and men, and
performing a recalculation, amounting to a reduction in real terms of the pension amount
for a large number of pensioners.

Although the opposition was strongly against these amendments and was not present in
the chamber at the time of the vote, the cameras were able to expose the fraud taking place.
However, if the opposition and press had not protested against this action every day since
then, the law would have been officially announced today by the Romanian president.
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Olle Schmidt (ALDE).   – Mr President, today the Swedish Government received a legal
opinion on the case of Dawit Isaak who has been imprisoned for nine years in Eritrea.
Dawit Isaak is a Swedish journalist who has been imprisoned for freedom of expression.

According to legal opinion based on the European Convention of Human Rights and the
case-law from the European Court of Human Rights, Sweden, the EU Member States and
the EU have a duty to use all available diplomatic and legal means to ensure Dawit Isaak
his basic rights. Eritrea is one of the world’s poorest countries and dependent on aid from
the European Union. We have to demand Dawit Isaak’s immediate release in exchange for
financial aid.

Tomorrow, Dawit Isaak’s brother will come to the European Parliament to meet the
President of Parliament and Commissioner Piebalgs and to hand over the legal opinion to
the European institutions. I hope this will oblige the European institutions to put greater
pressure on Eritrea’s President to release Dawit Isaak, thus saving his life.

Joe Higgins (GUE/NGL).   – Mr President, in September, I spent a week in Kazakhstan on
a delegation from the European United Left Group of the European Parliament. Kazakhstan,
under President Nazarbayev, is a totalitarian dictatorship with the systematic repression
of human rights.

We met many groups who are fighting for human, political and workers’ rights. We received
chilling testimony of a monstrous regime of extreme brutality in many Kazakh prisons,
with recently released prisoners describing grotesque degradation of prisoners and
systematic savage beatings, brutal rape and other tortures.

In view of this, it is shameful that Kazakhstan was awarded the chairmanship of the
Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe for 2010, with a major summit of
the Heads of State of the OSCE to be held in December in the capital, Astana. Shamefully,
President Nazarbayev, who is responsible for this nightmare, is on an official visit to the
European Union next week and will be received by the President of Parliament, Mr Buzek,
Commission President Barroso and others. He is being received, of course, because of the
massive oil and gas deals that EU companies are doing in Kazakhstan, but I am demanding
that those leaders raise this issue of the grotesque degradation of human rights and demand
verifiable action from Nazarbayev that it ends.

Oriol Junqueras Vies (Verts/ALE).   – (IT) Mr President, in the last few weeks, more than
30 Mapuche went on hunger strike to protest against the militarisation of their land, being
subjected to a dual civil and military jurisdiction and the application of anti-terrorism
legislation, in effect since the period of military dictatorship. Despite all this, the two
majority groups of this Parliament have not agreed to an urgent humanitarian motion.

Currently, the hunger strike has ended, but the fundamental reasons which prompted it
still exist, as the Rapporteur for the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples recognised last April.

Chile must respect the International Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and
International Labour Organisation Convention 169 on the right to prior consultation and
free and informed consent by these peoples regarding all legislation which interferes with
their rights and interests. The European Parliament must avail itself of all political
instruments possible to ensure that the Chilean Government respects international law
and agreements with the European Union itself.
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Dimitar Stoyanov (NI).   – (BG) I was intending to express my view on the forthcoming
debate in Bulgaria’s National Assembly on the referendum to be held on Turkey’s
membership of the European Union. However, I have been annoyed by the statement made
by my fellow Member on the other side of the House, Mr Kirilov, who has virtually repeated
word for word the speech made by the president of my party, Volen Siderov, in Bulgaria’s
National Assembly just a few days ago.

However, I would like to add to what Mr Kirilov said. Fellow Members, these people who
were driven out of eastern Thrace do not have documents for their property. They
abandoned their children to their death because when the infants cried, they gave these
people away to the Turks who came to hunt them down and kill them.

Turkey is a country which is proud of its history of genocide, as the act of genocide
committed in 1913, where 50 000 Bulgarians were massacred and 300 000 were driven
out of eastern Thrace, was the dress rehearsal for the Armenian genocide unacknowledged
by the Ottomans. This is why the message from Attack is: ‘Yes’ to a referendum on Turkey’s
membership of the European Union and ‘No’ to Turkey’s membership of the European
Union.

Theodoros Skylakakis (PPE).   – (EL) Mr President, Jean-Claude Juncker said yesterday
that we have been putting pressure on the Greek Government to take appropriate action
since 2008, but that we have not gone public with the problems, because Eurogroup is an
unofficial body. The Commission has intimated that the Greek deficit for 2009 will be
over 15%, compared with the forecast of 5% in May 2009.

What I ask myself is this: how can 10 percentage points of GDP be overlooked? Surely the
Ministers for Finance were aware of this when they met in Ecofin, which was institutionally
competent, instead of Eurogroup? The problem, therefore, was not so much the inability
to make a forecast as compliance with political criteria. However, surely Greek citizens, as
European taxpayers, were entitled to know? What we ultimately need is more independent
authorities monitoring financial criteria and, above all, fair and automatic application of
the rules to everyone.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the EU-China
Summit, held on 6 October in Brussels, ended in tension when the scheduled final press
conference was cancelled for laconic logistical reasons. In the background, there was
disagreement on the question of the exchange rate of the yuan, deemed by the euro area
to be excessively low.

The European Union has asked the Chinese Premier to appreciate their currency and put
an end to unfair commercial practices which have, for years, fuelled tariff wars, highlighting
this as a basic condition before addressing the issue of recognising China as a market
economy.

Since June, the Chinese currency has risen by 2.15% against the dollar, but is down 9.4%
against the euro. This is terrible news for exports from the euro area, not least because
Europe seems to be the only power without the mechanisms to devalue its own currency.

In EU-China relations, we are disadvantaged as a result of contractual differences between
employees, the cost of raw materials and their protectionist and reckless commercial
policies. It is therefore impossible to compete if the euro is overvalued too. In two weeks’
time, we will attempt to deal with these points with the European delegation.
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Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D).   – (RO) At a time when the issue of reducing the transport
of food products over long distances is become increasingly urgent, with local production
being encouraged and an adjustment to market demands, it is vital that a boost is given to
the production of sheep meat in the EU.

It is unacceptable for the EU market to be supplied with sheep meat from thousands of
kilometres away at exorbitant prices, while our own producers are being forced to sell their
products at ridiculous prices and leave this sector.

Romania has the fifth largest number of head of sheep among European Union Member
States, but sheep livestock numbers have fallen by more than 40%. Nevertheless, the export
of sheep meat is an important part of our economy.

Given these factors and bearing in mind that serious social, economic and environmental
repercussions could arise in the long term, resulting in an age-old tradition becoming lost,
Romania supports Ireland’s action and is eagerly awaiting proper support measures from
the Commission and Council, which will halt the increasing decline in the sheep meat
sector in the European Union.

Kriton Arsenis (S&D).   – (EL) Mr President, we had the worst food crisis in 2008. The
price of cereals rocketed and, as a result, massive populations went hungry, especially in
Africa. At the same time, we had the highest levels of cereal production. Biofuels were
blamed for this paradox. It ultimately transpired that the blame lay with credit companies
which, once they had finished playing games on Nasdaq and the bubbles on the property
market had burst, turned their attention to government debt and prices for basic foodstuffs,
for the purpose of speculation.

These games impoverished millions of our fellow citizens the world over. We can no longer
allow these companies to act with impunity and we now need to define a clear operating
framework for these companies at European and global level.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Today is European Day against Human Trafficking.
This merits our full attention, and we should demand that more is done than uttering mere
platitudes about this tragedy, which currently affects hundreds of thousands of people
every year in the EU alone. These are victims of modern slavery, due to hunger and extreme
poverty, which affects over 1 billion people worldwide. This is the darker side of capitalist
exploitation and the consequences of colonialism and neo-colonialism, for which several
European powers have great responsibility.

Thus, there is a symbolic link between yesterday’s commemoration of the International
Day for the Eradication of Poverty and, today, the European Day against Human Trafficking.
Combating poverty and human trafficking requires global measures which include a break
with neoliberal policies and a firm commitment to the social dimension of macro-economic
policies in order to ensure a policy based on development and social progress, as the public
and the workers have demanded in the demonstrations we have witnessed in Europe.

Franz Obermayr (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, today – 67 years after
the removal of the dictator Benito Mussolini – fascist monuments are still being preserved,
maintained and extensively renovated in South Tyrol. For the South Tyroleans, this is a
daily reminder of an injustice suffered. This is not worthy of a united Europe of the 21st
century. Years ago, the then European Commissioner, Franco Frattini, suggested a
Europe-wide law banning all Nazi symbols. The logical consequence of this would have
been that, as part of the drive against Nazi symbols, fascist monuments in South Tyrol
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would also have been banned and would have had to be removed. Mr Frattini’s proposal
came to nought; it is now time to venture a new attempt.

The Commission should make it unmistakably clear that infringing minority rights
represents an infringement against the values of the EU. Article 2 of the Treaty of Lisbon
requires further clarification. In addition, we need to examine how well minorities are
protected and binding sanctions need to be officially laid down.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE).   – (PL) The European Union has declared the year 2010
to be the European Year for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion. On 17 October
2010, there were 23 commemorations of the International Day for the Eradication of
Poverty which had been announced by the UN. On this day, all over the world, special
events were organised to show solidarity and sympathy with the needs of the socially
excluded.

The International Day for the Eradication of Poverty above all aims to make the public
aware of the need to eliminate worldwide poverty, particularly in developing countries,
and to stress the fact that combating poverty is our priority. It is also important to pay
greater attention to the causes and consequences of poverty in Europe. I repeat, in Europe.
This is why the implementation of the European Union programme for free distribution
of food to the poorest among us, at a cost of EUR 500 million annually, is so important.
The initiative to commemorate the International Day for the Eradication of Poverty is very
useful in that it helps us to be aware of the scale of poverty worldwide and to find causes
and solutions to the problem. Thank you.

Sergio Gutiérrez Prieto (S&D).   – (ES) Mr President, on the International Day against
Human Trafficking for social exploitation, some figures were revealed that should make
us act as political leaders.

More than 90% of the prostitution in Europe arises from blackmail and extortion. In
response to these figures, we should ask ourselves if we are doing everything necessary to
protect the dignity and integrity of thousands of women whose rights are also protected
by the Charter of Fundamental Rights that we adopted with the Treaty of Lisbon.

We are not talking about the ‘oldest profession in the world’, but about the only form of
slavery that we have not succeeded in eradicating from the old Europe. Countries such as
Spain are making significant efforts in this respect, prosecuting traffickers, raising public
awareness and promoting reintegration plans for the women who are the victims. This is
not enough. Europe needs to be a single area of action and commitment.

The next directive on trafficking is an opportunity to act on the demand for the industry
through education and, in terms of supply, for example, to make advertising difficult in
all types of media, as well as increasing bilateral cooperation with third countries to fight
this scourge from its source.

We have an opportunity. I would like to draw Parliament’s attention to this so that it
continues to be in the vanguard in terms of citizens’ rights.

Marc Tarabella (S&D).   – (FR) Mr President, according to its statute, the European Food
Safety Authority (EFSA) is an independent source of scientific advice on risks associated
with the food chain. Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, may I say that I have my doubts
about this, and I am not the only one.
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Let us take one particular example: many States such as Denmark and France have
prohibited the use of bisphenol A in feeding bottles following a large number of studies
demonstrating its harmfulness. However, EFSA continues to permit its use in products
intended for consumption, in flagrant breach of the precautionary principle.

EFSA has also accepted every single application to use GMOs that has been submitted to
it. There have been 125 such applications in total, though. Do you not find this strange?
The Commissioner responsible for this matter, Mr Dalli, last week distanced himself from
EFSA on the subject of bisphenol A, and the Council has been requesting details on the
way in which the agency operates since 2008.

I therefore request, as a minimum and as quickly as possible, a joint hearing of EFSA by
Parliament’s Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development, the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety and the Committee on the Internal Market
and Consumer Protection. We must dispel the doubts hanging over EFSA so as to ensure
better protection of the public, and of their health, which is at stake.

Cătălin Sorin Ivan (S&D).   – (RO) My message is for the President of the European
Parliament, Jerzy Buzek.

As he was in Romania a few months ago, attended the plenary session of the Romanian
Parliament and supported the Liberal Party (PDL) government and the austerity measures
it is promoting, I want to tell President Buzek that, since more than a month ago, Romania
no longer has a parliament. It is well over a month ago since meetings stopped being held
in the Romanian Parliament and decisions stopped being taken, due to the fraudulent
approval of the pensions law, as mentioned by my colleague, Daciana Sârbu.

Given that the Romania president, Traian Băsescu, is not adopting a stance on the matter,
never mind denying such practices, because the PDL routinely supports them, with fraud
becoming a practice used in the Romanian Parliament, I am very interested to know whether
Mr Buzek still continues to support the PDL and the authorities in Romania and if he would
still go to the Romanian Parliament today to support the Boc government.

Slavi Binev (NI).   – (BG) I believe that the European Union and all of us are making efforts
to bring Europe out of recession. Some countries are emerging from the recession but,
unfortunately, it is growing deeper in other countries for some reason. I believe that the
restoration and consolidation of the European market feature among the priorities of all
Member States.

For this reason, I am deeply concerned by the European Union’s intention to provide
Pakistan with a duty-free trade regime. I realise that Pakistan has suffered damage as a result
of natural disasters, but I do not consider it proper justification for threatening European
trade, especially in the textiles industry.

I appeal to you on behalf of the Bulgarian Association of Apparel and Textile Producers
and Exporters, whose members appealed to me with a request for assistance to save this
sector in Bulgaria. Bulgaria is a small country and the recession is at its height there.
Allowing Pakistan access to the European market will jeopardise Bulgaria’s textile and
clothing production.

Mr President and fellow Members, during a recession, in my view, protecting the European
market must be twice as much a priority, whereas duty-free trade with Pakistan is not the
path we need to be going down to emerge from the recession in Europe.
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Ioan Enciu (S&D).   – (RO) I would like to highlight the particularly serious economic
and social situation which Romania is in. The recovery measures adopted by the Romanian
Government are ineffective and distinctly antisocial in nature. They are an attack on
fundamental human rights, especially in the health and education sectors, and on the right
to a decent living. What are the effects of these measures? An 8% inflation rate, the biggest
fall in GDP in the whole European Union, paralysis of the national economy, as well as
unprecedented protests involving police officers, teachers, pensioners, officials from the
Ministry of Finance and every trade union confederation. This government is acting against
the interests of the Romanian people and is undermining the Romanian population’s status
as European citizens. The European Commission has suitable instruments and mechanisms
available for monitoring and adjusting Member States’ finance policies. The Commission
must take a stance on the austerity measures implemented by the Romanian Government,
which are infringing fundamental human rights.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D).   – (LT) On 10 October of this year, a fire broke out on the
‘Lisco Gloria’ as it sailed from Kiel to Klaipėda. Although no lives were lost, the accident
highlighted the huge problems of ensuring the safety of people travelling by ferry.
Information provided by those involved shows that the ferry’s crew were not prepared for
a rescue and passengers had to look after each other. Furthermore, the number of passengers
rescued was higher than that recorded in the official passenger list, which raises serious
concerns about ensuring general passenger safety and the possible threat of terrorism.
Following 11 September, great attention in the European Union was paid to the safety of
passengers travelling by plane. This accident has highlighted the fact that a similar system
of control needs to apply to ships as that which applies to aircraft and that there must be
continual independent proficiency testing, both of vessels’ technical condition and the
staff responsible for passenger safety.

Katarína Neveďalová (S&D).   – (SK) Last week, I led a delegation of observers of the
European Parliament to the parliamentary elections in Kyrgyzstan. We held many meetings
with representatives of political parties and citizen organisations and we also met with the
interim president, Roza Otumbayeva.

Despite the fact that during our mission, we were assured that the country was clearly on
the path of regime change to parliamentary democracy, and that the security situation had
calmed down, only shortly after our departure from Bishkek, unrest started again, and the
political parties began to challenge the election results. This was in spite of statements
made by international organisations that the elections in Kyrgyzstan had been conducted
relatively correctly. In a country where levels of social standards are truly deplorable and
tens of thousands of people have had to abandon their homes, the fight for the position
of sole leader has started again, and the country is beginning to reverse its course.

I consider it necessary to call on the European Union and the European Parliament to
increase their interest in the region of Central Asia which is extremely turbulent at the
moment. This does not only apply to Kyrgyzstan but also the recent unrest in Tajikistan,
and there is hardly any need to mention the proximity of Afghanistan. It is important to
increase our interest and presence in the region for a better future for all of us.

Ivaylo Kalfin (S&D).   – (BG) I would like to draw your attention to important cyber
security-related issues. Preventing the risks associated with the Internet’s rapid expansion
is much more effective than repairing the damage caused by its abusive use. A number of
actions at least are required to do this.

85Debates of the European ParliamentEN18-10-2010



Firstly, cyberspace requires protection which is dynamic and does not build static walls,
but relies on flexibility and proactive innovation. Secondly, the legislation governing the
Internet must utilise and not restrict the opportunities offered by information technologies.
Thirdly, very active horizontal coordination is required of the various institutions involved
with cyber security. Fourthly, cyber security requires highly active and efficient mechanisms
for international cooperation and coordination.

I would like to encourage the European Commission to demonstrate particular
determination and resolve and to insist in future legislative initiatives on devising and
implementing a European cyber security strategy and creating positions or a mechanism
to facilitate the horizontal coordination of all communities and national policies relating
to this issue.

President.   – That concludes the debate on this item.

18. Future of European standardisation (short presentation)

President.   – The next item is the report by Edvard Kožušník, on behalf of the Committee
on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection, on the future of European standardisation
(2010/2051(INI)) (A7-0276/2010).

Edvard Kožušník,    rapporteur. – (CS) The report that we are dealing with today is submitted
as a precursor to a standardisation package which the Commission is currently working
on. This should provide a legislative revision of the existing legal framework of European
standardisation, which we will use to define the development of standardisation in the
coming decades. It is therefore in the interest of Parliament to use this report to convey to
the Commission and relevant specialists our concept of the future development of European
standardisation.

The form of the system of European standardisation is key to fully exploiting the potential
of the internal market, improving the competitiveness of the European economy and
fulfilling the Europe 2020 strategy. We have therefore given our full attention to this subject
in the Committee on the Internal Market. We have conducted intensive discussions with
all stakeholders, both at international and European level and at the level of organisations
in the individual Member States. When seeking the best form of European standardisation,
we did our best by representatives of small and medium-sized enterprises, as well as
consumer representatives, disabled people, environmentalists and other organisations
representing community interests.

During discussions on the future form of European standardisation, we concluded that
the design review should be based on the strengths of the existing system, which provides
a stable base on which to build. We cannot undertake any radical changes that could weaken
the key merits of the current system. In order to achieve an effectively functioning system
of European standardisation, it is necessary for national standardisation organisations that
play a less active role in the existing standardisation process to move closer to stronger
national organisations. Strong national standardisation organisations, which can
communicate with each other effectively, but also with other interested parties, are the
basis for the stability of the European standardisation system.

In future, we must also focus more on the greater involvement of stakeholders in the
standardisation process itself. The aim is to make sure that the standards that emerge are
the result of a broad consensus, and are therefore ultimately more representative. Another
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subject that was addressed in this long discussion was easier access to standards. In
particular, I would mention the process of establishing standards. This should correspond
to the nature of their beneficiaries and users. In order that the standards can be enforced
more easily, they need to be more comprehensible and easier to use.

With the increasing liberalisation of services, it is necessary to think more about
standardisation in the area of services. We consider this area to be crucial for achieving
greater cross-border competition in services. The establishment of European standards in
services is a way to dismantle barriers in services in the internal market and to do so
sensitively. Dismantling these barriers and increasing competition are a way to improve
the transparency and quality of European services and to encourage competition, which
goes hand in hand with innovation. It is innovation and new technologies which are the
engine of economic growth in the post-crisis period. For European standardisation, the
challenge is to achieve close cooperation between the creators of standards, innovators,
academics and researchers. Without the intensive involvement of all these four groups in
the process of establishing standards, Europe will find it difficult to standardise its knowledge
in the low carbon economy, electric cars, nanotechnology and ICT. The ability to convert
the findings of research and development into the process of establishing standards will
ultimately determine whether the European system of standardisation will continue to
play a key role in a globalised world.

At this point, I would like to thank all my colleagues on the committee, but also my
colleagues on the partner ITRE committee, who were actively involved in the drafting of
this report. I would particularly point out that we managed to obtain a joint agreement on
the final form of this report across all the political groups.

Lara Comi (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, I wish to express
my satisfaction with the work that has been undertaken by the rapporteur and shadow
rapporteurs, with whom we have been able to strike a good balance between the various
political positions. This report sends a political message, loud and clear, to the European
Commission and contains important guidelines in view of its imminent review.

We have determined that the current system works well and does not require radical
changes. The improvements that we have proposed do not prejudice the current principles
on which the system is based, or rather, the principle of national delegation and its private
and voluntary nature. That notwithstanding, it is important for the public interest to play
a more active role and contribute to the creation of new standards. I feel that the function
of small and medium-sized enterprises is important and relevant within the process of
standardisation.

This report is only the beginning: we will continue to work in the coming months to ensure
that European standardisation meets the economic and social needs of Europe.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D).   – (LT) I would like to congratulate my colleague on the
preparation of this important report. Standardisation is particularly important for building
a common internal market, ensuring the business competitiveness of both the European
Union and individual Member States and removing trade obstacles. I support the
Commission’s initiative to prepare a Standardisation Package, which will hopefully be
sufficiently comprehensive and will facilitate the removal of existing deficiencies which
currently prevent us from ensuring product safety and which create different levels of
consumer protection in different Member States. The laying down of uniform standards
at European level is especially important in the field of rapidly developing technologies
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and innovations. In order to ensure not just that the European Union is competitive, but
also that our people’s health is properly protected and that safe products access the market,
it is necessary for uniform standards to be valid and applicable in all Member States.

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) The European system of normalisation is a part of an
international system that sets out unified, generally applied regulations and norms used
by the production sector worldwide.

As societal progress increases knowledge, changes technologies, organisation and the way
of life, normalisation as a specific field of defining generally used regulations must also be
an active undertaking open to progress. If the European Union wishes to have a truly
sophisticated, innovative economy, it cannot avoid substantially increased activity in the
field of the development of new norms which will facilitate the introduction of new scientific
and technological inventions to the market. From this point of view, I believe it is time the
mechanisms of European standardisation and normalisation, currently based mostly on
national traditions and national workplaces, were brought up to date. Today, however,
these mechanisms must be simpler and more effective.

Csanád Szegedi (NI).   – (HU) Ladies and gentlemen, as Jobbik representatives, we are
often called EU sceptics, and we actually agree with this. We are EU sceptics, but this does
not mean that we do not support cooperation between EU Member States. It is clear that
we are against the principle of the United States of Europe and we support the Europe of
nations, but standardisation is typically a subject that we can agree on, that we can support.
However, it is always said that we are always protesting and saying no, no, no to everything.
Well, standardisation is a topic that we, too, would like to facilitate and support. I would
also like to ask all Member States to support standardisation, and my fellow Members to
support this report by Mr Kožušník. This is where we can agree for the time being.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) The adoption of European standards can make a vital
contribution to facilitating access for SMEs to the single market and consolidating their
position in it. With this in mind, SMEs need simple, standardised loan products, which will
facilitate their rapid use, based on a minimum number of documents and a simplified
financial analysis. The European standardisation system must encourage and support
innovation and also establish a common basis for a more comprehensive approach to
standardisation. I also feel that it would be useful to apply the principle of subsidiarity and
proportionality on a regular basis at European level. This would help consolidate the basic
principle of ‘think small first’ as part of public policies for SMEs. In this context, I would
also like to mention that an ordinance was issued recently in Romania on implementing
measures supporting the uniform enforcement of EU legislation, which harmonises the
conditions for marketing products.

Zuzana Roithová (PPE).   – (CS) This report will further encourage the Commission to
pursue carefully the harmonisation of standards in the internal market. During the
progressive liberalisation of global trade, it provides a way for us to protect European
citizens from low quality and unsafe products, particularly from the Asian countries. I
thank my colleagues from the Commission for their support for my draft, which gives the
green light to the establishment of standards for safe children’s shoes. It is high time to act,
because today’s generation of children has orthopaedic defects due to cheap, but physically
harmful Chinese shoes.

It is very striking that we have European quality legislation for safe toys, where a child
comes into contact with a toy only for a short time, but we do not have adequate standards
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for shoes and slippers that children have on their feet all day. I hope that the Commission
reacts to this call, which is not the first, and takes appropriate action. I think that it is a
shame that the industrial lobby from Germany and France has won and that, in the
international standards committees, the European Union will not speak with one voice,
but in twenty seven languages.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, congratulations on an excellent report. It is a
good basis for further work. Transparency and democracy are most important in the
standardsetting process, as is improved participation on the part of the weaker societal
stakeholders, consumers and environmental organisations. Standardisation must not be
allowed simply to become a battlefield for big business.

I am pleased that the report takes account of the principle of appropriate representation,
according to which all stakeholder positions must be incorporated in an appropriate
manner. It is also important that societal stakeholders are more strongly represented. In
my opinion, this could be done by giving them the right to vote on technical committees.
It is also important to develop a second production line. I hope that the Commission will
pay serious attention to that.

Maria Damanaki,    Member of the Commission. – Mr President, I would like to congratulate
the rapporteur for his comprehensive report, which has received general approval. I would
also like to thank the honourable Members who have stayed here so late to help the President
with his duties and also to put forward some very constructive contributions and ideas in
the debate.

This report is a valuable contribution to the debate launched by the European Commission
some time ago. It draws attention to the future of the standardisation system in Europe: a
central element in the implementation of the internal market, in increasing the
competitiveness of European business, and an important tool in fostering innovation.

Over the next decade, European standardisation will have to adapt to new energy,
environmental and societal challenges, as you have already mentioned. These include the
emergence of new economic powers, the development of technologies, climate change,
carbon management and renewable energies. These are some of the new factors we have
to face.

We share the rapporteur’s view that we can build on the existing system. It forms a solid
basis for further development. There is, nevertheless, room for improvement. The report
presents a number of proposals with a view to improving the system within its current
boundaries. The Commission welcomes the emphasis placed on the importance of the
principle of national delegation. At the same time, the report draws attention to a negative
consequence of this principle: existing deficits in participation by societal stakeholders
representing health and safety, consumer and environmental interests in the standard-setting
process. The participation of societal stakeholders is extremely important as it lends the
system a significant element of legitimacy and accountability and improves the quality of
the consensus. The Commission will explore practical ways of ensuring effective
membership of European standardisation organisations for organisations representing
societal stakeholders, and of helping to achieve more balanced participation by stakeholders
in the standard-setting process.

The Commission shares the view that, with respect to the central role of the national
delegation principle for CENELEC, national standards bodies are key players in the European
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standardisation model. All national standards bodies must therefore be able to provide a
robust platform of consensus-building. The report notes significant differences among
them in terms of resources, technical expertise and stakeholder engagement in the
standardisation process. There is room for improvement here in the Member States.

Though the problem of access to standards should not be limited to the price of standards,
the Commission welcomes the call on national standards bodies to reduce costs through
special rates, by offering bundles of standards at a reduced price, and by investigating
additional ways of improving access, especially for SMEs.

European standardisation has a huge potential to support legislation in public policies.
We appreciate that the report recognises this potential and stresses the need to move into
new domains of standards development such as services. As pointed out in the report, the
new European model must contribute to European innovation and sustainable development.

Finally, I would like to thank everyone who has been involved in this very useful and
inspiring report.

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place on Thursday, 21 October 2010, at 12:00.

19. Agenda of the next sitting: see Minutes

20. Closure of the sitting

(The sitting was closed at 23:00)
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