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IN THE CHAIR: GIANNI PITTELLA
Vice-President

1. Opening of the sitting

(The sitting was opened at 09:00)

2. Documents received: see Minutes

3. Oral questions (tabling): see Minutes

4. Debates on cases of breaches of human rights, democracy and the rule of law
(announcement of motions for resolutions tabled): see Minutes

5. Fundamental rights in the European Union (2009) - Effective implementation
after the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon (debate)

President.   – The next item is the report by Mrs Gál, on behalf of the Committee on Civil
Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs, on the situation of fundamental rights in the European
Union (2009) – effective implementation after the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon
(2009/2161(INI) (A7-0344/2010).

Kinga Gál,    rapporteur. – (HU) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the adoption of the
Treaty of Lisbon brought with it the vision and idea of a strong Europe in respect of
Community powers. To the citizens, it offers the promise of the fulfilment of this vision.
This also applies to the protection of fundamental rights, and therefore, in contrast to
previous years, this year’s report deals with these new legal bases and with the strengthened
and newly established powers and institutions, and provides a close examination of the
situation thus created. The aim of the report is to offer a new and comprehensive approach
in the protection of fundamental rights.

Since December 2009, the protection of fundamental human rights has rested on multiple
pillars within the European Union. On one hand, it is based on the Treaty of Lisbon, and
on the Charter of Fundamental Rights, which has now become legally binding. The Charter
has become a standard for the creation and application of EU laws by both the EU
institutions and by the Member States. A similar pillar of the Community legal system will
be our accession to the European Convention on Human Rights, a process that is currently
under way, but the system of human rights guarantees enshrined in the Member States’
own legal systems will remain a similar pillar. These legal bases will also be reinforced by
the established Community institutions, both at Community and Member State level. At
Community level, I would like to mention the Commission, the portfolio of the
Commissioner for Fundamental Rights, the Council working group, Parliament, and of
the agencies, I would like to highlight the role of the Agency for Fundamental Rights.

The aim of my report is to raise awareness in order to ensure that these existing institutions
and mechanisms operate in an efficient and transparent way, whether in the monitoring
of decision making or legislation, data collection, or information transfer, and that they
do not accord priority to some rights while neglecting others. It is important that the
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individual institutions not only report, but also respond to and comment on each other.
They should make use of, and build upon, each other’s work in the field of the protection
of human rights, and should take their decisions coherently, objectively, and on the basis
of facts.

Thus, in this report, we reviewed what Parliament expects from these institutions. We
commented on the Commission communication issued in October, which follows a similar
concept. One of the principal aims of the report is to emphasise that the current fundamental
rights structure must begin and end with the individual, that is to say, the citizen. This
means that we must provide citizens with sufficient information to ensure that they are
aware of and understand their opportunities and are able to make use of them. The system
of protection of fundamental rights must be comprehensible, accessible and effectively
useful, as the entire structure is only worth as much as the citizens of the EU can assert
from it. In achieving these goals, the aforementioned institutions and the Member States
must assume a balancing role to ensure that the EU can increase its credibility in the eyes
of the citizens. Finally, my report focuses on those areas which not only require rapid action
but also medium to long-term strategies, such as the integration of the Roma, the fight
against child poverty and the issue of language use among minority communities, to name
but a few.

I hope that with the report that will be adopted tomorrow, we will be able to send a readily
comprehensible and clear message to the aforementioned institutions: to the Commission,
the Council, the agencies, the Member States’ bodies and courts, so we can make this system
even more effective. In this, I request your support for tomorrow so that in the post-Treaty
of Lisbon period, now that the foundations, the institutions, are already in place, we can
act in this spirit.

Viviane Reding,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Mr President, the debate today on the
fundamental rights situation in the European Union is very important, not only because
it comes 10 years after the proclamation of the charter – the anniversary of the charter was
at the beginning of this month – but also because it is the first discussion in Parliament
dedicated to that which the rapporteur, Ms Gál, calls the ‘new post-Lisbon fundamental
rights architecture’. She is absolutely right. We have started with a new beginning for the
meaning of human rights and fundamental rights in Europe. I would like to thank the
rapporteur and the members of the Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs
for their very valuable contribute to this debate.

We now have a legally binding charter which is part of the EU’s primary legislation. What
we need to do now is to put the charter into practice. It was precisely for this reason that,
in October, the Commission adopted a communication on the strategy for the effective
implementation of the charter. The key objective for the Commission here is to make the
rights enshrined in the charter as effective as possible for the benefit of all the people living
in the EU and, as Members of this House, you represent those people.

The charter must be our compass and we must lead by example, in particular, when we
legislate. This applies to the Commission’s internal preparation work and to adoption by
the European Parliament and the Council, as well as to the application of the new rules by
the Member States.

The Commission has enforced a systematic assessment of the fundamental rights impact
of new legislative proposals through a fundamental rights checklist to be used by all
Commission departments. I am pleased to see that Ms Gál’s report supports this approach.
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It highlights, in particular, how important it is for the European Parliament and for the
Council to pay attention to compliance with the charter throughout the legislative process.
Not only must the text on the table comply with the charter, but the effects of later
amendments to that text must be taken into account as well. Each institution therefore
needs to think about how to ensure that amendments to legislative proposals are properly
assessed. I welcome the call in the report for improved cooperation among the institutions.

We also have to see how the charter is applied when Member States implement EU law. I
would like to reiterate in this House that I will not shy away from starting infringement
proceedings whenever necessary.

The report also highlights the accession of the European Union to the European Convention
on Human Rights. The speedy accession of the European Union to the Convention is a
high priority for the Commission. Negotiations are well under way, and are moving forward
in a swift and constructive manner. If everything goes well, as seems to be the case, I hope
that we will be able to reach a final agreement in the first half of 2011. So things are moving
quickly and they are moving well.

I also fully share the objective of ensuring smooth cooperation with international
organisations. We do this as a matter of course, on a daily basis. The Commission already
takes into account the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child when it prepares new
proposals which can affect children. Recently, we also had a discussion about the disabled,
and it is clear that in that field, too, we are applying the United Nations Convention in the
Member States and at European Union level.

The rapporteur spoke about the Agency for Fundamental Rights, which has a key role to
play in providing us with comparable and reliable data on the situation in the 27 Member
States in areas where the EU can act. There, too, we want to work not only in theory but
in practice. I have, for instance, asked the agency to contribute to the work of the Roma
task force. The Commission is in favour of extending the mandate of the agency to ensure
that it can also provide its expertise in the areas of judicial cooperation in criminal matters
and police cooperation. To make this possible, on 2 December, the Commission adopted
a proposal to amend the multiannual framework, which lists the thematic areas in which
the agency can work.

I should now like to move on to something new, which I think tallies perfectly with the
rapporteur’s line, and that is the momentum created by the Lisbon Treaty which we have
to uphold. With this in mind, in spring 2011, the Commission will publish its first annual
report on the application of the charter. The idea is for this to be published as an annual
report every spring. I believe this would be the time for Parliament to come in and provoke
a real debate on how the charter is being applied in practice. When we prepare our first
annual report on the application of the charter in spring 2011, I will pay particular attention
to the European Parliament’s report, and to Parliament’s other fundamental rights activities.
This will not only allow us to hold a debate on human rights outside the European Union,
as is customary in this House, but it will also allow us to hold a yearly debate on fundamental
rights and how they are applied by the different governments inside the European Union,
as well as to see whether the European institutions are doing their jobs as they should be.

Simon Busuttil,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (MT) Mr President, I would like to begin by
thanking Kinga Gál for her report and, in particular, for the focus she placed on such an
important subject, that is, the Charter of Fundamental Rights for the European Union and
its implementation. I believe that Kinga Gál’s concentration on this issue was crucial this
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year. I would like to make a point on how important it is that we keep considering human
rights as fundamental human rights, because sometimes I fear that not everyone interprets
the concept of fundamental rights in the same manner. First of all, it must be made clear
that human rights do not mean that we should ignore the concept of, say, subsidiarity, or
that we should trample upon the different values that Member States embrace.
Unfortunately, there are some who are attempting to manipulate the issue of fundamental
rights to do just that. The European Union should leave it up to the Member States to deal
with ethical issues such as euthanasia and abortion. Secondly, we should take care to ensure
that fundamental rights are indeed fundamental rights and do not include other rights
which, albeit important, are not fundamental and therefore risk being unrealistic when
viewed in today’s context. A case in point would be the rights that are connected to
immigration issues, which are of considerable importance, yet are not always fundamental
rights. Finally, we must seek to adopt reasonable positions on, for example, security and
the importance of data protection. Therefore, to conclude, I believe that we need
fundamental rights, yet at the same time, we must ensure that they are both logical and
realistic.

Monika Flašíková Beňová,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (SK) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I, too, would like to thank the rapporteur, Mrs Gál, as I think she has managed
to fulfil the main aim of the report, which is specifically to clarify the roles which individual
institutions and mechanisms will play in the new post-Lisbon architecture of fundamental
rights.

I consider three areas contained in the report to be of key importance. It is important for
the Union to defend not only the rights of its citizens, or the people on its territory, but
also to become a global leader in this area. The newly-established European External Action
Service can play a key role from this perspective. I would therefore like to call on the
Commission to ensure that the structure, resources and activities of the diplomatic service
are established in such a way that European diplomacy can effectively promote fundamental
rights abroad as well.

Secondly, following Lisbon, democracy and human rights have a new expression via the
European Citizens’ Initiative. The initiative boosts the role of EU citizens, who can use it
to initiate the adoption of European legislation. Thirdly, I would like to express my
satisfaction over the fact that the report calls on EU Member States and institutions to
redouble their efforts on raising public awareness of fundamental rights.

In conclusion, I would like to thank the rapporteur for being responsive to our comments,
and for the fact that the report also contains the explicit reference we requested to the fight
against poverty and social exclusion in the section mentioning the activities necessary for
the protection of fundamental rights.

Renate Weber,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Mr President, tomorrow afternoon, we
will be able to share our thoughts on the human rights situation in the world, but this
morning, we are focusing on the state of play as regards these rights in the European Union.
Discussing the European Union first and the rest of the world afterwards is the right order
in my view because, before criticising others, we should put our own house in order. If we
really want to be taken seriously, we must not turn a blind eye to human rights violations
on our own soil.

This resolution, for which I want to congratulate our rapporteur, Ms Gál, focuses on the
way forward for EU policy in the field of human rights protection and advancement after
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the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty. It deals not only with who bears responsibility
for what, but also focuses on the topics that should be at the centre of our concern in the
future.

I would just like to emphasise two aspects. I was happy with the support given in the
Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs to the idea of a kind of freezing
mechanism, by which national contested policies or decisions can be frozen by the
Commission until it has taken a formal decision as to whether to start the infringement
procedure. I believe such a mechanism will bring added value in creating a more credible
fundamental rights policy within the European Union. I hope, therefore, that the entire
House will lend its support to this mechanism when we vote tomorrow.

The other aspect relates to the right and the duty of this Parliament continually to analyse
the human rights situation in the Member States and to be critical in expressing its views,
including naming and shaming when necessary.

Hélène Flautre,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Mr President, this is a very good
report, and the first one after the Treaty of Lisbon. I would like to begin by thanking the
rapporteur, Mrs Gál, for her hard work, receptiveness and fruitful cooperation. I would
like to come back to four messages contained in this report.

The first concerns our requirement for the Commission to fulfil its role with respect to the
new resources at its disposal and to the entry into force of the Charter of Fundamental
Rights. The situation of the Roma people has sadly been the first practical case, and the
Commission has, in the end, only gone halfway on this matter, basing itself solely on the
Free Movement Directive.

The Commission has sidestepped the non-discrimination issue on the basis of Article 21
of the Charter of Fundamental Rights, but it cannot be so half-hearted in future, with the
ratification, by the Union, of the European Convention on Human Rights, and I am delighted
to see the Union’s commitment to seeing this through.

The added value of this report also resides in the fact that it emphasises the need for early
detection of potential violations through the implementation of a warning system. This
system makes provision, among other things, for measures suspected of constituting such
violations to be suspended while the accelerated procedure for determining whether they
are contrary to fundamental rights is carried out.

I would also insist on the need to set up a prevention system on the model, for example,
of the Universal Periodic Review mechanism within the United Nations Council.

Once again, I would stress the absolute need for consistency between internal and external
processes, as you have already mentioned, Mrs Reding. In that respect, the signing of EU
readmission agreements represents a real challenge.

We are blindly endorsing these agreements when the actual terms of their implementation
are being decided in joint committees from which Parliament is excluded.

Konrad Szymański,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (PL) Mr President, now that the Charter
of Fundamental Rights has become legally binding in Europe, we are dealing with two
systems for the protection of human rights which are, to a certain extent, in competition
with one another. One of these systems is based on the Charter of Fundamental Rights and
the case-law of the Court of Justice, and the other is based on the European Convention
on Human Rights and the case-law of the European Court of Human Rights. I think the
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fundamental challenge identified in the Gál report is that of ensuring coherence between
these systems, both in terms of content and in institutional terms.

The Charter of Fundamental Rights must not be interpreted in such a way that it results in
the presumption of new competences for the European Union. Article 51 states this very
clearly, but I think it is worth reminding everyone, particularly the Members of this House,
that issues relating to marital law, criminal law and the legal protection of unborn life
cannot be regulated at EU level, either directly or by the actions of any court or tribunal.
This politicisation of human rights protection instruments can lead to only one thing – a
fall in trust in the international judiciary.

Marie-Christine Vergiat,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (FR) Mr President, I should
like, in turn, to thank our rapporteur for her willingness to listen and for her work, as well
as all the shadow rapporteurs who have contributed to the quality of this report.

For us, this report is important because it draws conclusions from one of the few positive
outcomes of the implementation of the Treaty of Lisbon, if it is effectively implemented.
Indeed, the effective implementation of fundamental rights in the European Union is an
important, if not fundamental, issue for the European Union’s future. However, using
flowery language will not be enough.

The Treaty, the Charter of Fundamental Rights and, soon, accession to the European
Convention on Human Rights, will provide us with new tools in this area and will enable
the European Union and its Members to reach a new stage.

Many say that human rights are part of the European Union’s essential values but few
recognise them as being truly universal and indivisible. Indivisible, meaning that all the
human rights enshrined in the Charter, but also in the European Convention, and in all
the European and international conventions that stem from the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, have the same value, whatever they may be.

Civil and political rights are no more important than economic and social rights. The right
to live in dignity is just as important as religious freedom for instance.

Universal means that human rights are the same for everyone, regardless of their nationality,
regardless of their legal status. However, we know that the right to education and the right
to family life, here too for instance, are constantly flouted in nearly every Member State.
The situation regarding the Roma people is unfortunately symptomatic of this. So yes, the
Commission must resolve to start infringement proceedings and to be as strict as it is on
economic matters.

Universal also implies that human rights have the same value throughout the world,
meaning that the European Union must attach the same importance to human rights as it
does to economic or diplomatic issues in its foreign policy and partnership agreements.
This is not the case in countries such as Tunisia, Libya and Colombia, and I could mention
many more. So yes, this is a fundamental issue; the European Union’s credibility and the
future of its foreign policy are at stake.

Krisztina Morvai (NI).   – (HU) Mr President, as a Hungarian and a female politician, I am
proud that it was a Hungarian female Member, Mrs Kinga Gál, who created with considerable
effort this very significant work on a better assertion of human rights, and brought it before
the European Union. For this, I would like to thank her.
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What I find lacking, however, is an emphasis on traditional civil and political liberties, and
there is hardly anyone in a better position here in the EU than we, Hungarians, to emphasise
that in the European Union, the problem does not only lie with discrimination against
minorities or the integration of the Roma when it comes to human rights, but with the
freedom of expression, assembly and speech, and nothing illustrates this better than the
situation in Hungary between 2002 and 2010. The Human Rights Committee of the
Hungarian Parliament recently adopted a very thorough and detailed report, which
demonstrates through court judgments, reports of the ombudsman and other means that
the Hungarian socialist governments between 2002 and 2010 maintained their power by
grossly and continuously violating human rights. My question to the rapporteur, on the
one hand, is whether this particular Hungarian report can finally be presented to the
European Union in the current situation, and whether the European Union will investigate
it, because that would indeed be a realistic indication that there has been some measure of
change in the field of human rights. On the other hand, if we are able to speak of an increased
possibility to assert human rights in the European Union at all, how could we better avoid
incidents like the one where people were shot in the eye in Hungary in 2006, particularly
if the Vice-President of the LIBE Committee is still an individual who, at that time, was a
member of a government that had people shot in the eye?

Salvatore Iacolino (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, one
can only remark favourably on a report such as the one so ably put together by the
rapporteur, Mrs Gál, which has the strong point of describing the situation regarding the
implementation of fundamental rights both accurately and in detail.

I should like to raise a few minor points regarding the implementation itself. Thanks to
the Charter of Fundamental Rights, which is now obligatory, and the Lisbon Process, which
cannot now be halted, there is no doubt that this support for wellbeing and the person
derives from a set of values that is truly shared, as is shown in tangible terms by the real
results achieved.

Therefore, we must bear in mind the Treaty of Lisbon, the Stockholm Programme, and
fundamental principles such as solidarity, integration and the fight against organised crime
and terrorism. We must bear in mind that the principle of subsidiarity obviously cannot
stand in the way of the implementation of fundamental rights in a Europe of the people.

A few days from now, we shall approve a new dossier and the new regulation regarding
the legislative initiative in favour of citizens against the trafficking of human beings. These
dossiers are integrated with each other and definitely form an updated legal frame of
reference. All the measures have a precise objective: to value human dignity.

I should like to conclude, Mr President, by saying that the power to make checks and apply
real sanctions must be properly implemented in 2013, the European Year of Citizenship.
This could certainly be an important factor to really assess the significance of the measure.

Michael Cashman (S&D).   – Mr President, pre-Lisbon, post-Lisbon, we have very little
to be proud of. In Europe, you can still be discriminated against if you are a woman. We
have heard it said here in the Chamber today: a woman cannot choose what to do with
her body. You can be discriminated against on the grounds of age, disability, religion, belief,
sexual orientation. On the supply of goods and services, there is no movement on the
Council directive. If you are in a same-sex partnership or a civil partnership or a marriage,
you can be discriminated against by a Member State on the precept of the concept of
subsidiarity. On that basis, you can promote inequality.
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We have a two-speed Europe where some people are equal and others are not. We sit here
and do nothing while we see rising xenophobia, racism, anti-Semitism, homophobia and
transphobia and, yes, look at what is happening to the Roma.

Have we learnt nothing from the Second World War? Have we learnt nothing from the
1930s when we turned away and did nothing because people were different from us? Can
we not see that religion, decent religion, is being used as an excuse to increase discrimination
against LGBT people in particular? Can we not see that to diminish the rights of another
is ultimately to diminish our own? We have nothing to be proud of.

Daniël van der Stoep (NI).   – (NL) Mr President, it is patently clear that the Treaty of
Lisbon takes a different approach to fundamental rights from that we have previously been
used to. First of all, of course, because of the European Union’s accession to the European
Court of Human Rights, which has brought about a strange situation in which courts are
competing with each other. It is still unclear exactly what turn things will take in this
respect. I fear that, with the EU’s accession to the ECHR, we may have landed in a legal
minefield. Could the Commissioner comment on this?

My second point concerns the lasting impact of the Charter of Fundamental Rights on
European law. I have a specific question for the Commissioner concerning a judgment
handed down on 9 November 2010 by the Court of Justice of the European Union. This
is about the joined cases of Volker and Hartmut Eifert, under references C 92/09 and C
93/09. In brief, these cases were about the right to privacy versus the right of public access
to European funding streams.

In these judgments, the Court decided that the right to privacy outweighs the general
European transparency interest. I was very surprised by this judgment and I would very
much like to know the Commissioner’s point of view on this matter, in the context of the
lasting impact of the fundamental rights guaranteed in the Charter on current and future
EU legislation.

Milan Zver (PPE).   – (SL) Mr President, first of all, I would like to congratulate my colleague,
Mrs Gál, on preparing a good report. It is true that we have a new situation in the European
Union as far as the protection of human rights is concerned. It seems to me that freedom
is expanding and that that is a good thing. The report is quite contemporary, or modern;
it even speaks of a third generation of human rights and the like.

However, protecting human rights and freedoms also includes righting the wrongs of the
past.

We may have highlighted many third generation rights, as they are called, in this report,
but we have forgotten some issues, such as returning property that was confiscated by
totalitarian regimes to its owners or giving a dignified burial to the many people who were
brutally killed in Central and Eastern Europe in 1945 and only given makeshift graves.

For that reason, we, the present generation of political decision makers, are responsible
for righting these wrongs of the past. Only then will we be able to speak with a clear
conscience about new, third generation human rights and freedoms, as they are called, for
the present and for the future, too.

Kinga Göncz (S&D).   – (HU) Mr President, Commissioner, with the Treaty of Lisbon, the
Charter of Fundamental Rights has also become legally binding, and it created the possibility
for infringement procedures to be launched in the case of its violation. In some Member
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States, the social tensions that have arisen in the wake of the crisis have brought about a
restriction of democratic rights, instead of steps having been taken in this direction. They
have brought about the restriction of the freedom of the media, the restriction of the right
to strike, the circumvention and limitation of social dialogue, the strengthening of
discrimination, and the shattering of the foundations of the rule of law and legal certainty.
The Commission, in its role as the guardian of the treaties, has an obligation to be mindful
of such signs. We believe that the creation of the portfolio of a Commissioner for
fundamental rights is an important step, and we call on Mrs Reding to regularly monitor
the Member States and call attention to cases where fundamental rights and the basic
principles of democracy are violated, in order to ensure that these are not only mandatory
for candidate countries before their accession, but also later on, as the failure to do so would
further undermine the credibility of the EU.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, let me begin by congratulating
Kinga Gál for her report.

We currently have a community of values and principles, reflected in a complex system
of human rights protection, which includes the Charter of Fundamental Rights, the most
progressive regional code of human rights. Member States must abide by the Charter’s
provisions when applying EU legislation. The Charter’s provisions can be applied directly
by national courts, thereby also giving them great responsibility.

Secondly, we have the European Convention and the case-law of the Court of Justice in
Strasbourg. They provide a guarantee for individual rights in Member States. The European
Union’s accession to the Convention will ensure that the European Convention for the
Protection of Human Rights is also applied to the actions taken by the EU as an institution
and by a Member State which applies EU legislation. We certainly must monitor closely
the reform of the Court in Strasbourg and its impact on shortening proceedings.

Thirdly, at national level, Member States have the duty and opportunity to implement
directly the provisions which guarantee fundamental rights, to apply them in their own
countries through the decisions of their own institutions.

Therefore, both legal and institutional mechanisms exist. The keyword is implementation,
which must be rapid and effective for victims. Another keyword is coordination between
the institutions which deliberate on the violation of rights and award damages.

Joanna Senyszyn (S&D).   – (PL) Mr President, incorporation of the Charter of
Fundamental Rights into EU law does not extend the scope of the EU’s competences and
complies with the principle of subsidiarity, since the Charter is an integral part of EU policy.
I therefore call once again upon the Polish authorities to meet their obligations and adopt
the Charter of Fundamental Rights. Poland’s opt-out from the Charter has no substantive
justification. It is a political decision which compromises my country and is detrimental
to Polish citizens.

Adoption of the Charter is particularly important in the context of the upcoming Polish
Presidency. All Europeans must have equal rights, regardless of where they live and the
extent to which their country is in thrall to the clergy. Unfortunately, even the Constitutional
Tribunal in Poland does not always understand this. In my opinion, respect for the rights
of women, the only majority to be discriminated against, is particularly important. I
therefore call once again for a European directive on violence against women, including
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sexual and reproductive violence, as practised by certain Member States with the full
sanction of domestic law.

Ádám Kósa (PPE).   – (HU) Mr President, the forward-looking part of the report has already
been pointed out by many of my fellow Members. Finally, we have a report that
encompasses the various issues related to human rights without giving preference to one
area to the detriment of another. I am particularly pleased that that the report specifically
highlights non-discrimination and equal opportunities. The report is based on the Charter
of Fundamental Rights. This is the point of my speech. Adherence to, and enforcement of,
the Charter can only be successful if European society recognises that all human beings
are equal, and that this equality can only be realised through equal treatment. If anyone is
put at a disadvantage in any respect through no fault of their own, they must be given
appropriate and proportionate assistance so that they can become persons of equal value,
citizens of equal value. The road that leads to this goal is a difficult one, and deliberate work
will be required to complete it. Mrs Gál’s report is a significant milestone along this road.
I am grateful for her very significant work.

Anna Záborská (PPE).   – (SK) Mr President, I would like to point out one danger. The
combination of different forms of combating discrimination may lead to discrimination.
There was also talk of this at the OSCE meeting last week in Vienna.

It is a paradox, but as anti-discrimination policy becomes an ideology, people begin to
discriminate. We see how the actual concept of discrimination goes beyond its definition.
If the European Union has any serious shortcomings in this area, it is in the need to restore
the original meaning of the word ‘discrimination’, because it is no longer understood either
by human rights activists or sometimes even by our own EU Agency for Fundamental
Rights. I am therefore calling for democratic control of this institution. If this does not
happen, it may even become a financially costly burden, detracting from the reputation
not only of the European Commission, but, indirectly, of the entire European Union.

Csaba Sándor Tabajdi (S&D).   – (HU) Mr President, the rapporteur has done an excellent
job. However, to quote a popular Hungarian saying, unless it is implemented, it will be
worth as much as horseshoes on a dead horse. I do not see a political will in the European
Commission to enforce these rights and to initiate infringement proceedings against
Member States. I have much faith in Mrs Reding. She has more courage than all the male
Commissioners combined, as she dared to oppose Mr Sarkozy, even though Mr Barroso
had tried to dissuade her from doing so for a long time. In the upcoming period, she will
be faced with a considerable challenge, as the Hungarian Government assuming the EU
Presidency is committing serious infringements of fundamental rights. It is restricting the
freedom of the media, abolishing the rights of trade unions in relation to public servants,
and it fails to protect private property when it appropriates the private pension savings of
three million citizens. This government is violating fundamental rights, and you, Mrs Reding,
must have the courage to initiate an infringement procedure.

Sonia Alfano (ALDE).   – (IT) Mr President, notwithstanding the European Convention
on Human Rights, the Charter of Fundamental Rights, Articles 6 and 7 of the Treaty on
European Union and the national constitutions, serious violations of human rights persist
on a daily basis in the European Union and in the Member States.

In my country – Italy – there is a regime in force in which freedom of the press is violated,
political parties take part in elections by submitting fake signatures, State secrecy covers
up violent attacks (including by the Mafia), our Prime Minister – though not for much
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longer, we hope – profits from international cooperation with regimes like those in Russia
and Libya, as was also confirmed by WikiLeaks. The European Union cannot allow itself
to turn a blind eye to all of this.

For these reasons, I support the report, which contains many of the amendments submitted
by me and approved in the Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs. Amongst
these, I should like to single out paragraphs 20 and 40, which call for human rights
violations to be monitored and penalised, and for national legislative proposals with the
potential to violate human rights to be frozen before they become law, until the EU approves
them.

I also supported the incentive to use Articles 6 and 7 of the Treaty on European Union to
address human rights violations and to bolster the mandate of the Agency for Fundamental
Rights.

The report makes numerous positive references to minorities, rights, lesbian, gay, bisexual
and transgender people, immigrants and asylum seekers, freedom of the press and social
rights. For these reasons, I would urge my fellow Members to vote in favour of the report.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Mr President, we are all aware that many kinds of
discrimination still exist in the countries of the European Union, affecting different sections
of the population and cultural minorities. However, we cannot forget that there is general
discrimination against women: discrimination against women continues to make itself
felt to a greater or lesser degree in many different areas in the EU Member States. Women
workers still have difficulty in getting jobs and in being promoted in their careers, and they
still fall victim to low wages and other forms of discrimination that always affect them.
The gender pay gap in the EU stands at about 18%. Urgent measures are therefore needed
to combat these discriminatory situations.

Franz Obermayr (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, accession on the part of the EU to the
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms also conceals
the risk that the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) will be able to pass judgment
on any EU legal act; the judges of the European Court of Justice have already warned against
taking this step.

I very much doubt that the ECHR will always pass neutral and appropriate judgments. Its
President has himself admitted that he would examine cases brought by asylum seekers
more closely than other cases. Preferential treatment for certain complainants is not fitting
conduct for a neutral judge. The ECHR is currently attempting to suspend the Dublin
Convention and prevent deportations from Austria to Greece. Why is this? Is Greece unsafe?
Do we really want to be subject to a court that wants to ban the cross in classrooms? The
cross is the symbol of Christianity, one of the foundations of Europe and of our fundamental
values.

If the European Court of Human Rights clearly has no respect for such human rights, I
cannot see that it is possible to recognise it here as an approved and appropriate
decision-making body.

Alajos Mészáros (PPE).   – (HU) Mr President, the European Union has always been ready
to criticise countries outside its borders in order to promote fundamental rights. In the
case of its own Member States, however, it has often been powerless following their
accession. This should not be the case any longer, as today it is not only economic principles
that bind us together. The report of Mrs Kinga Gál summarises the most urgent and most
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important steps in the development of internal fundamental rights protection. We need
an effective rights protection system, and thanks to the Treaty of Lisbon, we will now be
able to establish one. Violations of the fundamental rights of citizens cannot remain without
consequence. We must be able to hold those committing infringements to account at both
Member State and European Union level.

I can only agree with Mrs Reding in that the Commission should exercise the right to initiate
infringement proceedings in all justified cases. The addition to the set of available procedures
of a procedure with a blocking effect can serve as an effective tool in the protection of
rights against Member State measures violating fundamental rights. Yes, we need to protect
persons with disabilities, we need to eliminate discrimination and, last but not least, we
need to protect European linguistic diversity.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D).   – (LT) Mr President, the issue of human rights must be
addressed at European level and the Member States themselves must also take responsibility
for guaranteeing the fundamental rights of their citizens. At European level, for instance,
it is very important to establish a European Union strategy on the rights of the child, because
not all Member States are capable of guaranteeing the protection of children’s rights at
national level. It is therefore necessary to develop practical measures to combat child abuse,
sexual exploitation and child pornography.

Disabled people, who still suffer from discrimination in their social, professional and
cultural lives, are another priority. We must therefore establish a concrete system of EU
legislation on the rights of disabled people and develop an EU strategy on the disabled.

I would like to stress that combating trafficking of human beings, especially women and
children, is still a huge problem and one of the worst violations of human rights.

It is also very important to combat poverty and social exclusion, particularly as regards
elderly people, who have suffered most during the recession.

Viviane Reding,    Vice-President of the Commission. – (FR) Mr President, I would like to
thank all the committee members who worked alongside the rapporteur, Mrs Gál, on these
areas, as well as all those MEPs who took the floor today in this House, thereby showing
that fundamental rights are very important. I can only support what has already been said
by several MEPs, namely that it is high time that we focused on fundamental rights within
the European Union in order to be credible and be able to talk about fundamental rights
outside the European Union. This issue has been somewhat neglected. It will no longer be
in future.

I think that the Commission’s annual report on the application of the Charter, which will
elaborate on all the observations made by everyone regarding specific types of
discrimination, will truly enable us every year to discuss what is not working and try to
correct it.

Correct it how? There is this idea of a ‘freezing mechanism’, as the rapporteur called it, this
prevention system where one would intervene with regard to a measure being taken in a
Member State up to the point at which it is implemented. I have asked my experts to analyse
this, and the institutional issues that such a mechanism raises are very complex. For the
time being, although we will have to continue the analysis and see what is really happening,
it seems to me that there is no legal basis to act in such a way and that a change in the Treaty
would be needed to activate such a prevention mechanism. It is an attractive idea. We will
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carry on looking for a mechanism that could be used without changing the Treaty so as
to deal with the most pressing issues.

Nevertheless, I would like to draw your attention to the fact that the Charter is not applicable
in absolute terms, because this is a common misconception. It is applicable only when
Member States implement European rules, for instance, when a European directive that
has been decided between the Council and Parliament is then integrated into European
law. In that situation, the Charter does apply, but not in absolute terms. In absolute terms,
that is to say, for all other cases, jurisdiction lies with the national courts.

When the European Union becomes a member of the Council of Europe Convention, there
will be an extra dimension that we will then have to implement, and it concerns the way
in which we manage our rights policy. This is what seems to me to be of utmost importance,
beyond all the specific questions that have been asked – and I will respond individually to
the MEPs who asked them – I think that the main issue is the fundamental one.

Outside the EU, in our Member States, within governments, the importance of the Charter
has not yet been fully realised. Therefore, we have some work to do to raise awareness so
that this culture of rights, this policy of values exists throughout Europe, so that, when a
law is passed, when a law is applied, people everywhere ask themselves if it complies with
the values we have subscribed to; that is to say that, as political leaders, we must ask
ourselves almost systematically, when we act, whether what we are doing is compatible
with the fundamental rights we have subscribed to.

This seems to me to be the most important element. As a matter of fact, I can tell you that
the Commission is due to take a decision today on whether to scrap the exequatur, in other
words, that a proposal will be submitted to make court rulings valid anywhere in Europe.
This is a decision of major importance, and for the first time, when proposing this new
legislation, we focused on respect for fundamental rights. We did not just carry out an
economic analysis, or study the impact on the market; we also studied the impact on values.

As you can tell, we are gradually moving towards this new policy, and I think that, between
us – the Commission, the Council and Parliament – we should ensure that this annual
report on the application of the Charter, which I will submit on behalf of the Commission
and which Parliament will criticise or approve, is a great moment of truth and an
opportunity to take a close look at matters. This is also about truly showing to the outside
world, to our voters, that the Charter is a living entity. The Charter is not merely a text; it
is there to be put into practice. And if it is not put into practice, the elected representatives
of the people will say so loud and clear.

This is what we must try to establish during the two or three years before the next elections.
I think we can achieve this goal gradually, with the first exercise of this kind in spring, then
the establishment of a tradition in this House, so that no one can ever say again, when you
examine human rights outside the Union on Wednesdays or Thursdays, ‘You have not put
your own house in order’. Let us do it together!

Kinga Gál,    rapporteur. – (HU) Mr President, thank you, ladies and gentlemen, for the
encouraging words and the words of support. I would especially like to thank Mrs Reding
for the openness and cooperation in which we have been working together for quite some
time now, and for the clear and specific answers and messages. I believe that the
considerations of the shadow rapporteurs and fellow Members are, after all, all included
in this report, and that acceptable compromises have been reached. Therefore, I cannot
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accept the letters of amendment that have now been re-submitted to the plenary, as I think
that this report is acceptable as it is. I would like to point out that we should by no means
throw the baby out with the bath water in the general fundamental rights protection system,
and therefore, we should always be mindful of the concrete facts and attempt to translate
the expectations we are debating here today into something tangible.

I am therefore pleased that in tomorrow’s plenary sitting, we will see these concrete facts
in the topic of combating human trafficking, where special protection will be provided to
child victims in the field of victim protection. This will also be under debate now with the
adoption of the Citizens’ Initiative, as a result of which we will truly be able to speak of a
citizens’ Europe, as these European citizens will be able to influence the legislative procedure.
However, I also consider it symbolic that we will debate on and adopt the report on the
situation of human rights in the world tomorrow. The fact that the Hungarian Presidency
is also setting its priorities in a similar spirit, and is placing emphasis on the strengthening
of an EU that is close to its citizens, is welcome. However, I would like to remind my fellow
Members that we should avoid employing double standards, especially here in this House.
I say this to my fellow Members who assisted, perhaps for years – and here I address my
Hungarian socialist fellow Members – in the gravest human rights infringements, and are
now criticising others with unfounded accusations only to regain the voter confidence
they may have lost due to these very infringements of human rights. I thank everyone for
their cooperation and assistance.

Michael Cashman (S&D).   – Mr President, I must refute the slight that was made by
Ms Gál against Socialists, saying that they have been undermining human rights. You
cannot make challenges like that without being absolutely specific and bringing forward
absolutely crucial, concrete-based evidence.

President.   – The debate is closed.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – I would like to express my sincere gratitude to
the rapporteur, Kinga Gál, for her effort to open up the problem of the violation of human
rights in the European Union. How can we reproach or teach someone outside the EU if,
in our own Community, the law is regularly violated? So far, Latvia, a Member of the EU,
has not implemented a resolution of the European Parliament of 11 March 2004, where
Parliament ‘proposes that the Latvian authorities envisage the possibility of allowing
non-citizens who are long-time inhabitants to take part in local self-government elections’.
Three hundred and thirty-five thousand permanent inhabitants (15%) of Latvia lack their
basic rights, but it does not worry anyone. The European Parliament can discuss cases of
breaches of human rights everywhere except in its own territory. I have voted in favour of
Kinga Gál’s initiative. I offer my total support and the gratitude of 335 000 people.

Kristiina Ojuland (ALDE),    in writing. – I would like to use this opportunity to thank the
rapporteur for shedding light on such an important issue. The Lisbon Treaty has redefined
competences and responsibilities in many fields and, among them, made the Charter of
Fundamental Rights legally binding. The European Parliament has been acting as watchdog
of fundamental rights and the Lisbon Treaty has consolidated the fact. I very much support
the notion of enhancing the role of the European Parliament with regard to a systematic
approach to legislative proposals and amendments. While we are critical of human rights
violations around the world, we must apply the same scrutiny to what is going on within
the borders of the European Union. There is no reason to be overly pleased, as we receive
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signals of racism, xenophobia, sexism and other forms of discrimination in the Member
States far too often. The work ahead of us remains vast, but I am more than sure that
consistent work on upholding fundamental rights in the EU will help us prevail.

Csaba Sógor (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) The European Union, as a community of states
that offer a high level of protection of human rights, always boldly raises its voice against
serious infringements taking place in other parts of the world. The European Parliament
usually condemns practices that show complete disregard for the universal fundamental
principles of human rights, wherever they may occur, in commendable unison. It is less
often, however, that we respond with similar determination to infringements within the
borders of the EU, even though this would be the most effective way to send out a message
to those countries around the world that do not respect human rights. A common EU
action would achieve the greatest result if we voiced our dissatisfaction with the same
determination and peremptoriness within our own area in respect of the assertion of human
rights and fundamental freedoms. In very few cases do we call ourselves to account in
connection with these ideals, which are an integral part of the European spirit, and which
have been legally binding for a year now thanks to the Charter of Fundamental Rights. And
in the event that we actually do so, we come across as powerless and impotent in the
absence of appropriate sanctions. This, in turn, inevitably affects the force and credibility
of our criticisms toward third countries and our foreign policy efforts for the promotion
of human rights and democracy. I do not believe that Europe can give these up in the future.

6. European Protection Order (debate)

President.   – The next item is the report by Mrs Jiménez-Becerril Barrio and Mrs Romero
López, on behalf of the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality, on the draft
directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the European Protection Order
(00002/2010 - C7-0006/2010 - 2010/0802(COD)) (A7-0354/2010).

Teresa Jiménez-Becerril Barrio,    rapporteur. – (ES) Mr President, today is an important
day for all victims, because today we shall adopt the European Protection Order, which is
a significant step forward in terms of their rights. Victims are unfairly forgotten about, and
it is paradoxical that aggressors often have many more rights and that there is more said
about aggressors’ rights than victims’ rights.

Today, Parliament will honour all victims, reminding those who believe that the borders
will shield them while they persecute their victims, that this European Protection Order
will protect all victims equally in the European Union from this day onwards.

We started working more than a year ago to achieve this objective and make progress with
the area of freedom and security that was mentioned in the Stockholm Programme, and
today we can say with a degree of pride that, although the path has not been easy, as many
people have frequently failed to understand the order, and doubted its effectiveness and
clarity, we have achieved it.

I must say that, following the trialogues with the Belgian Presidency, and many
conversations with the Commission, we have achieved a text that almost all the political
groups were happy with. This report was therefore adopted by a huge majority with no
votes against in the joint vote by the Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs
and the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality.
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I hope that today, Parliament will reflect the decision made by those committees and by
those of us who produced this report, which was adopted by a huge majority. This would
send a clear message to the Council about what Europeans want, which is nothing more
than to live in an area of security and justice, to be protected, and for a victim who has a
restraining order against her aggressor in her country not to have to begin further court
proceedings when she moves to another country.

We have an obligation to facilitate access to justice for Europeans, and especially for victims,
who are the most vulnerable. The protection of all victims, without exception, has been
my beacon throughout the development of this report. I therefore wanted to include victims
of terrorism, people trafficking, organised crime and honour crimes, along with a special
chapter for minors, who are the most vulnerable victims, and we never think about how
to protect them.

Although this order will protect all victims, women who suffer from domestic violence
will benefit most from this instrument for judicial cooperation, as their aggressors will not
be able to travel through Europe with impunity, and will know that they will be pursued
in the same way as in the country where they attacked their partners.

Parliament must therefore send a clear message to the Council today about what we want.
We will therefore vote with our eyes fixed on the victims, on those who suffer, on those
who need us to protect them, on those who are afraid and need to live in freedom and
hope.

We are not going to give up on such a fair and necessary aim that is supported by the
majority of Europeans just because there are some who are afraid and never dare to take
that one step further. We need to be brave, the Member States need to be brave, and I hope
that the vote today will be a majority in favour and encourage those who still have doubts
as to whether this instrument will open a door for victims. I also hope that in the near
future, the Commission will put forward wide-ranging legislation in favour of victims’
rights, for which it has my full support and, I am sure, Parliament’s support.

I repeat: this small but major step that is the European Protection Order will improve
protection for all victims, preventing further crimes and relieving the consequences of
those that have already been committed.

Today, we have an obligation to remove the obstacles that have so far prevented real
protection across Europe. Through our vote today, we have the opportunity to save lives,
which is what we are going to do, and we should be genuinely proud of that.

Carmen Romero López,    rapporteur. – (ES) Mr President, this proposal for a directive
that we are bringing to plenary today to keep away aggressors who pursue their victims
until they kill them, wherever they hide, is a clear message that Parliament must send to
European society and to the Council.

We are not going to remain defenceless against the crimes that are still repeatedly committed
on a daily basis in European countries, and remain hidden in the shadows of people’s
homes. These crimes also remain in the statistical shadows, as if the law of survival of the
strongest took sole precedence at the heart of cohabitation, but we are trying to enforce
the Charter of Fundamental Rights that we adopted in the Treaty of Lisbon.

Did it not occur to those drafting Chapter I of the Charter that a threat to physical integrity
and dignity could come not only from the public institutions and the state, but also disguised
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as affection? For the 25% of European women currently suffering some form of violence,
their torturers have private names, and defending themselves against the attacks does not
allow them to be citizens.

According to non-governmental organisations, more than 2 500 women die every year
in the European Union without us having asked ourselves whether those crimes can be
prevented or avoided. European women have therefore welcomed the initiative by the
Member States and the Spanish Presidency to bring a European Protection Order before
Parliament.

We are creating a European area of security: the European arrest warrant means that none
of our countries can be a haven for criminals. Let us create a climate of mutual trust; through
the protection order, we are creating an area of justice and freedom, because the victims
of these crimes can be received in any country without having to go through further
proceedings, as my co-rapporteur, Mrs Jiménez-Becerril, said.

Ladies and gentlemen, we are talking about ‘private terrorism’, which is the name now
given to this continuous crime of attacks hidden in the privacy of the home. We are also
talking about preventive measures from a different source. Not all countries have or are
going to have the same legal traditions: the more progress we make, the more an instrument
that can provide for our diversity is and will be necessary The Council’s legal services have
taken this view, as have Parliament’s legal services. Where does the resistance lie? Ladies
and gentlemen, it does not lie in the complexity of our legal system, which will continue
to exist.

The law is not a tool for creating conflicts, but for resolving them. This has been the view
of the conservative governments that have supported the initiative based on sound
judgment. If we were talking about guarantees and fundamental rights when we talked
about terrorism, how could we have implemented international agreements if it was not
because we were talking about security? Are 2 500 women every year not a security problem
for Europe?

It is not the first time in history that the law has faced a challenge. We therefore regret the
Commission’s position throughout the procedure, because we cannot talk about legal basis
when we are talking about political will. Let us not invoke the law just when it suits us.

This text is the result of an agreement. The improvements that we have incorporated
regarding the right to information, translation and procedural guarantees have taken into
account the fact that this is a recognition instrument, and Parliament has decided that it is
a priority for the Member States to put the existing data on the table out in the open.

We have not forgotten about victims’ rights to psychological assistance and legal aid. We
will continue to fight for these things, and let us hope that they will be included in the next
package on victims.

We would like to thank the Belgian Presidency for the work that it has done, along with
all the shadow rapporteurs and our team. Through this vote today, we want to send a
message to the Council that this is Parliament’s will; now it is up to the Council to take on
its responsibilities. We will not succeed in tackling prevention if some Member States
believe that we do not have a problem because we do not have the data.

Now it is the Council that is going to decide whether Europe is truly getting involved in
combating violence and defending fundamental rights.
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Viviane Reding,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Mr President, the protection of citizens,
in practice mostly women, subjected to or at risk of violence is very high on the agenda of
all the institutions working on this subject at the moment.

It is important that it be on the agenda because we share the same objective: providing
protection for victims in the best possible conditions across the borders of the EU. That is
also why I have supported the aim of this protection from the outset, and that is the reason
why I am preparing the ambitious package on victims’ rights to be adopted in spring 2011.

I am fully aware of the work of the co-rapporteurs, Ms Jiménez-Becerril Barrio and Ms
Romero López, and of both the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender Equality and
the Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs, who have added a lot of value
to the ongoing work in order to improve the protection of victims. I look at some of the
proposals you have made: for instance, that victims do not have to bear the costs, that they
receive translation and interpretation services or that delays in the recognition procedures
are reduced. I am ready to work on an effective and legally sound mechanism designed to
help victims benefit from civil law protection measures across the European Union.

We have been working on the procedural rights for persons who are accused. The corollary
of this is that we work on the rights of persons who have been victims, because we very
often speak about the accused in court proceedings but forget that there has been a victim,
so we have to ‘re-put’ the victim at the centre of attention.

That is why the Commission’s future victims package will build on and develop the excellent
work undertaken by the Spanish Presidency, the Belgian Presidency, the Council and, of
course, the European Parliament. All this work is very important. It will be put together
so that when the victims package is on the table, it will be comprehensive, it will be
complete, and it will make a real difference to all victims – be they women, children or
men, although most are women and children – to enable us to quickly come up with
concrete measures which are applicable and do not create legal uncertainty. Thank you
for this work. It is going to be taken into consideration when we prepare the victims
package.

Monica Luisa Macovei,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (RO) Mr President, roughly
8 000 Romanian women in Spain have benefited this year, as victims, from protection
orders which are valid in Spain. They must also be extended to Romania and other Member
States in which they travel.

According to unofficial estimates, there are roughly 100 000 women in Europe benefiting
from protection orders which are valid in the state that issued them. The draft directive
changes the limited, territorial aspect of these protection measures. The instrument being
introduced will ensure that a protection order issued in one Member State will be recognised
in the Member States in which the victim travels so that the area of freedom, security and
justice becomes a reality and the victims of violence or other victims can live and travel
without fear.

Parliament’s desire is for victims’ protection to be extended. This is why, after this directive,
we are asking for and anticipating from the Commission that the next step will be to extend
protection to victims in this common area of justice and security. We are therefore awaiting
the package with eagerness and interest in spring 2011.
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I would like to end by reiterating that the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian
Democrats) gives its support to protection for victims, this draft directive and extended
protection for victims.

Silvia Costa,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, through
this proposal for a directive – for which I should like to express my great thanks to the
rapporteurs, with whom I worked as a shadow – Parliament is supporting and expanding
the Council’s proposal, which was designed to protect people across all 27 Member States
who suffer forms of persecution or serious and repeated threats from known and previously
identified persons – often ex-boyfriends, husbands or partners – who threaten their physical
and sexual integrity, dignity and personal freedom.

Indeed, the number of attacks and killings – particularly against women – is on the increase.
Their complaints are often not taken seriously enough by the police and the judiciary, and
protection orders and measures against the aggressor are currently only valid in the country
in which they are issued. Commissioner Reding, the measure under approval may not be
perfect, but it plugs a legislative vacuum.

After all, in creating the European area of freedom, security and justice, we have always
acted empirically, at times pushing matters through where necessary. Indeed, we believe
that this initiative is important because it will allow all citizens of the European Union –
men and women – and all European residents to travel freely across borders, taking their
human rights and their rights to protection and security with them, as stated in Article 3
of the Treaty of Lisbon, which we in the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and
Democrats in the European Parliament intended as the legal basis, in order to give a more
coherent direction to the structure of the proposal.

Through the establishment of the European Protection Order, the protected person is
guaranteed to be looked after even in other Member States, through a fast and free-of-charge
procedure. Each Member State must appoint a competent authority to inform victims of
their rights, carry out campaigns, collect statistics and inform the person as soon as their
national protection order has been issued. Furthermore, it gives a great boost to the creation
of the European legal area and the implementation of freedom of movement, and it also
applies the ordinary legislative procedure involving codecision between the Council and
Parliament for the first time.

I hope that the Council will confirm this commitment and I hope that the Commission –
though showing particular attention to the coming ‘Security for Victims’ package of
measures – does not miss this particular chance to respond right now to this extremely
serious situation, which is also demonstrated by European and national statistics. Amongst
other things, this could lead to important legal convergence among Member States.

I would therefore suggest that we avoid any delays and make a specific commitment to
this particular type of victim protection.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (ES) Mr President, I want the
European Protection Order to be particularly effective in preventing violence against
women and to serve as a helpful prelude to the proposal that the Commission is preparing
in order for us to have a similar instrument for all types of crime.

I regret the fact that the drafting of this text has been so difficult and complex, despite the
fact that we all share its central objective.
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I would also have liked this order to have incorporated two issues. Firstly, the European
register of protection orders, with the corresponding privacy guarantees, in order to prevent
bureaucracy for the beneficiaries and have the orders applied immediately. Moreover, this
would reduce the cost of the processes that have to be carried out by the competent
authorities, and would ultimately provide standardised, constantly updated statistics.

Secondly, I believe that we should have made an effort to explore cooperation in this field
with third countries, especially if we pay attention to the statistics regarding the origins of
the victims and their possible changes of residence.

The incipient European External Action Service has thus lost the opportunity to publicly
introduce itself with a mission such as this, which Europeans understand and which solves
problems that are real to all Europeans at the moment.

I would like to thank the rapporteurs for all their work, and I hope that
Commissioner Reding will be sensitive with this initiative.

Raül Romeva i Rueda,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (ES) Mr President, I think that
we in Parliament need to be very responsible and act within the mandate that we have been
given, which tells us that, at European level too, we must protect women who are victims
of violence and put a stop to murderers.

As has been said, this is about combating a type of social terrorism, which is chauvinist
violence. We must not, therefore, get caught up in statistics or legal ins and outs. We are
talking about justice, basic rights, life and death, defending those that must be defended
against their attackers, and, most importantly, not having to regret the fact that 2 500
women every year are victims of the legal lethargy in which we are all immersed.

We are all aware of the legal difficulties and that this is an innovative exercise in the
post-Lisbon interinstitutional dynamic. However, those difficulties should not, under any
circumstances, be an excuse for not moving forward. The protection of the rights of the
women who have been or could be victims of violence and murders and the prevention
of such acts cannot be subordinated to a few legal issues. We need to adopt the political
will required by the urgency and importance of this case.

It goes without saying that it is important to do things well but, above all, it is essential
that we do them and, in my view, that is the fundamental vision that we can send to both
the Council and the Commission through this text that I hope we are going to adopt. It
needs to be understood that under no circumstances can we paralyse initiatives because
there are technical difficulties that we have not been able to resolve before.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the two rapporteurs and both the Spanish
and Belgian presidencies for the work they have done in order to continue making progress,
working and overcoming the scourge of what is, I repeat, chauvinist violence.

Timothy Kirkhope,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Mr President, I have been following the
trialogues closely and would like to thank my colleagues, especially from the EPP and S&D
Groups, for the work they have been doing.

As a lawyer in the UK, I have had experience over the years of providing legal advice and
support to people who have been victims of domestic abuse, stalking or harassment by a
relative or a former partner. I have seen at first hand the distress that physical, psychological
and sexual abuse can cause and the state of vulnerability of its victims.
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I fully support the aims and objectives of this proposal. However, I also have to express
concerns regarding the legal base and scope. It seems clear to me that this proposal has a
criminal base only, through the use of Article 82 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
EU. By their nature and by law, some of the offences that this proposal intends to cover
are civil law matters, yet there is a noticeable absence of the use of Article 81.

Whilst I do not object to EU legal cooperation, I strongly believe that we need to ensure
that the legislation we produce at EU level is legally sound, robust and can be effectively
implemented at Member State level without compromising existing Member State legal
systems.

Paul Nuttall,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – Mr President, I support the protection of victims.
However, when I first came across the European Protection Order, I thought it sounded
scary, like the European Arrest Warrant, which, in my opinion, is one of the most intrusive
and dictatorial pieces of legislation ever to be imposed on the British people.

The proposal for the European Protection Order which is being touted says it is about the
protection of women. We were told that the European Arrest Warrant was about helping
to fight terrorism – and we all know it has gone on to be a lot more than that. Let us be
clear and honest here: the underlying goal is to put in place footings for a pan-European
justice system which will undoubtedly undermine British law. If proof were needed, we
only have to look at the European Arrest Warrant.

I also see these orders as being extremely difficult to enforce in the UK, for we will end up
in a situation whereby an order is handed down by a foreign judge in a foreign land who
knows nothing about the conditions of a British town or our way of life. We have a saying
in England: ‘once bitten, twice shy’. We have been bitten once by the European Arrest
Warrant. I suggest that we shy away from the European Protection Order.

Jarosław Leszek Wałęsa (PPE).   – (PL) Mr President, taking the proposed amendments
into account, there is no mistaking the fact that the directive in question is one of the first
initiatives aimed at achieving these important goals. We should ensure not only that the
victims of violence are safe from further harm in their own country, but also that they
benefit from such protection measures throughout the European Union. For this reason,
I believe that we should support the rapporteur’s position.

It should be noted, too, that the initiative has a deliberately broad scope. Although the
majority of protection orders issued relate to women who are victims of gender-based
violence, the initiative can cover all victims of violence – children and adults of both sexes,
provided the perpetrator has been identified. In this context, the Stockholm Programme
states that the victims of crime, including terrorism, who are most vulnerable or who find
themselves in particularly exposed situations, such as persons subjected to repeated violence
in close relationships, victims of gender-based violence or persons who fall victim to other
types of crimes in a Member State of which they are not nationals or residents, are in need
of special support and legal protection.

In connection with the above, the European Protection Order should apply to the victims
of all crimes, including human trafficking, the victims of female genital mutilation, forced
marriages, honour killings, incest and other crimes of this type. This initiative should
therefore be supported, and I lend my full support to the rapporteur.

Emine Bozkurt (S&D).   – (NL) Mr President, one hundred thousand people are currently
benefiting from the European Protection Order. One of them is Rasja, who would like to
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move to Spain with her children. If the order pronounced against her stalker in the
Netherlands does not relocate with her to Spain, she and her children, too, will become a
sitting target there, unless the Spanish authorities recognise or enforce the same order.
Fortunately, however, Spain does recognise it.

This protection also applies to those being persecuted for exercising their right to free
speech. They have to be able to speak in other European countries with the knowledge
that those who have threatened them will not be sitting there in the audience. The European
Protection Order makes that possible; it is a splendid initiative and one that has been
supported by the Dutch Government. Unfortunately, with the new coalition, the status of
people enjoying such protection has undergone a 180 degree reversal: women, men and
children who are having to live in fear every day are callously being left high and dry. It is
simply unacceptable that an individual’s safety should stop at the border.

For the sake of one hundred thousand people, I am now saying ‘yes’ to the European
Protection Order. I expect all governments, including that of my own country, to do their
utmost to increase the safety, protection and freedom of their citizens, so that all people
can live in freedom and security.

Nathalie Griesbeck (ALDE).   – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
first of all, I should, of course, like to thank the two co-rapporteurs who, following difficult
negotiations in the trialogue, are proposing a compromise agreement which, as shadow
rapporteur for the Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs and for my
group, I naturally invite you to adopt.

Secondly, although I regret, as some have said today, that certain points such as, for instance,
the translation of documents for victims, were not included in the body of the text of this
agreement, or that the simplification elements were not sufficiently detailed – and I am
counting on the ‘victims package’ to polish them up – I want to stress that in the end, all
this sounds like common sense today, like a logical continuation of the ever-greater
integration of a European area of freedom and justice and, in essence, of the establishment
of a corresponding legal system.

This bears witness to a certain amount of political boldness and of the will to go beyond
political posturing for a large majority of us, in order to have a clear tool for cooperation
in criminal matters. That tool represents to a certain extent, as Mrs Reding highlighted
earlier on, a true ‘rights’ policy in Europe, that is to say, a real policy for the people, especially
for women, whose physical integrity can be threatened, a policy that corresponds to the
freedom of movement which has existed for a long time, hence, a ‘rights’ policy.

IN THE CHAIR: ROBERTA ANGELILLI
Vice-President

Véronique Mathieu (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
may I say first of all that I find the Council’s absence since yesterday regrettable, since the
Council has generally been present in the negotiations on all the issues we have been
discussing since yesterday, namely, those concerning civil liberties, justice and home affairs.
We regret the fact that the Council is not here to listen to Parliament’s voice; it is a real
shame.

I wish to congratulate the two co-rapporteurs – who have done a huge amount of work
on this text – on this landmark progress for victims of all kinds: victims, firstly, of domestic
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violence – did you know that 45% of European women are victims of domestic violence,
as are some men, for we should not forget those men who are subjected to violence by
women – and then victims of terrorism, including children, particularly vulnerable ones
of course.

The text being presented to us today is an extremely important text, and I once again extend
my congratulations. We are anxious to see the ‘victims package’ that you will be presenting
to us next year, Commissioner, and which will complete the text that we will vote on
tomorrow.

Antigoni Papadopoulou (S&D).   – Madam President, domestic violence, genital
mutilation, honour crimes, forced marriages and trafficking are just some of the types of
violence against 45% of women across Europe.

Women and minors need improved protection. The European Protection Order is a good
step forward to doing just that, in full compliance with the vision of the Stockholm
Programme for a united Europe: an area of freedom, security and justice serving the citizen.

Protection orders issued in one European country against an offender will thus be enforced
in all the other 26 EU Member States. The initiative of the Spanish Presidency, embraced
today by all of us, emphasises the protection of victims and prevention, and promotes
uniformity in legal order procedures. It empowers victims to break their silence in seeking
protection beyond geographical boundaries in Europe.

I hope the Commission fully endorses the report of the two co-rapporteurs in its ambitious
package on victims’ rights.

Salvatore Iacolino (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, there is no
doubt that this directive on the European Protection Order to safeguard victims is another
sign of a momentous shift in real guarantees, above all for women, but not exclusively so,
as has already been said.

The guidelines for this measure had already been developed, firstly by the Treaty of Lisbon,
and then by the Stockholm Programme. In particular, I should like to congratulate the two
rapporteurs, Mrs Jiménez-Becerril Barrio and Mrs Romero López, on their diligent work
and on tackling the many problems encountered in the Council to smooth the way for this
particularly important proposal, for an area of freedom, justice and security that will really
serve citizens.

The proposal combats domestic violence firmly and determinedly, has quite a significant
range of measures and a scope that appears to be wholly consistent. These ready-made,
timely and effective precautionary measures lead us to believe that this proposal could also
be used effectively to protect victims’ families. We await with interest the more structured
package announced by Commissioner Reding regarding the protection of victims of
violence, which will be ready in the coming weeks.

I should like to conclude, Madam President, by affirming how important it is to have close
cooperation between the Member States as well as great sensitivity for the application of
this measure in practice, just as it is crucial not to forget the importance of psychological
support for the victims. I am sure the Commission will duly bear this in mind in the final
phase of the legislative process.

Heidi Hautala (Verts/ALE).   – (FI) Madam President, the European Protection Order is
an important step towards the protection of victims throughout Europe. We are now
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sending a powerful signal to the Council and the Commission that the European Parliament
is keen to have this protection order and that it should enter into force soon. We should
now try to overcome the opposition that there is to it in the Council as well as all the legal
reasons that the Commission is putting forward for opposing it.

It is important that the directive should be applied over a wide area. It must incorporate
not just orders in respect of criminal acts but also various other kinds of protection order.
It should not involve any sort of legal hairsplitting. This protection order should also be
flexible enough to take account of the differences in national legislation.

It is important that Parliament focuses attention not only on the victims of genderbased
violence, but on other victims of violence. The directive needs to spell out what a victim’s
rights are and what the procedures are for lodging a complaint, and these are some of the
things that I myself have tried to highlight in Parliament’s position. It is also important that
the country in which the protection order is being requested informs its citizens of these
procedures.

When the protection order enters into force, the work will not have really stopped there.
The authorities need to be educated, and we cannot be completely satisfied with an
information campaign that is simply restricted to the framework of the present one.

Joanna Katarzyna Skrzydlewska (PPE).   – (PL) Madam President, the provisions included
in the report under discussion today fill me with great enthusiasm. The guarantee that
protection granted to victims in one Member State will also apply in any other European
Union Member State to which they are forced to travel for fear of repeated violence
represents an opportunity for them to lead a normal life. The European Protection Order
will mean that protection measures adopted in one EU Member State can be recognised,
applied and enforced by courts in another Member State.

What is more, extending the application of the directive to the victims of any kind of
violence, not just the victims of gender-based violence, represents a further milestone. All
victims deserve respect and expect that the perpetrators of their suffering will be punished
fairly. It seems to me that only a protection mechanism which follows the victim can be
fully effective and prevent a repeat of the same offence, as well as offering real protection
to the victim. I am delighted that Poland was one of the countries that put forward this
initiative.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D).   – (SK) Madam President, if the European Union is to
become a genuine area of freedom, security and justice, we must eliminate the differences
still persisting in this area between Member States.

Victims of violence must be protected against the perpetrators not only in their own
countries, but must have protective measures made available to them throughout the EU.
Although this is a broad proposal, it directly concerns women who are victims of domestic
violence. It is good that this also provides an opportunity to deal with the situation of other
potential victims, whether victims of human trafficking, forced marriages, honour killings
or incest, or the situation of witnesses or of victims of terrorism and organised crime. I
personally very much applaud the effort to provide the best possible protection to victims
also by ensuring the necessary legal certainty, among other things. Victims should be able
to rely on clear rules and should always be informed about the measures that are available
to them in their country of origin and in the countries they want to move to, or to which
they have already moved.
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Sonia Alfano (ALDE).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I greatly appreciate
the work carried out by the two rapporteurs. However, the problem with this draft directive
is that it is based on the most usual kind of stalking, in which a person has been a victim
of violence by another and therefore must be defended against a repeat of whatever physical
or mental abuse took place. Obviously, this is a matter of fundamental importance for
hundreds of thousands of women in the European Union and therefore I fully support its
content.

Unfortunately, however, these measures do not take into account the victims of organised
crime who, in the majority of cases, do not need to be defended from an identified or
identifiable person, but from organisations against which a restraining order certainly
cannot be applied. Therefore, I think that the European Parliament should regard this
directive as a first step in implementing the Stockholm Programme, which talks expressly
about measures to protect the victims of criminal activity, and it seems to me that
Mrs Jiménez and Commissioner Reding are of the same mind.

I appeal to the European Commission to ensure that the package of measures to protect
victims, which is planned for 2011, also protects victims of organised crime and victims
injured in the course of duty on a European level.

Cornelia Ernst (GUE/NGL).   – (DE) Madam President, the European Protection Order is
a step in the right direction. The principle must be that recognised victims of violence are
afforded the same level of protection in all Member States. The best solution would be
harmonisation of the laws of the Member States on this matter, but it was not possible to
achieve this. A positive aspect of this protection order is that it is to benefit every victim
of violence as much as possible and its scope is broad: sexual violence, stalking and, above
all, exploitation of minors, which I consider to be very, very important. It therefore sends
a positive message to the victims of violence and to women in particular. However, there
is one fly in the ointment: the grounds for non-recognition in Article 9 are very extensive
and may also, to some extent, represent a means for Member States to avoid compliance
with the directive. Therefore, in a year’s time, we need to assess very carefully how we can
take this debate further, because all victims in all countries need the same protection.

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) Madam President, I would like to support the idea contained
in the draft European Protection Order.

The protection of persons under threat at the level of individual Member States appears to
be insufficient in many cases. Thanks to the openness of the European space today, young
people often enter into international marriages and international marriage commitments.
Not all of these commitments last long, however, and the children often then become
hostages to disputes between their parents. Hostile parents often refuse to respect the
decisions of courts from other countries granting custody of the children to one of them
and simply take justice into their own hands and carry off the children of former partners
to their own countries, exploiting differences between the legal systems of individual
Member States to overcome valid court decisions. The victims of this European legal
anarchy are often small, innocent children. I hope this problem will be resolved by the
European Protection Order.

Andreas Mölzer (NI).   – (DE) Madam President, even though some measures have been
taken in recent years to protect victims, many of the people affected often feel left in the
lurch. While lawyers and judges hear a great deal in their training about the rights of
defendants, they learn very little about dealing with victims. This is not the only area where
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greater awareness is necessary. It is also needed in medical training so that the use of violence
can be better recognised. For child victims, the matter of the statutory limitation of civil
compensation claims in the case of sex offences is essential. Only those who have an
unblemished criminal record are allowed to work with children. If, for example, forced
marriages are now being prosecuted in Liechtenstein, even without the consent of the
victim, and it is possible to take legal action in the case of genital mutilation performed on
a minor, this clearly shows the potential danger of the much lauded multicultural
enrichment. In my opinion, it is important to take this development in the EU into
consideration, as well as its significance in the fight against human trafficking.

Krisztina Morvai (NI).   – (HU) Madam President, as a lawyer, I have dealt with cases of
victims of violence against women and children for over ten years, whether it was domestic
violence, rape or trafficking in women; and I had the opportunity to see for myself that
the protection order, which is the topic of today’s debate, is one of the important and
indispensable means of protecting victims, but it is far from being the only one. Complex
measures are required, such as legal advice, psychological support, support to the children
concerned, and it is very important to listen to the victims, who are, I am sorry to say, the
greatest experts in terms of what they need.

I have two questions for Mrs Reding and the rapporteurs. First, I would like to know to
what extent they are involving the victims of violence against women in this work in order
to enable them to share their experience. Secondly, I would like to know how familiar
Mrs Reding and the rapporteurs are with the convention on violence against women that
is currently under preparation by the European Union’s twin, the Council of Europe, and
to what extent we are participating in the preparation of this work.

Angelika Werthmann (NI).   – (DE) Madam President, the safety of the women affected
really ought to be a matter of concern to all of us. Regardless of where victims are, it is a
question here not only of them receiving physical protection from their aggressors, but
also of their human dignity being taken into account. This European Protection Order
should apply to all victims of violence, irrespective of their age or gender.

Antonyia Parvanova (ALDE).   – Madam President, I would like also to thank the
rapporteur. Safeguarding life, physical and psychological integrity, as well as sexual integrity
and freedom, are priority objectives where victim protection is concerned. With our political
support for the European Protection Order Directive, we have given the issue the visibility
it deserves and provided a Europe-wide, comprehensive package of special protection
measures that are effective within the Union and grant legal protection and assistance for
victims of crime, in particular, violent crimes.

The right to protection from violence is a basic human right regardless of ethnicity, legal
status or immigration status, and it is therefore a moral duty for all of us to uphold this
right within and beyond national borders. I am convinced that this new approach to the
protection of vulnerable victims is a very strong political message with a view to
strengthening freedom, security and justice within the European Union.

Teresa Jiménez-Becerril Barrio,    rapporteur. – (ES) Madam President, I think that in this
debate, we have clearly seen that we are all in agreement in supporting the objective of this
report.

The various political groups have shown their support for this directive, which offers
greater protection to victims. My question is, therefore: what obstacles are there to adopting
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this instrument? I repeat: what fears are there regarding something as essential and simple
as protecting victims equally across Europe finally becoming a reality?

In the hope that Parliament will adopt this report by a majority, I would like to address the
Council and the Commission to remind them that we have overcome the legal hurdles in
our negotiations, and I welcome the fact that the Commission acknowledges our work,
just as we acknowledge the work that it will do in the future.

We should not therefore exclude ourselves, but rather help ourselves by adopting this more
specific instrument today, and tomorrow by adopting the broader package of measures
to help victims that will be presented by the Commission, with which I promise to
cooperate.

Let us therefore be brave and responsible, and let us help all those who have the right to
live in a safer Europe. I repeat: let us help everyone, be they men, women or children. Let
us help those who are looking to us today to give them a better life, a life that will restore
to them their freedom, their security and, above all, their dignity.

Carmen Romero López,    rapporteur. – (ES) Madam President, Commissioner, we know
that there are no legal measures included in the package that is being prepared for victims.
This has just been criticised by the European women’s lobby in Parliament: there is talk of
good practice and coordination, but we still have a long way to go

I would also like to say that the origins of the violence that we are experiencing are not
exotic: it is our own violence. I would like to say to the Council and the Member States that
violence that comes from other cultures also requires a legal instrument. It is not possible
to combat genital mutilation, honour crimes and all the harassment suffered by women
from other cultures without an instrument of this nature.

This is why it is so important that they are also included, and Parliament has worked,
through all the amendments from the shadow rapporteurs, to ensure that all these victims
are also included in this legal instrument.

This is why it is so important that we work together on this issue, and why we regret the
fact that Parliament and the Commission have not agreed on the same text throughout
this procedure. Even if Parliament and the Commission had agreed on the same text, we
would still have a battle to fight.

Commissioner, it does little to help victims of violence to consider that delaying the initiative
by two, three or four years would be better for them, because that is not the case.

You said during your previous appearance that we had not realised the significance of the
Charter of Fundamental Rights. We did realise its significance. The problem is that it has
to be applied; the problem is that we need to take measures, and sometimes when measures
need to be taken, they are legal measures, and sometimes there are obstacles in their path.
The greatest obstacle is political will.

This is why it is so important that we all agree on an initiative of this nature, and it is now
up to the Council. It is now up to the Member States to decide whether this instrument is
really one that is going to be effective for victims and necessary. We believe that it is, which
is why we have defended this instrument and why we are here. We also defend its urgency.

That is why we wanted Parliament to vote in favour by a huge majority, so that the countries
that have not yet decided or have decided that they are against this initiative will see it as
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the only procedure that can be used now and in the future. It is an instrument that is difficult
and complex in nature, but which opens the way and will protect victims and the citizenship
of women.

Viviane Reding,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Madam President, I did not intend to
speak again, but what has been said needs to be corrected. The measures which will be part
of the victims package include an overarching communication, the Lisbonisation of the
2001 framework decision on the standing of victims in criminal proceedings, a proposal
on civil protection measures and, if necessary, a proposal on criminal protection measures.
This will be put on the table of this House in May next year.

We cannot just go ahead and put our ideas on paper. All our proposals must be
accompanied by a thorough impact assessment. We need to take this very seriously, aiming
for sound studies with real added value. That is what we are doing at the moment. We are
finalising the impact assessment in order to determine the details of any actions on legislative
and practical measures, with the aim of legal certainty and rapid and efficient protection
measures.

Having said that, I would also like to inform this Parliament that, to date, four opinions
have been sent by national parliaments on the protection order: positive ones from the
Italian, Greek and Portuguese parliaments and a negative opinion from the German Bundesrat
arguing that the directive goes beyond the scope of Article 82, as it covers non-criminal
measures and the prevention of crime. It has been rejected on the basis of subsidiarity. We
are in the middle of a very complicated issue. By carrying out a serious analysis before
putting the legal and non-legal proposals on the table, I will try to propose measures which
are sound enough not to victimise victims a second time when it comes to protection
measures.

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place today at 12:00.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) In Romania, domestic violence incidents are
estimated to affect 1 200 000 people every year, yet only 1% of the victims of violence are
brave enough to report it to the authorities. Frequent domestic tension, brawls and beatings
turn family members into traumatised victims who are forced to accept this situation as
being the norm. Violence affects a child’s normal, harmonious development. Studies show
that the pattern of violent behaviour is passed down from one generation to another in
75% of cases. Stockholm syndrome must be treated, but not through feeble reforms, as is
happening in Romania. Proactive measures are required to combat this phenomenon,
along with amending the relevant legislative framework and establishing dialogue and
cooperation between all the state institutions with powers in this area and civil society. In
this respect, the European Protection Order must be a strong instrument capable of
providing a safer haven for victims of violence across Member States’ borders. This will
also include protection against acts of violence committed by groups of people and will
apply to all victims of crime, such as victims of human trafficking, female genital mutilation,
forced marriages, honour crimes, incest, gender-based violence, as well as witnesses and
victims of terrorism and organised crime.
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7. Trafficking in human beings (debate)

President.   – The next item is the report by Mrs Bauer and Mrs Hedh, on behalf of the
Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs, on the proposal for a directive of
the European Parliament and of the Council on preventing and combating trafficking in
human beings, and protecting victims, repealing Framework Decision 2002/629/JHA
(COM(2010)0095 - C7-0087/2010 - 2010/0065(COD)) (A7-0348/2010).

Edit Bauer,    co-rapporteur. – Madam President, first of all, I would like to express my
gratitude to my co-rapporteur, Ms Hedh, the Council and the Commission and all those
who were involved in this demanding work.

The current trafficking situation is worrying. The estimated volume is several hundreds of
thousands of victims inside Europe, the second biggest crime-related business, with an
estimated profit of USD 32 million. There are new trends in trafficking in human beings.
We have more victims in forced labour. We have more victims coming from Member
States and, in addition, we have more children among the victims. The estimated global
share of child victims is between 40% and 50%. A recent report from the OSCE called on
countries to change their perception of considering human trafficking as a marginal
phenomenon and instead encourage them to recognise it as modern-day slavery on a
massive scale.

Combating trafficking in human beings needs a holistic approach, although we only have
a limited set of tools. Our task is to amend the legislation. The Lisbon Treaty gave us a new
legal basis – Article 83. This gives us the means to establish a common approach with a
view to creating a more dissuasive environment for traffickers and, at the same time,
stronger protection for victims.

The proposal, which is a consolidated text agreed upon with the Council and the
Commission, broadens the definition of trafficking, bearing in mind that the forms and
trends are changing. The draft gives opportunities for higher penalties, defining a minimum
for maximum penalties, encouraging seizing and confiscating the proceeds and assets
resulting from trafficking. The proposal opens the issue of the victimisation of victims,
entitling courts not to impose penalties on criminal activities of victims which are
committed under duress.

Assistance and support should be provided for victims before, during and for an appropriate
time after criminal proceedings, while assistance and support for victims is not made
conditional on the victims’ willingness to cooperate in criminal investigations, prosecutions
and trials. The proposal contains a special provision to enhance the protection of children
during the investigation and assistance.

The draft directive also has a provision on the European Anti-Trafficking Coordinator who,
in the future, could contribute to a more comprehensive, more coherent and more
coordinated anti-trafficking policy.

Anna Hedh,    co-rapporteur. – (SV) In 2010, people are being bought and sold as slaves in
Europe. This is happening despite the fact that slavery was prohibited more than 250 years
ago. They are being forced into prostitution, forced labour or begging. They suddenly find
themselves with an owner, who they absurdly enough often believe they are indebted to.
Human trafficking is one of the most serious crimes in the world and, unfortunately, it is
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growing in extent all the time. It is a serious violation of the human rights which we in the
EU defend fiercely and fight every day to uphold.

I would therefore like to begin by thanking Mrs Malmström for producing a legislative
proposal on preventing and combating trafficking in human beings so quickly. I would
also like to thank my fellow Member from the Committee on Women’s Rights and Gender
Equality, Mrs Bauer, for her excellent cooperation, and all of the shadow rapporteurs who
have worked on the directive. Finally, a big thank you to all of the other members of staff,
who have done a fantastic job.

Human trafficking is currently the fastest growing cross-border crime. According to the
UN report ‘Trafficking in persons’ for 2009, human trafficking is the activity that provides
the second-largest income for criminal networks after arms trafficking. It is absolutely clear
that no country can solve the problem of human trafficking on its own. Trafficking in
human beings is going on in all countries in Europe and the human traffickers move their
victims across national borders every day.

We therefore need to work together, and our legislation in this area needs to be as
harmonised as possible. Therefore, the proposal for an EU Anti-Trafficking Coordinator,
who will review and coordinate the EU’s work together with the national coordinators, is
also a good one.

In order to tackle the problem of human trafficking, we need to have penalties that reflect
the seriousness of the crime and that really hurt those who are making money out of
trafficking in human beings. I think that we have made some progress with the proposals
for penalties contained in the legislative proposal. It has also been proposed that the Member
States should, in a legally certain manner, seize the human traffickers’ assets gained from
their crime.

However, it is not enough to punish the perpetrators. Protection for victims of human
trafficking must also improve. Without protection for victims, we will never be able to
prosecute the human traffickers. Victims must receive the help they need and it is important,
above all, to create a safe environment that will enable them to choose to cooperate with
the police.

A passage is also proposed concerning enhanced protection for children who are victims
of human trafficking, and that is something that I am very pleased about. Since 79% of
victims of human trafficking are women and because sexual exploitation is by far the most
usual type of human trafficking, it is crucial to view the legislation from a gender perspective
and for all measures that are proposed to be analysed from the point of view of gender.

Ultimately, if we are ever to get to grips with this problem, we must do something about
the uneven distribution of power between men and women. Inequality between men and
women is a contributory cause of the vulnerability that leads to human trafficking.

In order to really tackle the problem of human trafficking, all Member States must put a
great deal of effort into preventive work. In principle, this is a matter of reducing the demand
in our countries for services provided by victims of human trafficking. If we can reduce
demand, then access to services will also reduce. This means that we must deal with those
who make human trafficking profitable. We therefore proposed that it should be mandatory
for all Member States to criminalise those who knowingly use the services of victims of
human trafficking. Under current EU legislation, it is a punishable offence for employers
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to exploit victims of human trafficking. The same principle ought to apply to individuals
who exploit victims.

Unfortunately, we did not succeed in getting this proposal accepted. Thus, the Member
States will not be forced to criminalise these people, but they will have to report on the
measures they have taken to tackle demand for services provided by victims of human
trafficking.

However, we have put this issue on the agenda, and at EU level we received support for
our proposal from the relevant committees in Parliament as well as from experts, the police
and voluntary organisations. I think that, with the agreement that we are to vote on today,
we have come a good way along the road. Let us now stand together to put a stop to the
trafficking in human beings in Europe, which is a modern form of slavery.

We must not give up, because people’s right to decide when it comes to their own life and
their own bodies is a human right that cannot be bought and sold for money like shoelaces
or bananas.

Cecilia Malmström,    Member of the Commission. – Madam President, let me start by
recalling that this is indeed an historic text we will adopt today – hopefully – in the vote
in a few minutes.

This is the first EU criminal law instrument after the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty.
I think we can be satisfied with the agreement that we have today.

It is a balanced compromise between the institutions. I am aware, of course, that Parliament,
as represented by the rapporteurs, and the Commission would have preferred some different
phrasing in some paragraphs. Globally, however, this is a good result which is fully in line
with the objectives of Parliament, of the Council and of the Commission, namely, to fight
human trafficking, this horrible modern slavery, this horrible crime which is not worthy
of Europe in 2010 and which is a grave violation of the fundamental rights of so many
citizens.

I have met some of these victims: children, men and many women in the sexual slavery
business. Their stories are, of course, horrible. Today, when this directive is adopted, we
will have a better tool to help them. This is, indeed, a good Christmas present.

I would really like to thank Parliament, in particular, the two rapporteurs, Ms Bauer and
Ms Hedh, the shadow rapporteurs and all the others who made it possible to reach an
agreement.

There are several examples of the European Parliament helping to improve the directive.
I would note the specific provision concerning the status and rights of unaccompanied
minors who are victims of trafficking in Article 14. That was introduced at your request,
and we agree that this made the directive better. There are other examples as well.

I would like to mention one point where I regret that the Commission proposal was not
supported by the Council, although we had your support. However, it was not possible to
reach an agreement in the Council regarding extraterritorial jurisdiction for offences
committed abroad by habitual residents of the EU.

I still believe that a provision guaranteeing that all persons living with us in Europe who
commit trafficking offences in other countries could be prosecuted in the EU would have
added considerable value. However, it was not possible. The issue will be back again when
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we deal with the directive on child exploitation and child pornography. Extraterritorial
jurisdiction for habitual residents will be even more important when we discuss the
possibilities of bringing paedophile sex tourists who live in Europe to justice.

I believe that we should together continue, in talks with the Council, to insist that such a
provision should be included in the directive. As I said, we have all done very good work
together. Today, we have a very important tool to fight trafficking, protect victims, and
make sure that we send the message that this is a very severe crime. It should be punished
accordingly and it is now defined in the same way in all Member States. Again, thank you
for your contribution.

Agustín Díaz de Mera García Consuegra,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (ES)
Madam President, Commissioner, trafficking in human beings is a harsh reality in the EU.

Sexual exploitation is the main objective of the mafias that traffic human beings, followed
by forced labour, domestic service, forced marriages, exploitation of children for begging,
illegal adoption and the removal of organs, which are other scourges and aspects of the
problem.

The new powers that Article 63 of the Treaty of Lisbon gives Parliament must be used in
order to strengthen EU legislation in this field. This includes, among many other issues,
calling for the classification of crimes that are still not covered by some European criminal
legislation.

We need to strengthen our legislation to protect victims of trafficking from two perspectives:
prevention and protection, and integration into society and the labour market. We need
to establish specific measures to protect minors; to criminalise traffickers and middlemen;
to establish measures to discourage demand and confiscate the proceeds of the crime; to
establish the criminal responsibility of any legal persons that take part in any phase of
trafficking; to step up employment inspection and penalties for the exploitation of
employees and illegal hiring of irregular immigrants; to strengthen the role of the European
Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders and of
the immigration liaison officers in detecting the channels used by traffickers and their
modus operandi; and finally, strengthening the role of the joint investigation teams of the
European Police Office (Europol) in combating the mafias.

I would like to conclude by adding that the figure of the EU Anti-Trafficking Coordinator
could make a significant contribution to achieving the objectives that I have mentioned,
although his powers and capacities must be clearly defined in order to prevent actions
from being duplicated or interference with the functions entrusted to Europol.

Monika Flašíková Beňová,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (SK) Madam President, I would
like to begin by applauding Mrs Bauer and Mrs Hedh for their comprehensive treatment
of this extremely important issue.

Human trafficking is a reprehensible phenomenon in today’s civilised society. It is the third
most lucrative illicit trade in the world, after arms and drugs trafficking. This so-called
modern form of slavery is a serious crime which violates fundamental human rights. The
Treaty of Lisbon has enhanced the activity of the European Union in various areas of
criminal law, including the fight against human trafficking. The European Parliament plays
an important role here as joint lawmaker. Experience shows, however, that the current
legal framework is not sufficiently effective and we must do even more to protect human
rights. We must adopt preventive measures targeting human trafficking itself. The greatest
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attention must be paid to children and women, as the most vulnerable groups. We must
do all we can to contribute to dignified living conditions for potential victims of this crime,
who tend to be people living on the margins of society.

Antonyia Parvanova,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Madam President, despite increasing
efforts to combat trafficking in human beings, this complicated problem continues to
flourish and expand across Europe. This is the reason for intensified actions and adequate
measures to protect individuals from the practice of trafficking for different purposes, to
prosecute traffickers and to provide effective remedies for victims at national and EU level.

The current legal framework will effectively deal with complex transnational problems
and will coordinate joint efforts at both national and EU level when addressing this profound
human rights abuse and a particular form of violence against women. By means of this
legal instrument, we make a joint commitment to ensure that women’s rights across Europe
are elevated to a priority level, taking into consideration that this wider phenomenon
indisputably has a disproportionate impact on women and girls.

I would like to point out another important issue which I propose should be included in
this piece of legislation. It relates to the socio-economic aspects of this widespread problem
with European countries or regions where social and economic inequalities are the most
important single cause of trafficking. Thanks to our joint efforts, we have achieved a positive
outcome in the provision on the issue related to practices such as illegal adoption.

In conclusion, I would strongly highlight that the primary responsibility for combating
trafficking rests with the Member States. They should take concrete actions to prevent and
suppress trafficking and to protect the human rights of trafficked persons, and should play
a greater role in addressing this significant problem.

Judith Sargentini,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (NL) Madam President, let me start
by thanking Mrs Hedh and Mrs Bauer for their hard work as co-rapporteurs.

This directive concerns prosecution, prevention and protection in the area of human
trafficking. The Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance would have liked to have seen
somewhat more thorough work, in particular, as regards protecting the victims of human
trafficking. I refer here particularly to the right of residence in a country after the victim
has been trafficked and, perhaps, rescued. How do we ensure that victims really can build
a new life?

Now, that question has not been sufficiently regulated by this directive. Here, we are merely
talking about a form of temporary residence permit, after which you do not know whether
or not you will be sent back to the place from which you have been trafficked. We are
therefore pinning our hopes on the directive being recast, so that we can sort out some
solution or another. We are hoping that that will enable us to start giving real help to the
victims.

Another aspect that leads to heated debate in this House is the question of whether or not
those who use the services of a trafficked individual should be penalised. However, the
majority of the Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance remain of the opinion that
penalising such people only serves to push the trafficked individual into deeper misery,
because his or her activity then becomes totally illegal.
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I am also pleased to see that, in this directive, Member States will retain freedom of choice
on that score, but I would like to ask any Member State dealing with such issues the
following: how should we then empower the victim?

Andrea Češková,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (CS) Madam President, I consider the
improved legal measures for the fight against human trafficking, together with the European
Protection Order, to be extremely important, as they represent a further step towards
protecting women and children in particular from violence. A large part of the text is
devoted to the protection of child victims and to helping these victims, who are the most
vulnerable section of the population. I am delighted that there has been a compromise
with the Council, and that this text is sufficiently emphatic while making it possible to
retain the key provisions of substantive criminal law. In my opinion, a European level legal
measure criminalising clients who use the services of trafficked persons could be highly
problematic. I would therefore like to express my thanks for this directive, which deserves
our full support.

Cornelia Ernst,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DE) Madam President, first of all, I
would like to thank the two rapporteurs. They have done a huge amount of work and, as
a result, definite progress has been made. It could be said that the draft directive is extremely
important for the hundreds of thousands of victims of human trafficking and it should put
an end to their lawless status. It goes as far as to say that not only protection, but also
prevention and, above all, compensation, should play a part.

It has a broad area of application relating to human trafficking. We believe this to be right,
even though we, of course, have difficulty with the problem of begging – which I openly
admit – and also in many respects with illegal migration.

It is right that references to gender are to be found throughout this directive and – what to
me is the most important point – that the welfare of children is taken into account in the
case of unaccompanied minors. I would also like to say from a German point of view that
in this respect, we have a lot of ground to make up and I am very pleased that this aspect
concerning the children plays a very important part in this draft directive.

Another point worthy of recognition is the fact that, when dealing with this problem,
special account must be taken of pregnant women and people suffering from illness or
disability. Preventive measures, such as the training of public officials and the introduction
of coordinators in the Member States, constitute major steps in the right direction. If we
vote in favour of this today, we deserve to be congratulated.

I also hope that this subject will be taken more seriously in the Member States, because in
any case, they now have to present reports. Perhaps that will also go some way towards
achieving this.

Mara Bizzotto,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen,
according to estimates from international organisations and police forces, trafficking in
human beings is now globally the second largest source of profit for organised crime, after
drug trafficking. It is thought that around 30 million people are victims of organ trafficking,
prostitution and forced labour.

This means that the fight against this enormous criminal phenomenon is, above all, a battle
for the safety of our citizens against illegal immigration and against crime that generates
crime. Faced with a problem of these proportions, Europe must rightly take drastic measures
against those who exploit human beings in various ways.
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The fight against this phenomenon requires cooperation between Member States and
between police forces but, above all, certainty regarding the punishment for traffickers. It
must also be remembered that many people are exploited because they do not have decent
living conditions in their countries of origin: they live in poverty and in desperation and
are ready to do anything – even leave their own country for the promise of a better life,
which, alas, is never to be found.

As well as preventing crime and protecting the victims of trafficking, Europe must also
make a greater and more deliberate effort to ensure that these people can find acceptable
living conditions in their own countries. The basic principle of European political action
must be to ‘help them in their own homes’, so that our efforts are directed not only at
suppression, but also at prevention.

Andrew Henry William Brons (NI).   – Madam President, human trafficking is, quite
rightly, a pejorative term because it describes a disgusting practice. Human beings,
disproportionately women, are treated as though they were commodities, even livestock,
to be transported, used and often abused.

However, the term is used too narrowly. Very little legal economic migration is truly
voluntary. Most people, other things remaining equal, would prefer to remain with their
own people in their own countries. They migrate for economic enrichment or because
economic forces have removed their means of maintaining their livelihoods.

Migration is the by-product of global capitalism that sees people not as human beings, but
as factors of production that are expendable. Economic migration is as much a form of
human trafficking as illicit migration organised by criminal networks. The human traffickers
are the governments that quite deliberately unleash supposedly blind economic forces in
the service of global capitalism. Economies should exist to serve the people. People do not
exist to serve economic forces.

Barbara Matera (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
the gender dimension of this proposal for a directive facilitates the instrument to defend
the most vulnerable people. The fact that there are numerous references to the trafficking
of human beings in the Treaty of Lisbon confirms the immediacy and the seriousness of
the problem. Article 5(3) of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union
bans the practice, recognising it as a form of slavery and forced labour.

The rapporteurs have extended the scope of the protection, with a particular focus on
children and women, and on the vulnerable situations that make this form of slavery easier
to carry out. The report is also correct in remarking that trafficking in human beings also
hides illegal forms of adoption and forced marriages.

I feel I must point out the difficulties that border EU Member States have in fighting illegal
immigration. Above all, Italy, my own country, has to deal on a daily basis with instances
of trafficking that spill out onto our roads and our spaces. We need to communicate and
therefore raise awareness so as to involve civil society. The report, as tabled, provides for
the careful protection of victims, with the aim of eradicating the phenomenon. I should
therefore like to show my support for this proposal, as tabled, and also congratulate the
two rapporteurs.

Silvia Costa (S&D).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, as shadow rapporteur,
I should like to thank the rapporteurs and say that I think this directive is extraordinarily
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important because it is the first time that the European Union has taken legally binding
action in the fight against the trafficking of human beings.

Fifty years after the United Nations convention, there are still hundreds of thousands of
people in our civilised Europe – mainly women and children – who are reduced to slavery.
For the first time, the EU is equipped with a single instrument to fight against the trafficking
of human beings, whether for reasons of sexual or labour exploitation, including forced
begging.

Our group had three priorities: to hit traffickers with uniform, more severe sanctions,
including confiscating assets and using them to support the victims of trafficking; to ensure
a high level of protection and social rehabilitation for victims, with free legal representation
and immunity from prosecution for crimes committed in connection with being trafficked;
and to promote the crucial role of the non-governmental organisations, both secular and
religious, that work to support the victims.

However, I am hoping for a revision of the 2004 directive on the resident permit for victims.
I would also underline that in the proposal, we provide for the safeguarding of children
through strengthened measures and I support Commissioner Malmström’s call for further
measures against sex tourism and child pornography.

Nadja Hirsch (ALDE).   – (DE) Madam President, Commissioner, as shadow rapporteur
for the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe, I, too, would like to
express my sincere thanks to the two rapporteurs. Thank you for your cooperation. I think
we have put together a good document today. We can take a decision on something today
that can really put paid to human trafficking. However, the challenge will be getting the
Member States to put this directive into practice. It is crucial that the enforcement bodies,
such as the police and the courts, are made aware of how to actually recognise and to
prosecute this crime. This is vital, and it is also very important to raise public awareness –
as Mrs Matera has already mentioned – so that people are aware of the fact that human
trafficking is happening within the EU. It is not just happening somewhere else; theoretically,
it could also be happening right outside my front door.

Another important point that, as Liberals from Germany in particular, we had difficulty
with – although this has now been resolved in a positive manner by empowering the
Member States – is the criminalisation of people who make use of this sort of service,
because if someone is liable to prosecution, he can refuse to make a statement in a
subsequent trial. If someone makes use of this right to refuse to give evidence – for example,
a man who had been with a prostitute who had been endangered through human trafficking
– information will be lost that could be used further to finally uncover this network of
human traffickers. It is therefore a good thing that this rests with the Member States, and
I would like to thank you very much for your cooperation.

Peter van Dalen (ECR).   – (NL) Madam President, the basis of many of the current
developments was laid down as far back as hundreds of years ago. I am thinking here of
the Industrial Revolution, the advent of representative democracy and the abolition of
slavery.

The current fight against human trafficking is a continuation of the struggle that William
Wilberforce once began. Unfortunately, human trafficking is one of the worst covert
problems in the European Union. It undermines the fundamental rights of our people and
the foundations of our democracy. For that reason, I fully support the present report.
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However, as I understand it, the proposed sentencing tariff for reoffenders will,
unfortunately, remain low. The current proposal does not require that any particularly
heavy penalties be imposed on human traffickers who have been arrested a number of
times. That seems to me to be an unfortunate state of affairs. I am in favour of an approach
where a trafficker who is arrested for a second or a third offence must receive a mandatory
life sentence.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Madam President, it is important for everyone to
join in the fight against trafficking in human beings, with a view to eradicating it. This kind
of modern-day slavery is known to be highly lucrative for criminal organisations, which
conduct it in a multitude of ways, from sexual exploitation and forced labour to the illegal
trade in human organs, or even domestic work and other kinds of undeclared work.

These practices – which particularly involve women and, increasingly, children – therefore
need to be fought effectively, by criminalising the perpetrators of such crimes and providing
support for the victims to escape from their dependency on the criminal organisations.
That is also why it is vital to combat the causes of this situation, by creating the conditions
for lifting people out of poverty, promoting policies for the fair redistribution of wealth,
ensuring access to essential public services, and promoting the creation of jobs with rights
and pay levels that afford a decent living. That is also a way forward which it is essential
to promote here in the European Union.

Niki Tzavela (EFD).   – (EL) Madam President, Commissioner, it has been proven that the
most effective way of combating trafficking in human beings is to set an example by
imposing strict penalties on traffickers. I strongly recommend, as we tend here in Parliament
to set targets and to say ‘20%’ or ‘30%’, that we recommend a standard European legislation
which sets a minimum prison sentence for human traffickers of 10-15 years, which cannot
be reduced or replaced by a fine. You will see how effective that will be. Standard EU
legislation and a minimum term of imprisonment of 10-15 years. I think it will be the most
effective measure we have ever taken. We cannot adopt measures here on climate change
and environmental pollution without setting quantifiable targets for combating this crime.

Regina Bastos (PPE).   – (PT) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, first
of all, I must congratulate Mrs Bauer and Mrs Hedh on the excellent work they have done
in this report. Trafficking in human beings is a disgrace to our society and requires a strong,
concerted reaction from everyone.

The organised crime behind sexual exploitation, forced labour, the trade in the removal
of human organs and other ignoble practices must be fought effectively, but primarily it
must be prevented. What is at stake is the defence of human rights and the protection of
the most vulnerable individuals, women and children in particular. Experience has shown
that the legal framework in force is not effective enough and that the European Union has
to work harder.

Closer cross-border cooperation is essential, including the effective sharing of information
and good practice. This proposal rightly emphasises a victim-centred approach. Policies
in this field should cover aspects linked to social affairs and social inclusion, such as the
social rehabilitation of victims.

Claude Moraes (S&D).   – Madam President, this is no ordinary day for Parliament. We
should be proud of the historic step that has been taken today, both on human trafficking
and, indeed, on the European Protection Order. For the first time, criminal law and all the
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tools we have at our disposal after Lisbon have been brought into action on one of the
most complex and horrific problems that we have to face collectively.

We are proud, in the S&D Group, of the work done by Anna Hedh and her co-rapporteur,
Ms Bauer, and we are proud of the ‘firsts’ that are marked by this report. For the first time,
the EU will define, in a binding legislative act, a high level of sanctions against trafficking.
For the first time, there are strong guarantees concerning the protection of victims, special
attention for child victims, the non-prosecution of victims who break the law due to their
enslavement and the recognition of the role and support of NGOs in the process.

Finally, the complexity of this cause in relation to children and women – because we were
moving into criminal law – should not have been a reason to stop a very good report. We
are very proud in our group that this has happened across the House. It is a very proud day
for the whole Parliament.

Axel Voss (PPE).   – (DE) Madam President, Commissioner, with this directive, we are
taking a huge step towards combating human trafficking in an efficient manner. The
rapporteurs have achieved a good result in relation to minimum thresholds for sentences,
jurisdiction, non-prosecution and statutory limitation – not all of this is perhaps quite
what we would have liked to have seen, but it is nevertheless a very practicable solution.
Anything else would also, to some extent, have disrupted national criminal law in the legal
systems of the Member States. We need to be more restrained in this regard. I am also
convinced that we would have done ourselves a disservice by making customers of
prostitutes liable to prosecution, because this is not something we would have prosecuted
otherwise.

However, I would like to come back to the general question of criminal law and criminal
procedure in the Member States. This is a very sensitive area of national legislation, which
has developed over hundreds of years. We should therefore tread very carefully where this
is concerned. I am also mentioning this in view of the imminent European Investigation
Order.

However, we have today established a good basis for cross-border cooperation in criminal
matters. I am pleased that we have now taken this step.

Britta Thomsen (S&D).   – (DA) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
if we know that several hundred thousand people are sold as slaves each year to Western
Europe, we have a duty to take action. I am therefore very pleased that an agreement has
successfully been reached between the Council and Parliament on this new directive on
preventing and combating trafficking in human beings. The new legislation is significantly
stronger than the current legislation and it is a major victory in the fight to ensure better
help and protection for victims. At the same time, the hunt for the unscrupulous people
behind this will become even more targeted and efficient.

I am pleased that the directive emphasises the fact that the victims shall be protected from
any form of prosecution or punishment. When someone has been forced to carry out
criminal acts, it is the people behind this who must be punished, not the victims. The
European Parliament also believes it is important that the help being offered to victims is
always provided in a language and in a format that they can understand. Moreover, we
must not forget that voluntary and non-profit-making organisations play a crucial role
when it comes to both preventing and combating human trafficking. Today could be an
important day for decency, as the European Parliament will hopefully vote in favour of
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this new legislation, which will provide a much needed helping hand to the victims and
result in an intensive hunt for the people behind these crimes.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE).   – (SK) Madam President, the punishment of legal persons for
crimes connected with human trafficking helps to intensify the fight against this modern
form of slavery.

Of course, the punishment of a legal entity must not exclude the punishment of specific
natural persons who have taken part in this activity in any way. Apart from the imposition
of financial penalties, effective measures against legal entities include, in my opinion,
exclusion from the right to public grants or assistance, suspension of commercial activities
and, above all, court decisions on the closing down of said entity. Member States must
ensure the adoption of legal measures so that national bodies can decide not to pursue or
impose punishments on the victims of human trafficking, and so that they can continue
with investigations even when victims withdraw their statements. Last but not least, I would
like to point out that the victims of these appalling crimes often continue to be victimised,
and find themselves in very precarious circumstances, which is the reason for special
protection and support. Special attention must also be paid to underage victims, for whom
it is necessary to find even more comprehensive and lasting solutions.

Olga Sehnalová (S&D).   – (CS) Madam President, all of the reports discussed this morning
have one thing in common – the protection of fundamental human rights in the European
Union and a common European process in this area. It is almost beyond belief that in the
EU in the 21st century, several hundred thousand people a year fall victim to human
trafficking, most of them women and children. It is a sad fact that in the current era, this
problem is highly topical, and the statistics unfortunately do not indicate that it is in decline.
Quite the reverse. The perpetrators of this serious crime earn astronomical profits from
human trafficking, estimated at up to USD 32 billion annually. The protection of human
rights and human dignity must be a clear priority in our work, and a common approach
by the Member States is essential. I therefore fully support the proposal for a directive,
which will introduce further instruments for combating this type of crime, and more
effective protection for the victims, compared to existing legal measures, and which will
attempt to achieve a more coordinated approach at EU level.

Sonia Alfano (ALDE).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I am very pleased
that, in the final version of the report, involvement in criminal organisations for offences
relating to the trafficking of human beings is an aggravating factor that doubles the
minimum penalties from five to ten years in prison. In addition, Article 6a makes explicit
reference to the seizure and confiscation of instrumentalities and proceeds from this kind
of offence.

This approach – which I believe is absolutely right and I hope may also be carried over to
other legislation – looks the facts in the face and recognises that the trafficking of people
for various forms of exploitation, such as, for example, prostitution, criminal activities
and organ trafficking, is carried out by international criminal organisations.

I am also pleased with the provisions of Article 7, which directs Member States not to
prosecute people for their involvement in criminal activities that they have been compelled
to commit as victims of trafficking. Often, in fact, those who suffer the violence of trafficking
not only suffer injuries, but also the insult of being incriminated for doing what they were
compelled to do, prostitution being a typical example. Therefore, I support the report and
I should like to thank the two rapporteurs.
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Elie Hoarau (GUE/NGL).   – (FR) Madam President, one cannot but endorse the draft
directive by the two rapporteurs, which should be extended to all Member States for a
stronger and firm jurisdiction in order to prosecute and severely punish the perpetrators
of the crime that is human trafficking, and also to protect, help and rehabilitate victims,
who are overwhelmingly women and children.

However, to be more effective and credible in this fight, Europe, as the heir to the history
of the European States, should recognise the slave trade and slavery as crimes against
humanity, as some Member States have done, and I want to mention France in particular.

Oreste Rossi (EFD).   – (IT) Madam President, the plague of trafficking in human beings
is a phenomenon that has taken on particularly worrying dimensions. Whereas originally,
it essentially involved women and children being recruited for prostitution, now the victims
are people of all ages and both sexes, who are placed into a cycle of exploitation that is not
necessarily sexual but also economic. Organised crime networks take advantage of social
vulnerability, family difficulties, domestic violence and disabilities to favour immigration,
exploiting the people involved through the use of force, abuse and threats.

We are in favour of the proposed directive. We need to increase the penalties for traffickers
of human beings, confiscating their assets. In addition, there should be a concerted effort
by all Member States to strengthen policies preventing trafficking in human beings and
training people to identify victims or potential victims.

Krisztina Morvai (NI).   – Madam President, this report was certainly a major step along
the road to fighting trafficking in human beings in general and trafficking in women in
particular. The next major step should be to explore the crystal clear relationship and
connection between trafficking in women and prostitution.

On the one hand, we rightly talk about trafficking in women as a brutal, terrible crime that
we should fight. On the other hand, we talk about prostitution as ‘sex work’, as a service.
We talk about pimps and brothel-keepers as entrepreneurs, and we normalise prostitution.

What I want to say is that the client who goes to a brothel, or the client who asks for the
services of a prostitute, has basically no way of knowing whether she is a ‘normal’ prostitute
– if that even exists since it is another matter whether there is ever consent to prostitution
– or a trafficked woman.

There is therefore no way of really attacking trafficking without attacking the sex industry.

Cecilia Malmström,    Member of the Commission. – Madam President, thank you for this
important debate. I would like to inform you that today, the Commission will appoint an
Anti-Trafficking Coordinator, who will take office in the next month. That person will
improve coordination and coherence between the EU institutions and agencies and the
Member States, will help ensure that best practices are shared in the different Member
States, develop existing and forthcoming policies and be a contact for third countries. This
is very important. By bringing together prevention, law enforcement and victim prevention,
this person can ensure that appropriate methods to combat trafficking are used and
mobilised appropriately. I will ask the Anti-Trafficking Coordinator to liaise closely with
the European Parliament and to keep you informed on these developments.

The criminalisation issue merits a debate in itself, but it is stated in Article 19 of the directive
that the Commission will, in some years, submit a report to the European Parliament and
the Council ‘assessing the impact of existing national law criminalising the users of services
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which are the objects of exploitation of trafficking in human beings on the prevention of
trafficking in human beings, accompanied, if necessary, by adequate proposals’. We will
surely come back to this issue and I do not rule out our having further proposals on this.

Having said all this, I think we can be proud of this directive today. It is a very important
tool for fighting trafficking and protecting the victims. It has given us an important tool,
it has shown the world our commitment to fighting modern slavery and it will strengthen
our efforts.

I would like to pass on my sincere thanks to the two co-rapporteurs, Ms Bauer and Ms Hedh.
Today’s debate has shown how important your work has been, because you have the
support of all the groups. I would like to congratulate you on that.

Edit Bauer,    rapporteur. – (HU) Madam President, I would especially like to thank
Mrs Malmström for calling the report an historic text. This statement is probably accurate,
as it is the first time that we are adopting a criminal law based on the Treaty of Lisbon, but
I should also hope that this is a great step forward in ensuring that not a single perpetrator,
not a single perpetrator of human trafficking, can remain unpunished. What was especially
reassuring to see in the debate that took place here was the presence of a political will. I
myself have frightfully often seen, and have sometimes myself shared the view, that there
is a lack of political will to make any serious progress in this area. What I have heard today
was the opposite of that, and I would like to thank my fellow Members for exhibiting this
political will to take a tremendous step forward in relation to human trafficking.

We have received two motions for amendment from the EFD, and I would like to ask my
fellow Members not to support them, as they intend to reduce the penalty to a minimum.
I would also like to thank Mrs Tzavela for requesting the very opposite, that we make the
penalty even stricter. I am convinced that this is an important step, but today’s step must
be followed by an array of subsequent steps. We have much work to do in combating
demand. We can certainly not solve all the problems related to supply, but there is much
we could do about demand, and I have a feeling that in this area, the time is not yet ripe,
that here, the political will is perhaps insufficient for taking a step forward. I am convinced
that the scope of the law will sooner or later need to be extended to third-country
perpetrators residing in the EU with a residence permit, as I am also convinced that we will
need to review the directive on temporary residence permits to ensure legislative consistency
in this area. Thank you very much for your support.

Anna Hedh,    rapporteur. – (SV) Madam President, I would like to offer my thanks for all
of the excellent contributions and the support that we have received in the Chamber for
this legislation to prevent human trafficking. I now hope that, in the future, we may even
improve on this legislation and tighten our common EU rules against human trafficking.

However, we must not forget to go on working continually on what are the real reasons
for, and root of, all trafficking in human beings, namely poverty, social exclusion and
demand. We must apply our energies to these problems, above all, so that we can tackle
the problem of human trafficking.

As I said earlier, we must not give up. People’s right to decide when it comes to their own
life and their own bodies is a human right that cannot be bought and sold for money like
any old commodity. The fight against human trafficking in Europe and the rest of the world
will continue. Thank you for all your support.

President.   – The debate is closed.
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The vote will take place today, in a few minutes.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Sergio Berlato (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Trafficking in human beings – in the various forms
that this can take, including sexual exploitation, illegal trading in human organs, forced
labour or illegal adoptions – represents a serious violation of the human rights set out in
the European Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights.

The extent of this problem is striking, and experience has shown that the European Union’s
current legal framework on the issue is not effective enough. Cooperation between
Parliament, the Commission and the Council therefore plays a strategic role in developing
a European policy to address this problem effectively.

The Treaty of Lisbon strengthened the powers of the European Union regarding judicial
and police cooperation between Member States in criminal matters. However, I believe
that the penalties for traffickers in human beings still need to be increased and that the
assistance given to victims of violence needs to be developed yet further.

I agree that, in order to discourage demand, it would be a good idea for the European Union
and the Member States to make a greater commitment to awareness-raising campaigns in
the countries of origin, transit and destination of trafficking. Lastly, I support the
appointment of a European Anti-Trafficking Coordinator to manage the European Union’s
work and policies in this specific sector.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I would like to congratulate both rapporteurs
for the work they have done, because this historic directive is a very important step in
combating the scale of trafficking in human beings, by laying down clear levels of penalties
and sanctions. Although numerous EU and national laws have already been adopted and
multiannual political commitments have been made in this area, it is calculated that several
hundred thousand people are trafficked each year within the EU and beyond its borders.
This demonstrates that combating trafficking in human beings, in particular, women and
children, remains a huge problem and one of the worst violations of human rights. I would
like to emphasise that considering the fact that children are more vulnerable and that they
face a greater risk of becoming victims of trafficking in human beings, particular attention
should be paid to this group of victims. Given that trafficking in human beings is a modern
form of slavery and an extremely profitable business for organised crime, more attention
must be paid to preventive efforts, the protection of victims and social issues. Furthermore,
a hostile environment must be created for human traffickers. The level of penalties and
sanctions for people who profit from trafficking in human beings should reflect the gravity
of the offence committed and act as an effective deterrent to such activities. In addition to
penalties, the Member States should include such sanctions as the seizure of assets and
take the necessary measures to seize and confiscate instrumentalities and proceeds from
the offences, because then these offences would not be economically viable.

Nessa Childers (S&D),    in writing. – Today’s vote on human trafficking comes at a crucial
juncture in the ongoing fight against this form of modern-day slavery. As Irish director
Ciarán O’Connor outlined last year in his film ‘Trafficked’, which documented the ongoing
impact of trafficking in Ireland, it is a crime which is becoming more advanced and more
ruthless as authorities fight harder to drive it away. Measures such as this are crucial in
order to give authorities the tools and common purpose they need to tackle this Europe-wide
problem. At a national level, legislatures need to come down hard on those convicted, and
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resources must be given to police forces so that it is not for lack of finance or manpower
that trafficking is allowed to continue. However, this is a crime without borders, and as
such, it is European legislation as much as national laws that will truly put an end to slavery
in Europe.

Giovanni Collino (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The European Union’s action on trafficking in
human beings cannot be limited to denouncing it, but recognises the need for precise,
ex-post actions to ensure that those responsible for such a barbaric practice do not go
unpunished.

These actions include the harmonisation of penalties, as well as the coordination of the
interventions provided for by the EU with those already implemented by other international
organisations, such as the United Nations. The ex-post actions must be combined with
preventive actions, which are just as important. Above all, there must be close cooperation
between judicial and financial police authorities to ensure that the economic systems that
revolve around these criminal activities are blocked at source and all ramifications cut off.

Furthermore, it is increasingly important to have accurate and reliable databases that
distinguish between the various specificities and provide a starting point for a variety of
interventions that contribute to hitting each individual case right at its core. Through this
proposal for a directive, the European Union is aiming to attack the entire supply chain of
an inhumane trade that tramples on its principles and founding values.

Ioan Enciu (S&D),    in writing. – The phenomenon of organised crime is something that
the European Union needs to tackle head on. We need to be seen as proactive rather than
reactive to situations of human trafficking. It is important that we research new emerging
ways of human trafficking, in order to intercept and pre-empt emerging human trafficking
routes. As a member of the S&D Group, I would like to emphasise that one of our key
objectives is to fight cross-border crime. I therefore voted in favour of this legislative
initiative. As legislators of the European Union, we must ensure respect for the right to
human dignity, the right to integrity, prohibition of torture and inhuman or degrading
treatment or punishment and the prohibition of slavery and forced labour. We cannot
allow the trafficking and subsequent auctioning of children to continue. Traffickers are
also using Internet recruitment. This is very alarming as many children have access to the
Internet.

Zita Gurmai (S&D),    in writing. – Trafficking in human beings is a crime against human
dignity that ruins the lives of many children and women throughout the world. The current
proposal is a breakthrough because it puts victims first and tackles the problem in a
complex, cross-border manner. These new measures will facilitate the reconnaissance and
prosecution of trafficking cases and will encourage victims to cooperate with the authorities.
This will be binding legislation, subject to state enforcement. This type of regulation is the
only one that can make a difference for all vulnerable people who might fall prey to
trafficking. I also call on Member States to follow the proposal in this text and punish those
who knowingly accept the services of a victim of trafficking. Fighting demand is key to
fighting the roots of trafficking. This report is an excellent proposal, morally and
professionally, and I congratulate my distinguished colleagues, Bauer and Hedh, for this.
I am particularly happy that the Council and FEMM and LIBE Committees managed to
create a text that is backed by all relevant institutions in the EU. I hope that it will soon be
formally adopted and transposed into national law. The victims are eager to see it.
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Anneli Jäätteenmäki (ALDE),    in writing. – (FI) The directive relating to human trafficking
is an important step forward, because human trafficking is a reality, even in Europe. What
is most important is to prevent human trafficking by addressing the problems of poverty
and inequality and by making people more aware of the issue.

It is vitally important to recognise the existence of human trafficking and to help its victims.
Victims can be women or men, children or adults. An employee on a construction site
could be a victim of human trafficking. The situation surrounding a Roma beggar may
match the human trafficking criteria if it is organised and based on compulsion.

Unfortunately, often human trafficking is linked to sexualised practices: women and girls
end up as prostitutes or they are forced into it. It is important that the victims of human
trafficking are given the chance of protection and legal advice.

Lívia Járóka (PPE),    in writing. – As a result of the harmful tendencies affecting Roma
communities – such as low levels of education, deep poverty, marginalisation and
discrimination – Roma women and children are extremely vulnerable to trafficking. This
modern-day slavery is deeply rooted in poverty and exclusion and, therefore, the elimination
of the unacceptable living conditions that many Roma face must be a major strategic
objective. Furthermore, the EU and the authorities of the Member States must take much
more vigorous action to combat this phenomenon, particularly regarding the eradication
of organised crime and the protection of groups at risk, namely women and minors of
minority origin.

This initiative aims to adopt a broader concept of what should be considered trafficking
and I believe that exploitation for begging, including the use of a trafficked-dependent
person for begging, regardless of his or her relationship with the perpetrators, must fall
within this scope. Penalties should be more severe when the offence is committed against
persons vulnerable on grounds of age, gender, pregnancy, health conditions, or disability,
and must pay due account of cases where the victim has been subjected to torture, the
forced administration of drugs or medication, rape or other serious forms of psychological,
physical and sexual violence.

Debora Serracchiani (S&D),    in writing. – (IT) Every year in Europe, hundreds of
thousands of people are sold as if they were objects and, fortunately, today we feel an
ever-increasing need to protect the victims of trafficking in human beings from the use of
false documents, from prostitution and from immigration.

When we speak about trafficking in human beings, we must think about not only sexual
exploitation, forced labour and illegal adoptions, but also the problem of trafficking in
organs, which is becoming an increasingly widespread crime. The European legal structure
is not effective enough and the European Union and Member States must do more. We
need an established structure for coordination between the institutions and the agencies
of the EU, as well as those of the Member States and international partners.

Artur Zasada (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) In today’s debate, I should like to touch on the
problem of child trafficking. We should make every effort to develop and improve the
legal and institutional systems and childcare systems in all Member States. The scope of
activities covered by the term human trafficking should be revised and extended. This is
the only way we will be able to prevent problems such as: 1) commercial adoption, or, in
other words, private adoption involving the relinquishment of rights to the child before
the family courts, most frequently for payment; 2) pregnant women leaving the country
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and returning with no child; 3) the disappearance of children whose parents have died in
countries affected by armed conflicts.

Given that a good many crimes are now committed via the Internet, it is worth appointing
special interdisciplinary teams specialised in fighting this type of crime. They would deal
not only with the surveillance of criminal milieu, but also the collection of evidence by
means of monitoring the financial situations of individuals involved in trafficking children.
We should train public officials and make them more aware of the situation of children in
families from which children may be trafficked. This applies particularly to services working
with families receiving state assistance due to difficult material circumstances. The only
way we will have any chance of eliminating or at least limiting human trafficking and, in
particular, child trafficking, is by means of multilateral and harmonised measures, taken
at the level of the 27 Member States.

(The sitting was suspended for a few minutes)

IN THE CHAIR: ALEJO VIDAL-QUADRAS
Vice-President

8. Welcome

President.   – I am delighted to inform you that there is an official delegation in the Chamber
made up of religious leaders, in particular, from the Christian world in the Middle East,
from Iraq and Lebanon.

(Applause)

We are aware of the difficult situation in the region for many Christian communities, and
consequently we are delighted to express our support. You are therefore very welcome to
the European Parliament.

9. Voting time

Licia Ronzulli (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to take a few
seconds to express my disapproval of the Council’s decision to reject the report by
Mrs Estrela on maternity leave.

Today, I am acting as the spokesperson for millions of European mothers and fathers who,
like me, are very disappointed by the Council’s decision. It is an admission of a lack of
values, which I do not identify with and which I condemn with every fibre of my being. I
wonder what kind of Europe we are heading towards. Rejecting this proposal is a decision
that hurts not just the families of today but, above all, the families of tomorrow.

President.   – We shall now proceed to the vote.

(For the results and other details on the vote: see Minutes)

9.1. Mobilisation of the EU Solidarity Fund: Portugal - floods; France - Xynthia
(storm) (A7-0335/2010, Reimer Böge) (vote)
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9.2. Draft amending budget No 9/2010: EU Solidarity Fund (floods in Portugal,
Xynthia (storm), France) - Economic recovery: European offshore wind grid system
(A7-0341/2010, László Surján) (vote)

9.3. Mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: SI/Mura, Slovenia
(A7-0336/2010, Barbara Matera) (vote)

9.4. Mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: Heidelberger
Druckmaschinen AG/Germany (A7-0337/2010, Barbara Matera) (vote)

9.5. Mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: Wielkopolskie
Automotive from Poland (A7-0359/2010, Barbara Matera) (vote)

9.6. Mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: Aragón - Retail
trade from Spain (A7-0358/2010, Barbara Matera) (vote)

9.7. Mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: Comunidad
Valenciana - Textiles/Spain (A7-0357/2010, Barbara Matera) (vote)

9.8. Mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: Comunidad
Valenciana - natural stone from Spain (A7-0356/2010, Barbara Matera) (vote)

9.9. Mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: Lear from Spain
(A7-0351/2010, Barbara Matera) (vote)

9.10. Mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: H.
Cegielski-Poznań from Poland (A7-0352/2010, Barbara Matera) (vote)

9.11. Extension of the scope of Directive 2003/109/EC to beneficiaries of
international protection (A7-0347/2010, Claude Moraes) (vote)

9.12. EU-Georgia agreement on facilitation of issuance of visas (A7-0345/2010,
Nathalie Griesbeck) (vote)

9.13. EU rapid response capability (A7-0332/2010, Iva Zanicchi) (vote)

9.14. Regulation of trading in financial instruments - ‘dark pools’, etc. (A7-0326/2010,
Kay Swinburne) (vote)

9.15. Strengthening Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Security in the
European Union – an EU CBRN Action Plan (A7-0349/2010, Ana Gomes) (vote)

– Before the vote:

Ana Gomes,    rapporteur. – (PT) Mr President, chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear
(CBRN) risks are inherent to possible terrorist attacks, industrial accidents or natural
disasters. Incidents of this kind, whether accidental or criminal in origin, know no borders
and are potentially devastating for human lives, infrastructure, the environment and public
health. They do not occur just in remote areas: we need only recall the recent disaster caused
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by the leak of toxic sludge from a factory in Hungary and the series of letter-bombs posted
from Yemen to various addresses in the United States and Europe.

It is crucial for the European Union to make every effort to develop the necessary
cooperation between the Member States’ civilian and military capabilities and resources
in order to prevent, detect and respond effectively to CBRN attacks or disasters. Such
cooperation requires a special European crisis-response mechanism, working in
collaboration with a European civil protection force. In fact, this House has long been
calling for such a force to be established.

The EU Action Plan therefore needs strengthening. The existing plan, which the Council
approved in 2009, is weak and, in practice, is not being implemented by all Member States.
It just needs one link to crack for the whole chain of intervention to fail. It is vital to give
the Commission a stronger monitoring, guiding and coordinating role, and the plan urgently
needs to be implemented in all Member States.

This report proposes greater civilian-military cooperation in terms of pooling efforts for
CBRN disaster prevention, detection, preparation and response. The EU has to bring all
the Member States together to put in place integrated national systems for implementing
the plan. In this respect, the CBRN Action Plan is an opportunity to put the Treaty of Lisbon
solidarity clause into practice.

9.16. Good governance and EU regional policy (A7-0280/2010, Ramona Nicole
Mănescu) (vote)

9.17. Creation of an immigration liaison officers network (A7-0342/2010, Agustín
Díaz de Mera García Consuegra) (vote)

9.18. Single application procedure for residence and work (A7-0265/2010, Véronique
Mathieu) (vote)

Francesco Enrico Speroni (EFD).   –(IT) Mr President, is it possible to put the list of
amendments back on the screen?

President.   – Yes, Mr Speroni, they are looking into what is happening.

However, can you see it on your small screen? Yes? Well that is something.

– Following the vote on the amended proposal:

Neelie Kroes,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Mr President, as you are aware, I am just
listening and I am looking. I got the message that I have to sit here and take the message –
and it is a clear one – to the college. I promise you that I will take the message and, of course,
it will be an objective one, as there was quite a lot of action. But my colleague will return
to this after a discussion in the college.

President.   – Consequently, the proposal shall be sent back to the Commission.

Alejandro Cercas (S&D).   – (ES) Mr President, in accordance with Rule 175(56), we need
to know whether the Commission is withdrawing this legislative proposal. Therefore, the
proposal is not automatically sent back to the responsible committee. The Commission
needs to decide now whether it is withdrawing its proposal and tabling a new proposal
before Parliament.
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President.   – Mr Cercas, I deduced from the Commissioner’s words that it will go back to
the Commission. That is what I deduced. We will, however, ask the Commissioner to clarify
the Commission’s position.

Commissioner, please clarify the Commission’s position.

Véronique Mathieu,    rapporteur. – (FR) Mr President, I must admit my surprise.

(Noise)

We have already been negotiating this text for a year. For a start, I would like to tell you
that we had reached an agreement with the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats
for Europe. I then discovered at the last moment that voting advice had been given that
totally contradicted the agreements we had reached. I discovered that the agreements that
we had with the ALDE Group have not been adhered to. We went to plenary with
agreements that had not been honoured.

Secondly, Mr Cercas is proposing that we amend – I would like to be able to speak, otherwise
there is no point – the Socialist Group, and Mr Cercas in particular, are proposing that the
Commission amend its proposal.

But, Mr Cercas, we have now been discussing this for a year. You are proposing a number
of things. For a year now, we have failed to reach an agreement. So, what is the point of
starting all over again? We could debate for 10 years, Mr Cercas, and you would still disagree.
We have tried everything possible and you have never agreed with anyone.

I do not see, therefore, how submitting more proposals will mean that we move forward.
That is a real shame. You opposed migrants entering the European Union. The Socialist
Group is denying these migrants the same treatment as that enjoyed by European workers.

(Protests)

That is all I have to say, and it is a real pity because the group was in agreement on this
issue of equal treatment, and I find this situation regrettable.

(Applause)

President.   – Ladies and gentlemen, please stop shouting for a moment, and we are going
to apply the Rules of Procedure.

The Commission has to tell us whether or not it is maintaining its proposal.

Therefore, please allow the Commissioner to tell us, welcome objective messages aside,
whether or not she is maintaining her proposal.

Neelie Kroes,    Vice-President of the Commission. – Mr President, you will not blame me,
following this discussion which was not completely clear, for taking the outcome of this
discussion home to Brussels. I will certainly put it on the table of the college. The
Commission will inform you later of the outcome of its discussions.

President.   – The Commissioner has therefore clearly told us something: that for now,
she is not withdrawing the proposal.

That is what she said; we will see what happens next.

For now, the Commission is not withdrawing the proposal.
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9.19. European Protection Order (A7-0354/2010, Teresa Jiménez-Becerril Barrio)
(vote)

– Before the vote on the amended proposal:

Teresa Jiménez-Becerril Barrio,    rapporteur. – (ES) Mr President, I have asked for the
floor to remind you of the importance of today’s vote in order to send a clear message to
the Council, aimed at the countries that have still not equipped themselves with security
in this field. I believe that today, we have an opportunity to defend victims and ensure that
they can live without fear and in freedom. It is very important, not only for women, but
also for men, children, victims of terrorism, victims of organised crime, victims of trafficking
of women and for victims in general.

Carmen Romero López,    rapporteur. – (ES) Mr President, there are two of us who are
rapporteurs. I just want to remind the liberal ministers of the European Union that currently,
it is also very important that this report is endorsed in order to support the fundamental
rights of women. It is in the hands of a liberal minister, but also of other governments that
have so far not signed up to it. We will see if they support this initiative now.

9.20. Trafficking in human beings (A7-0348/2010, Edit Bauer) (vote)

9.21. EU-Georgia agreement on readmission of persons residing without
authorisation (A7-0346/2010, Nathalie Griesbeck) (vote)

9.22. Territorial, social and economic cohesion (A7-0309/2010, Petru Constantin
Luhan) (vote)

President.   – That concludes the vote.

10. Explanations of vote

President.   – We will now proceed to the explanations of vote.

Oral explanations of vote

Report: Claude Moraes (A7-0347/2010)

Daniel Hannan (ECR).   – Mr President, not for the first time in this Chamber, I feel that
I have fallen through some kink in the space-time continuum, some warp or tunnel that
has led me back to the 1970s. Here we are in a world of state control of industry, of price
and income policies, of limited working hours and of subventions to unprofitable
corporations.

I can do no better than to read out the voting list of what we have been voting on today:
subsidies to SI/Mura in Slovenia, to Heidelberger Druckmaschinen AG in Germany, to the
automotive industry in Wielkopolskie in Poland, to the retail trade in Aragón in Spain, to
the textile sector in the Comunidad Valenciana in Spain, to the manufacture of natural
stone products in the Comunidad Valenciana in Spain, to Lear in Spain, and to H.
Cegielski-Poznań in Poland. In the 1970s, we used to talk about picking winners. What
we are actually doing here is picking losers. We are making the EU step in with money
where the free market has decreed a failure.
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Why are we doing so? Because the EU is now a mechanism for the redistribution of wealth
to favoured client groups. Mr President, you know as well as I do that this is nonsense. You
were a brilliantly successful Conservative leader in Catalonia. You understand the
importance of free peoples and free markets, and so do our voters. The money is running
out. We are reaching the moment when, as in George Orwell’s magnificent metaphor, the
people will shake off the system like a horse shaking off flies.

Report: Nathalie Griesbeck (A7-0345/2010)

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE).   – (LT) Mr President, today, the European
Parliament demonstrated a strong position by taking a step towards deeper cooperation
between the European Union and the South Caucasus. The South Caucasus and Georgia
are regions that are strategically important for the EU. My country, Lithuania, has always
had a special relationship with Georgia. We supported it at the most difficult moments
and not simply at state level as a government. There was always huge public support for
this country. I believe that the whole of the European Union wants Georgia to join the
family of European nations. This country has made huge efforts to be part of Europe and
therefore, we must assess them accordingly. Visa facilitation will help to ensure people’s
mobility, their cooperation and, at the same time, both economic and cultural links. I
would very much like to welcome Georgia and its people with this decision, adopted today
in the European Parliament. The EU is sending them a message that we expect them to
become members of the European Union.

Report: Ramona Nicole Mănescu (A7-0280/2010)

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE).   – (PL) Mr President, we cannot allow the huge sum of money
we spend on cohesion policy to be wasted or squandered. It is therefore vital to improve
the way in which the money is managed, and also to ensure that it is spent more effectively.
Local authorities, which are most aware of the needs of their region, play a key role in this
regard. Attention should also be paid to cross-border areas, in order to facilitate their
integration. In order for there to be proper vertical and horizontal cooperation, procedures
must be streamlined, and more money spent on the training of specialists from
implementing bodies in the individual Member States. We also need to support
modernisation and expansion of the IT system, which will ensure easy and equal access to
information for all beneficiaries.

Mario Pirillo (S&D).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I agree with the rapporteur
that we should proceed towards multi-level governance for greater involvement of
sub-national authorities in drawing up development policies, above all, in the convergence
objective areas, which are interested in increasing their ability to come into line with the
areas of the Member States and to compete on the global market.

In order for the regional development policies to be more effective, we need to involve
those who know their own regions and can help drive their development. That is the link
between multi-level governance and territorial cohesion highlighted by the rapporteur.

Regarding the simplification of regulations, the lighter the burden of bureaucracy, the
greater the acceleration and quality of European investments for regional development.
Greater assistance for the Managing Authorities from the Commission would contribute
to reducing the mistakes made in the past at the first level of controls.
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Alajos Mészáros (PPE).   – (HU) Mr President, the controllability and efficiency of regional
policy contributes to the security of the economic and social status of EU citizens. I voted
on the course of good governance laid out by Parliament because I agree that the key to
the progress of our countries lies in closer regional cooperation. It is therefore desirable
to call upon the Member States to make better use of the available forms of cooperation
across regional borders. Priority multi-level governance is precisely what may help local
regional authorities and the private and public sectors to find each other.

The idea formulated with regard to implementation, according to which the local and
regional authorities must also be involved in policy making, also deserves support. The
large number of participants involved in the policy at Community, national, regional and
local level represents both opportunities and uncertainties. The framework set up by the
EU must ensure an appropriate balance between the two.

Hannu Takkula (ALDE).   – (FI) Mr President, firstly, I want to thank the rapporteur,
Mrs M nescu, for her excellent work. It is very important to point out that there is a need
for good governance in regional policy. In my opinion, good governance mainly involves
the principles of fairness and impartiality. We need to look at the European Union as an
entity and not just cherry-pick and provide support for certain areas only. The whole of
Europe must be developed impartially, and we also have to ensure that that can and will
be done, using the tools of regional policy.

I am also very concerned that when we look at the criteria for regional policy and funding,
it should not just be GDP that we consider. That is not a sustainable criterion in itself, as
we will be examining remote regions in the EU, and for that reason, it is important to
include the notions of sparsely populated areas and long distances.

When we talk about good governance, we are talking, above all, about impartial, fair
governance in the European Union’s regional policy.

Report: Agustín Díaz de Mera García Consuegra (A7-0342/2010)

Hannu Takkula (ALDE).   – (FI) Mr President, the immigration issue is a very topical one
throughout the European Union. For that reason, it is very important that we create a
network of liaison officers. We also need to try and act in a way where we are becoming
more objective in these matters in Europe.

Recently, however, there have been worrying examples of our failures in some aspects of
immigration policy. People who have arrived in Europe and settled here have not been
prepared to accept fundamental European values. Accordingly, as Europeans, we need to
ensure, in particular, that those core values, on which the whole of the European Union is
built, are preserved, and that they are adhered to. They include democracy, human rights
and freedom of opinion. It is these that we especially need to uphold.

For that reason, alongside the creation of a liaison officer network, it is also important to
establish codes of ethics and values for it, as a point of reference when immigration policy
is being laid down. It is important that migrants can integrate and accept fundamental
European values when they are resident in the European Union.

Report: Teresa Jiménez-Becerril Barrio, Carmen Romero López (A7-0354/2010)

Andrea Češková (ECR).   – (CS) Mr President, I would like to talk about the vote on the
European Protection Order, because I personally consider this instrument to be enormously
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important. I can well imagine the position of the women to whom the order mainly applies,
and who find themselves in situations where they are literally being persecuted, wanting
to move and needing protection. For this reason, I am concerned that the text we have
voted on is not established on a reliable legal basis. I firmly believe, however, that the text
can be modified, and I believe that this obviously good idea will be fully implemented. At
this point in time, however, I have abstained from the vote for these reasons.

Jens Rohde (ALDE).   – Mr President, I just want to say that my voting machine did not
work for the vote on the European Protection Order, but I would have voted in favour
because this is a very important issue and it was important for Parliament to adopt the
European Protection Order today.

This legislation is essential for Europe. The mutual recognition of judgment and judicial
decisions is fundamental in an area of freedom, security and justice. In order to prevent a
crime, or a new crime, being committed against a protected person, the executing state is
now given a legal base for recognising a decision previously adopted in another Member
State.

This legislation is needed for the prevention of violence against women and the other
victims of violence. It is an essential and important step in enabling victims to reside or
stay wherever they want in the EU and thereby be included in the freedom of movement.

Report: Edit Bauer, Anna Hedh (A7-0348/2010)

Diane Dodds (NI).   – Mr President, human trafficking is a very serious issue. Since 2008,
35 people have been rescued from exploitation in my own constituency of Northern
Ireland; 25 of these were rescued in 2009. However, no one has yet been convicted of an
offence of human trafficking. It is a form of modern-day slavery, a serious crime and a
violation of a person’s fundamental human rights. Indeed, many of the women taken or
rescued in Northern Ireland are from the Far East and are there through organised crime
gangs who are making huge profits and exploiting these people both for labour and sexual
exploitation.

While there are many valuable aspects to this report, and I believe that this is an area where
there can be considerable cooperation between national police forces – indeed the police
force of Northern Ireland has been leading the way in this – I abstained in the eventual vote
because I firmly believe that the setting of minimum tariffs is a matter for the Member State
alone.

Hannu Takkula (ALDE).   – (FI) Mr President, currently, human trafficking is one of the
biggest and most crucial issues and one of the most serious threats facing the European
Union. We need to recognise the problem and admit that there is one, even if often, it is
as if we were hiding behind the notion that we have already resolved it. Unfortunately, that
is not the case. We need to ensure that the fundamental rights of each person can become
a reality.

The term ‘human trafficking’ is something of a misnomer, because there is nothing human
about it. It is an appalling business, where people are stripped of the onetime chance of
life and of human dignity. Women and children are in the special risk group. Prostitution
and the trade in organs are the most glaring examples of this.

I would like to call on the European Union actually to start to act – not just talk, but act –
to bring human trafficking in the European Union to a complete end, using this report as
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a point of reference. We need to take action to fight against it properly, using the sanctions
that would ensure that each person would have a chance to preserve their human dignity
and enjoy a good life.

Anna Záborská (PPE).   – (SK) Mr President, I supported the directive, because human
trafficking is a denial of freedom in the broadest sense of the word.

I am pleased that the new directive places a duty on states to improve their legislation with
the aim of combating this crime effectively, but I would also like to point out that a
Community-wide condemnation of exploitation must come before the pursuit of traffickers.
Every trade involves a buyer and these are often people from the rich democratic countries,
and they may be our neighbours. The report pays attention to victims, but we must do
more, we must open our eyes and notice what is happening around us, so that people who
see no way out of their poverty never become victims.

We must concentrate on educating children and young people, we must inform parents
and teachers, and we must talk about this in the media, since the most effective form of
prevention is a lack of demand.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, I asked for the floor to give an explanation of
vote on preventing and combating trafficking in human beings.

Obviously, I voted in favour of the report by Mrs Bauer because the fight against trafficking
in human beings is, and must remain, one of our priorities. This problem has grown to
such an extent that it can be called a new form of slavery. The most vulnerable parts of
society – women and children – are taken abroad and exploited through the most
abominable forms of prostitution, slavery and pornography.

Each year, this phenomenon has 1 million victims around the world and 500 000 in Europe
alone. Those who take advantage of this phenomenon are committing a criminal act,
financing the trafficking of human beings and using people as goods to be bought and
sold.

As the report emphasises, we need to take action in the countries where the victims of
trafficking come from and where they are moved to. We will only be able to find a solution
through a common effort, by carrying out collective awareness raising and supporting and
assisting the victims and, above all, by fighting the root causes of this phenomenon so as
to help those countries involved to develop suitable legislation to combat all forms of
slavery.

Report: Nathalie Griesbeck (A7-0346/2010)

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, I am pleased that, in Parliament today, we have
talked not only about the agreement between the European Union and Georgia on the
facilitation of the issuance of visas but also about the agreement between the European
Union and Georgia on the readmission of persons residing without authorisation.

In this regard, it is important that we do not merely deal with the pleasant things in life,
but also with the serious issues, and I hope that, as Parliament, in perhaps a year’s time, we
will receive an interim report on how this agreement between the European Union and
Georgia has been implemented and, above all, how well it has worked. I would also like
the European Parliament to be much more involved in the initial discussions next time.
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Report: Iva Zanicchi (A7-0332/2010)

Nirj Deva (ECR).   – Mr President, I wanted to explain why my group and I abstained on
the vote on the EU rapid response capability. The multiplication of major disasters outside
the EU in recent years has led to increased calls to improve the effectiveness of the EU
disaster response capacity. While I can agree with many of the excellent points raised in
this report, I cannot support the call for the establishment of a new EU civil protection
force.

While I support calls for the EU to coordinate its response to humanitarian catastrophes
with the wider development community, I can only support such developments when
they take place within already existing mechanisms, such as the Community’s civil
protection mechanism. While it is extremely important that the EU responds effectively
to humanitarian catastrophes, it is equally important that we are not the only ones
responding.

In addition to focusing our attention on improving the EU’s response, we must also focus
on strengthening the capacity of developing countries and regions and sub-regional capacity
in the affected area, so that we do this together as an international community. Otherwise,
we will be doing all the hard work and they will be doing nothing.

Report: Petru Constantin Luhan (A7-0309/2010)

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE).   – (PL) Mr President, many EU citizens are still not aware of
the significance of cohesion policy for the development not only of individual regions, but
also of entire countries. Its main task is to create a level playing field for regions within the
European Union. As a result, populations from less privileged regions with difficult farming
conditions and poor access to communications benefit from the same level of access to
social, education, transport and energy services as the citizens of areas enjoying better
social and economic positions. The idea of cohesion is therefore one whose significance
cannot be overestimated.

We must therefore support all measures aimed at making better use of money granted
under the Structural Funds and at making more effective use of its integrating role, all the
more so because the effects of cohesion policy measures are most keenly felt at local level
and, therefore, to a significant extent in rural areas too. These are the reasons why I voted
in favour of this report.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE).   – (SK) Mr President, I would like to talk about the Luhan
report, which is the final topic in today’s debate.

Competitiveness and cohesion are elements which complement and support one another.
The competitiveness of the EU as a whole, however, can be secured only if economic growth
is genuinely sustainable. Many investments co-financed from the Structural Funds have
proved their worth, among which I would like to emphasise infrastructure improvement,
because it has resulted in foreign investment being attracted into many regions, contributing
to economic development. Cohesion policy, however, has also proved its worth in a time
of financial crisis as an effective instrument for responding flexibly to new socio-economic
challenges.

I also agree with the rapporteur’s view that the economic competitiveness of EU regions
is closely connected with the average level of employment, the education and qualifications
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of the workforce, social security and access to public services, because support for social
cohesion is of key importance for overall regional competitiveness, even on a global scale.

Written explanations of vote

Report: Reimer Böge (A7-0335/2010)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted for the report on the mobilisation of
the European Union Solidarity Fund (flooding in Madeira, Portugal, and a storm in France).
Portugal applied for assistance from the Solidarity Fund after unusual and abnormal rainfall
on the island of Madeira in February 2010 triggered landslides and flooding, causing severe
damage to public and private infrastructure, businesses and agriculture. The Portuguese
authorities officially estimated the damage caused by the floods in Madeira at
EUR 1.08 billion. The Solidarity Fund is contributing about EUR 31 million. I was in
Madeira myself and witnessed the need for this fund to be more flexible and generous in
its support, particularly for the more remote and island regions, which are often battered
by bad weather.

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On the basis of the report by my esteemed
German colleague, Mr Böge, I voted for the proposal for a decision by the European
Parliament and of the Council on mobilising the European Union Solidarity Fund to the
tune of EUR 67 million to help Madeira (Portugal), which was hit by landslides and floods,
as well as France, affected by floods following storm Xynthia in February 2010. I note that
the amount represents 2.7% of an estimated EUR 2.5 billion of total direct damage. Of
course, this is a substantial amount of funding, but given that it is a relatively small
proportion of the total damage (2.7%), I cannot help but wonder whether the European
Union should not use this fund to finance a European civil protection force which could
immediately come to the aid of disaster victims, in order to cope with extremely acute
situations that are beyond the capabilities of national forces. This force would not be very
expensive because, initially, it would involve coordinating existing national civil protection
forces. In addition it could be used for missions abroad (such as Haiti).

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I welcome the adoption of the report awarding
Portugal EUR 31 255 790 from the European Union Solidarity Fund, following the flooding
that occurred in Madeira last February. The torrential rain that fell on the island of Madeira
caused chaos and extreme material damage, with landslides, collapsed bridges, closed
highways, and houses and cars swept away by the floods.

Forty-two people died and 13 disappeared in the disaster that struck Madeira. Today, the
European Parliament here in Strasbourg has witnessed a genuine demonstration of European
solidarity, which is one of the most important values of the European project and one that
deserves to be emphasised.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted for this report because I agree
that, in respect of the general budget of the European Union for the 2010 financial year,
the European Union Solidarity Fund should be mobilised to provide the sum of
EUR 66 891 540 in commitment and payment appropriations in order to address the
application made by Portugal to respond to a disaster caused by landslides and flooding
on the island of Madeira and also the application by France with regard to a disaster caused
by storm Xynthia.
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Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I, of course, welcome the mobilisation of the
Solidarity Fund to aid the victims of the tragedy that struck Madeira following abnormal
rainfall. I congratulate my fellow Member, Mr Teixeira, on his able and continual efforts
to raise awareness in the European institutions and to establish a basis for the necessary
support. I reiterate my strong belief that the procedures need to be simplified so that the
Solidarity Fund can be mobilised more swiftly in future. Emergency aid that arrives too
late tarnishes the Union’s efficient image and undermines the feeling of European solidarity.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Portugal applied for assistance from the Solidarity
Fund after unusual and abnormal rainfall on the island of Madeira in February 2010
triggered landslides and flooding, causing severe damage to local public and private
infrastructure, businesses and agriculture. The Portuguese authorities, in conjunction with
the regional government of Madeira, estimated the total direct damage at EUR 1.08 billion,
equivalent to 0.68% of Portugal’s gross national income. The flooding caused considerable
damage to many homes, farms, roads and water mains. The financial aid released through
the fund will enable the Portuguese authorities, particularly the regional government of
Madeira, to recover part of the expenses they incurred in responding to the emergency. I
voted overall in favour of this report out of a sense of responsibility and a commitment to
avoid unnecessary delays in mobilising financial aid for the regions of Portugal and France
that have been struck by natural disasters.

Marielle De Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Ten months after storm Xynthia hit the
French coast, killing 53, injuring 80 and causing substantial material damage, Parliament
has adopted a budgetary amendment in order to mobilise the EU Solidarity Fund to the
tune of EUR 35.6 million. The reconstruction process aside, however, how many other
tragedies will there have to be before we finally have a Community approach to preventing
natural disasters? Natural and man-made disasters are becoming more and more frequent,
which is why we must ensure that national measures are more effective and better
coordinated, and that European measures are more flexible. I also want to point out that
since 2006, we have had a report by Mr Barnier on establishing a rapid reaction force for
responding to natural disasters: what is stopping us from adopting it? What is stopping
us from using it?

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report today which
means that the EU Solidarity Fund can be mobilised following the damage in the wake of
major floods in Portugal and storm Xynthia in 2010. This demonstrates the strong ties
between the Union’s Member States and underlines the importance of coming to the aid
of regions struck by natural disasters. I am delighted that over EUR 35 million have been
released from the Solidarity Fund to repair the considerable damage caused by Xynthia in
some coastal areas, primarily Charente-Maritime, Vendée and the Côtes-d’Armor.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Commission is proposing to mobilise the
Solidarity Fund to provide a total sum of EUR 66 891 540 in favour of Portugal and France:
EUR 31 255 790 for Portugal and EUR 35 635 750 for France. Portugal requested assistance
following a storm in Madeira in February 2010, which caused severe damage to public
and private infrastructure, businesses and farms. France, for its part, requested assistance
from the Solidarity Fund following storm Xynthia, also in February 2010, which struck a
significant part of the country, killing 53 people, injuring 80, and also causing severe
damage to dams and dykes, public and private infrastructure, road and rail networks, farms
and businesses.
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While I am wholly in favour of this mobilisation, not least because of its importance to
the Autonomous Region of Madeira, I have to express my disappointment that the aid is
only being made available in December, 10 months after the disasters that struck the French
coast and the island of Madeira. We urgently need to find faster ways of getting the Solidarity
Fund procedure to work and we must focus our efforts on achieving that.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We, of course, voted in favour of this report,
which proposes mobilising the Solidarity Fund to address the enormous damage that
occurred on the island of Madeira following the storm that struck the region in
February 2010. Nonetheless, we would like to reiterate some remarks here.

According to the Solidarity Fund Regulation, ‘in the event of major disasters, the Community
should show its solidarity with the population of the regions concerned by providing
financial assistance to contribute to a rapid return to normal living conditions in the
disaster-stricken regions’. The regulation also states that this instrument should enable the
Community ‘to act swiftly and efficiently to help, as quickly as possible, in mobilising
emergency services to meet people’s immediate needs and contribute to the short-term
restoration of damaged key infrastructure’.

However, the rules and procedures involved in mobilising the fund have already shown
that this principle of helping the affected populations quickly is not being observed in
practice. In this case, this House is only voting to mobilise the fund 10 months after the
disaster. That is why we have argued – and we do so again now – that the rules for mobilising
this fund need to be adjusted to allow for more flexible and timely mobilisation and to
reduce the time that elapses between the disaster and the point at which the funds are made
available.

Estelle Grelier (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) In my view, the EU Solidarity Fund, like the
Globalisation Adjustment Fund, is one of the budgetary tools that give the strongest practical
expression to the ‘solidarity’ value that we Members of the Group of the Progressive Alliance
of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament strive to promote when drafting
Community policies. On 27 and 28 February 2010, storm Xynthia killed 53 and injured
around 80 in Vendée and Charente-Maritime. It was a genuinely traumatic experience for
the region and the nation, and its psychological and economic impact is still being felt 10
months later. As from the March 2010 plenary session, Parliament took action, adopting
by a very large majority a resolution calling for the fund to be used to provide assistance
to the victims.

Today’s vote, which confirmed the release of EUR 35.6 million for these departments, as
well as EUR 31.2 million for Portugal, which suffered flooding in Madeira caused by this
storm, is an example of this common desire to show true solidarity between European
citizens. This is the Europe we wish to build, a Europe close to its citizens, alert to the issues
affecting them, and capable of addressing those issues collectively.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Solidarity Fund. I believe, in fact, that the fund is a valuable tool for enabling the European
Union to show solidarity with the populations of regions affected by natural disasters, by
providing financial support to help ensure a swift return to normal living conditions.
Today’s vote concerned two requests for assistance. The first was made by Portugal,
following the abnormal rainfall on the island of Madeira, which triggered landslides and
severe flooding, causing damage to public and private infrastructure, to businesses and to
agriculture.
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The second request for mobilisation was made by France following storm Xynthia, which
caused the deaths of 53 people and flooded wide areas, including residential areas, and
caused severe damage to dams and dykes, public and private infrastructure, road and rail
networks, agriculture and businesses. Lastly, I would add that the Fund was mobilised to
the tune of EUR 31 255 790 for the flooding in Madeira and EUR 35 635 750 for storm
Xynthia, totalling EUR 66 891 540.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I welcome this report which grants 31 million euro
to Portugal and 35 million euro to France from the EU Solidarity Fund. This is an important
gesture of support following flooding and landslides in Portugal in February, and destruction
caused by the storm ‘Xynthia’ on the Atlantic coastline in France.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of mobilising the European
Union Solidarity Fund for the areas hit by floods in Portugal and the French regions hit by
storm Xynthia in February 2010. The Atlantic coastal regions were the worst affected, with
the storm flooding vast areas, including residential areas, causing serious human and
material damage. Today’s vote responds to the request by the French authorities for these
regions to receive, among other things, European financial assistance for an ‘extraordinary
disaster, mainly a natural one, affecting the major part of its population, with serious and
lasting repercussions on living conditions and the economic stability of the region’. Of the
estimated EUR 1 425.43 million of direct damage caused by the disaster, EUR 35 635.750
will be paid out to France. The mobilisation of the Solidarity Fund is a practical expression
of a Europe that is close to its citizens, which is what they expect. The European institutions
still need to work towards delivering swifter operations and procedures, which are justified
by the urgency and scale of natural phenomena.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The aid that the European Union is
allocating to Portugal and France following the storms in February 2010 is good news. It
is, however, regrettable that the EU does not act as swiftly to help citizens devastated by
the consequences of climate change as it does when it has to bail out the banks.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Union is an area of solidarity, and the
EU Solidarity Fund is a part of that. Support from the fund is crucial for aiding areas affected
by natural disasters, such as the flooding in Madeira (Portugal) and storm Xynthia in France.
After verifying that both applications meet the eligibility criteria of Regulation (EC)
No 2012/2002, the Commission proposed to mobilise the Solidarity Fund for an amount
of EUR 31 255 790 for Portugal (Madeira flooding) and EUR 35 635 750 for France (storm
Xynthia), resulting in a total amount of EUR 66 891 540 to be deducted from the ceiling
of EUR 1 billion in commitment and payment appropriations. I would, however, like to
highlight the delay in mobilising this type of support. The procedure needs to be made less
bureaucratic and more streamlined in order to respond to future disaster situations in a
timely manner.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (ES) Although I voted in favour of this proposal
to grant aid, I consider that this is an analgesic and palliative measure for the consequences
of the capitalist model, and that it does not represent any progress in the fight against the
root causes of the crisis. I agree with the mobilisation of resources from the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for citizens made redundant due to structural changes
in commercial models or as a direct consequence of the current economic and financial
crisis. I believe that the sum of more than EUR 250 million that is being requested as
additional assistance and aid for the more than 600 employees made redundant from the
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retail sector in the Netherlands can help to achieve the ultimate goal of facilitating the
reintegration of these workers into the labour market. I also voted in favour because I am
convinced that this assistance complements the redundancy aid provided for in all national
legislation and collective agreements. Therefore, this mobilisation of funds from the EGF
cannot, under any circumstances, replace the legal responsibilities of governments and
business vis-à-vis employees who have been made redundant, or enable the evasion of
such responsibilities.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) In such circumstances, support is essential,
so that all EU Member States may feel they belong to a united family. It would be many
times cheaper if European Union funds were to be granted to projects that were capable
of alleviating the consequences of natural disasters. For instance, construction of dams
and protective structures, and investment in public information and warning measures. I
consider that it would also be useful to develop building regulations for higher-risk regions.
If the European Union merely provides funds and does not work towards prevention of
natural disasters, this may have graver consequences in the future.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Portugal applied for assistance from the Solidarity
Fund after unusual rainfall caused landslides and severe flooding on the island of Madeira
in February 2010, which resulted in damage to public and private infrastructure and to
businesses and agriculture. The Portuguese authorities estimate the total cost of the direct
damage to be EUR 1 080 million. France applied for assistance from the Solidarity Fund
after the major part of France was hit by storm Xynthia in February 2010, with the Atlantic
coast region, particularly Charente-Maritime and Vendée, being worst affected. The storm
claimed 53 lives and nearly 80 people were injured. For the designated zone, the French
authorities estimate the total cost of the direct damage caused by the disaster to be
EUR 1 425.43 million.

After verifying that both applications comply with the eligibility criteria of Regulation (EC)
No 2012/2002, the Commission proposed to mobilise the Solidarity Fund to the tune of
EUR 31 255 790 for Portugal (flooding in Madeira) and EUR 35 635 750 for France (storm
Xynthia), resulting in a total amount of EUR 66 891 540. As all conditions for the assistance
are met, I voted in favour of the report in order to show solidarity with the victims and the
states affected.

Elisabeth Morin-Chartier (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the vote of the European
Parliament, which today, Tuesday 14 December 2010, approved the release of
EUR 35.6 million for France, whose Atlantic coastline was partly devastated by storm
Xynthia in February. This money will be used to finance the rehabilitation of infrastructure
damaged by the disaster. As MEP for the worst affected regions, I welcome the allocation
of these funds to repair the damage caused by the storm: it comes as a real relief to all the
French départements affected. This mobilisation proves that solidarity is not a hollow word
where the European Union is concerned.

To conclude, I wish to point out that storm Xynthia in February 2010 affected a large part
of France, with the départements of Charente-Maritime and Vendée being the worst hit,
leaving 53 people dead and 80 injured. The material damage was estimated at
EUR 1 425.43 million. A total of EUR 35.6 million has been released from the EU Solidarity
Fund to repair this damage.
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Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) According to the Böge report, EUR 66.9 million
have been made available to combat the effects of severe natural disasters in France and
Portugal. I therefore voted in favour of the report.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report
because I agree that, in respect of the general budget of the European Union for the 2010
financial year, the European Union Solidarity Fund should be mobilised to provide the
sum of EUR 66 891 540 in commitment and payment appropriations in order to address
the applications made by:

- Portugal to mobilise the fund in response to a disaster caused by landslides and flooding
on Madeira Island; and

- France to mobilise the fund with regard to a disaster caused by storm Xynthia.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I warmly welcome the adoption of this report
providing for the allocation of EUR 31 255 790 to Portugal to address the terrible damage
caused by the disaster that struck the island of Madeira in February 2010. In this respect,
I should point out the major commitment shown by the Portuguese delegation from the
Partido Social Democrata, particularly the work done by Mr Teixeira, which proved decisive
in obtaining this result.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – The Commission proposes to mobilise
the European Union Solidarity Fund in favour of Portugal and France under point 26 of
the interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006 on budgetary discipline and sound financial
management (IIA). The IIA allows the mobilisation of the Solidarity Fund within the annual
ceiling of EUR 1 billion. In 2010, so far, only one proposal to mobilise the Solidarity Fund
has been submitted by the Commission, a proposal of 24 September 2010 to mobilise
EUR 13.02 million following severe flooding in Ireland in November 2009
(COM(2010)0534). This proposal and the corresponding draft amending budget (DAB
No 8/2010) are still in the process of being adopted by the two arms of the budgetary
authority. In parallel to the proposal to mobilise the Solidarity Fund in favour of Portugal
and France, the Commission has presented a draft amending budget (DAB No 9/2010 of
13 October 2010) in order to enter the corresponding commitment and payment
appropriations in the 2010 budget as provided in point 26 of the IIA.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Solidarity Fund was set up with the aim of
demonstrating the European Union’s solidarity with the people of regions affected by
natural disasters. In February this year, the region of Madeira, where I come from, was
struck by a disaster caused by landslides and flooding. Following this tragedy, Portugal
submitted an application to mobilise the Solidarity Fund in order to address the damage,
particularly by repairing infrastructure and rebuilding the affected areas.

The French authorities also submitted an application to mobilise the fund following storm
Xynthia. The total damage caused by both disasters has been assessed at EUR 66 891 540,
and this amount will soon be mobilised once the amending budget has been changed as
required to make it available. The effects of February’s disaster made themselves felt straight
away, and extensive and severe damage was caused to public and private infrastructure,
businesses and crops. However, even though the effects of the tragedy that devastated the
region were so severe, European help was not immediately forthcoming. Ten months have
now passed. Since I endorse the need to make the whole procedure less tardy, I am voting
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for the fund to be mobilised for the affected regions and appeal for it to be done as quickly
as possible.

Bernadette Vergnaud (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) The adoption today in plenary of a
budgetary amendment to mobilise the EU Solidarity Fund to the tune of EUR 35.6 million
following a proposal by the Commission is good news. This is in response to the request
made by the French Government following storm Xynthia, which hit the French coast on
27 and 28 February 2010, leaving 53 people dead and 80 injured in Vendée and
Charente-Maritime. The procedure is undoubtedly long and in need of improvement, but
I am pleased to see European solidarity being shown in this way, in the face of the tragedy
the victims have experienced. I had written to Commissioner Hahn to support the French
Government’s request for aid, and he has honoured the commitment he made to me during
his visit to La Rochelle in early March. This fund is more than much-needed financial
assistance; it symbolises the common values shared by our continent.

Report: László Surján (A7-0341/2010)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) In view of the opinion by the Committee on
Regional Development and the proposal to reduce payment appropriations from the line
‘Energy projects to aid economic recovery – European offshore wind grid system’ so as to
aid the countries (Portugal and France) affected by major natural disasters through the
Solidarity Fund, and also bearing in mind the fact that this decision sets out the basic criteria
for the operation of the Solidarity Fund, I agree with this report.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) We all remember storm Xynthia, which
devastated the Vendée coast nearly a year ago. Since then, where water had destroyed
everything, reconstruction has had to take place. The European Union Solidarity Fund is
the ideal instrument for supporting local efforts. By voting for this text, I have helped to
release EUR 35 635 750, earmarked not for compensation of damage suffered by private
individuals, but for infrastructure rehabilitation. Created following the 2002 floods in
Germany, Austria, the Czech Republic and France, the Solidarity Fund is meant to assist
European regions affected by unforeseeable disasters. This text also allocates an equivalent
amount to the areas affected by recent flooding in Portugal.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I, of course, welcome the mobilisation of the
Solidarity Fund to aid the victims of the tragedy that struck Madeira following abnormal
rainfall. I congratulate my fellow Member, Mr Teixeira, on his able and continual efforts
to raise awareness in the European institutions and to establish a basis for the necessary
support. I reiterate my strong belief that the procedures need to be simplified so that the
Solidarity Fund can be mobilised more swiftly in future. Emergency aid that arrives too
late tarnishes the Union’s efficient image and undermines the feeling of European solidarity.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The sole purpose of Draft amending budget
No 9/2010 is to formally enter the budgetary adjustment arising from the mobilisation of
the European Union Solidarity Fund into the 2010 budget. I have already voted in favour
of a parallel draft report recommending that mobilisation of the Solidarity Fund be approved
for Portugal (Madeira flooding) and France (storm Xynthia), and so it is out of the same
sense of responsibility that I am voting in favour of this report on the amending budget to
mobilise EUR 31 255 790 for Portugal and EUR 35 635 750 for France, making a total of
EUR 66 891 540 to be deducted from the fund’s ceiling.
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Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Despite the importance of investment projects for
energy infrastructure, and most especially wind energy, I am voting in favour of reducing
the payment appropriations from budget line 06 04 14 03 so that the funds can be
reallocated to the EUR 66 891 540 in payment appropriations (line 13 06 01) required to
cover needs relating to the mobilisation of the European Union Solidarity Fund.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) As we vote on this draft amending budget,
which will allow for the mobilisation of the Solidarity Fund in favour of the people of
Madeira and the regions of France affected by the storm Xynthia – which, of course, we
supported – it is important to highlight a few points here, in addition to the delay in
mobilising the fund, which we mentioned previously.

The Commission believes that the eligibility criteria for mobilisation have been met,
particularly, in Madeira’s case, as regards the threshold for damage. It should be noted,
however, that the Union support now made available will only cover 2.89% of the total
damage caused by the disaster. Madeira is an outermost region and, hence, has to bear the
resulting constraints. It is also pursuing convergence objectives (despite the damaging
changes in this field since the last enlargement). These particular characteristics ought,
therefore, to be taken into account by increasing support for the region, either from this
fund or through other measures.

Consequently, when the rules of the fund were being discussed, we proposed considering
the idea of increasing financial assistance to cohesion countries and convergence regions
by introducing an indispensable cohesion dimension into this question of providing support
for damage caused by natural disasters. That would also reduce the disparities between the
various regions and Member States in the European Union.

Nathalie Griesbeck (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) At a time when we are facing ever more
frequent natural disasters in Europe, the European Union must be able to provide
appropriate aid to its Member States when one of them is hit by a disaster of this kind.
Consequently, following storm Xynthia in March, which hit the coastal areas of
Charente-Maritime and Vendée, and the floods that affected the island of Madeira in Portugal
in February, it was only natural that I should approve the mobilisation of the European
Solidarity Fund in order to compensate for the damage caused by these disasters. To my
mind, this vote illustrates the solidarity that exists between the nations of Europe, and
which should exist in many other areas too, for that matter.

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) When faced with a natural disaster – and
we are facing ever more disasters of this type – it is imperative that the European Union
provide aid to Member States and regions which are grappling with the lasting effects of
such tragedies. The EU Solidarity Fund was established to precisely this end.

The fund makes it possible to grant financial assistance to victims in areas affected by ‘major
natural disasters’, such as the Portuguese island of Madeira which was destroyed by floods,
or the French regions devastated by storm Xynthia. With the memory of this year’s floods
in Poland and other parts of Europe still fresh in my mind, I concur with the proposal to
grant support to the countries that have suffered, in solidarity with the thousands of citizens
of regions affected by such devastating cataclysms.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I voted for this report which approves the transfer of
66 million euro from the European offshore wind grid system to the EU Solidarity Fund
in order to help the victims of flooding in Portugal and storms in France.
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Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This draft amending budget makes sense, considering
the purpose of the funds mobilised through the Solidarity Fund to address the effects of
the landslides and severe flooding that took place on the island of Madeira, Portugal, and
the effects of storm Xynthia in France. After verifying that both applications meet the
eligibility criteria of Regulation (EC) No 2012/2002, the Commission proposed to mobilise
the Solidarity Fund to the tune of EUR 31 255 790 for Portugal (flooding in Madeira) and
EUR 35 635 750 for France (storm Xynthia), resulting in a total amount of EUR 66 891 540
to be deducted from the ceiling of EUR 1 billion in commitment and payment
appropriations. I would, however, like to highlight the delay in mobilising this type of
support. The procedure needs to be made less bureaucratic and more streamlined in order
to respond to future disaster situations in a timely manner.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) An increase in the budget in times of financial
and economic crisis should, in principle, be rejected. In this case, however, it is a matter of
an adjustment on account of storm damage in France and Portugal caused by storm Xynthia.
Mutual aid and assistance in the event of natural disasters is a true sign of active European
solidarity and is therefore to be welcomed and supported. For this reason, I have voted in
favour of the report.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) According to the report, it must be ensured that
the funds made available for Portugal and France are used to help in the rebuilding of
infrastructure in both countries, and they are to be used as a ‘tool of refinancing’. I therefore
voted in favour of it. The people affected must be helped and their living conditions and
the economic stability of the region must be improved.

Wojciech Michał Olejniczak (S&D),    in writing. – (PL) I fully support the mobilisation
of the EU Solidarity Fund in response to the natural disasters in France and Portugal. I
regard the Solidarity Fund as one of the most important ways to build European identity
and a sense of community between EU citizens. In 2010, Poland was one of the countries
to benefit from the Solidarity Fund, and this met with a positive response from the media.
I would like to highlight the need to raise public awareness of the Solidarity Fund and the
effects of its use.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report
because I agree that, in respect of the general budget of the European Union for the 2010
financial year, the European Union Solidarity Fund should be mobilised to provide the
sum of EUR 66 891 540 in commitment and payment appropriations in order to address
the applications made by:

- Portugal to mobilise the fund in response to a disaster caused by landslides and flooding
on Madeira Island; and

- France to mobilise the fund with regard to a disaster caused by storm Xynthia.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I welcome this draft amending budget making it
possible to mobilise the European Union Solidarity Fund to provide a total of
EUR 66 891 540 in commitment and payment appropriations, EUR 31 255 790 of which
is to address the request for assistance submitted by Portugal following the considerable
damage caused by the storm that struck the Autonomous Region of Madeira in
February 2010.
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Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – According to Article 37(1) of the
Financial Regulation, the Commission may present draft amending budgets if there are
‘unavoidable, exceptional or unforeseen circumstances’. On this aspect, and regarding the
mobilisation of the EU Solidarity Fund, the Commission proposes to mobilise the European
Union Solidarity Fund in favour of Portugal and France on the basis of point 26 of the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006 on budgetary discipline and sound financial
management (IIA). The IIA allows the mobilisation of the Solidarity Fund within the annual
ceiling of EUR 1 billion. The conditions for eligibility to the fund are detailed here as well
as in Council Regulation No 2012/2002 establishing the EUSF. It is important to note that
the objective of the fund is not to compensate private damage but to repair infrastructure
and is a tool for refinancing. In 2010, so far, only one proposal to mobilise the Solidarity
Fund has been submitted by the Commission, a proposal of 24 September 2010 to mobilise
EUR 13.02 million following severe flooding in Ireland in November 2009
(COM(2010)0534).

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The aim of this European Parliament document
is to approve the Council’s position on Draft amending budget No 9/2010 with a view to
implementing the changes needed for the mobilisation of the Solidarity Fund. The disasters
that occurred in Madeira and France were considered by the Commission to be a ‘major
natural disaster’ and an ‘extraordinary regional disaster’, respectively, and both applications
by the national authorities for mobilisation of the fund were accepted.

According to the Financial Regulation, the Commission may present draft amending
budgets ‘if there are unavoidable, exceptional or unforeseen circumstances’. In this case,
the Commission proposed to mobilise the Solidarity Fund to provide EUR 31 255 790
for Portugal and EUR 35 635 750 for France, making a total of EUR 66 891 540. Today,
in the name of European solidarity, we are approving the redeployment of this amount in
payment appropriations from budget line 06 04 14 03: Energy projects to aid economic
recovery – European offshore wind grid system, for the repair of infrastructure and
reconstruction of the areas affected by the disasters.

I welcome the measure that has been adopted, although I regret the slowness of the whole
procedure for mobilising the fund, given the extent of the tragedy that devastated the region
that I come from, the Autonomous Region of Madeira.

Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0336/2010)

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On the basis of the report by my excellent
Italian colleague, Barbara Matera, I voted in favour of the proposal for a decision on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for the sum of
EUR 2.2 million in aid to Slovenia, which is facing redundancies in the textile industry.
The plant in question is Mura, European Fashion Design, which has laid off 2 554 workers.
I find it strange that 583, or 22.8%, of the 2 554 workers made redundant in total have a
long-standing health problem or disability. I am not sure they fulfil EGF criteria. It should
be noted that 1 114 of the 2 554 dismissed workers ‘have not concluded primary school
education’. It is legitimate to question the educational level of those recruited and their
suitability with respect to current industrial standards. I question the independence of the
civil servants at the Slovenian Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs who have to
assume the role of certification authority for supervising this expenditure.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Like the proposals she tabled in the last
plenary session, Mrs Matera’s resolutions advocating the mobilisation of the European
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Globalisation Adjustment Fund in six specific cases are entirely justified. This fund will
provide assistance to employees suffering from the harmful effects of globalisation in
Slovenia, Germany, Poland and Spain. I have always felt that using this fund was effective,
because it produces concrete results and meets specific and perfectly identifiable needs.
As a member of the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs, I simply had to vote
in favour of adopting these resolutions.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Slovenia has requested
assistance for 2 554 redundancies at Mura, European Fashion Design, a company operating
in the wearing apparel sector, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the
Commission’s proposal as amended by Parliament. I also agree that the Commission’s
proposal, in its explanatory statement, should include clear and detailed information on
the application, analysing the eligibility criteria and explaining the reasons that led to its
approval, in accordance with the requests made by Parliament.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Aid to workers made redundant due to restructuring
and relocation should be dynamic and flexible so that it can be implemented rapidly and
effectively. In light of structural changes in international trade, it is important that the
European economy is able to quickly implement assistance policies for workers affected
by such changes whilst also giving them the skills required to return swiftly to the labour
market. Financial assistance should therefore be provided on an individual basis. It is also
important to emphasise that this assistance is not a substitute for the responsibilities
normally incumbent upon companies, nor is it intended for the financing and restructuring
of companies. Given that Slovenia has requested assistance in respect of 2 554 redundancies
at Mura, European Fashion Design, a company that operates in the wearing apparel sector
in the NUTS III region of Pomurje, and that 7% of all people employed in the region of
Pomurje were working for Mura and incomes in this region were already below the
Slovenian average, I am voting overall in favour of this report on the mobilisation of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund for Slovenia.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The number of times in recent months that this House
has approved the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF),
which was set up to provide additional support for workers suffering from the consequences
of major changes in the structure of world trade, is, in my view, highly indicative of the
crisis that Europe is going through. The EGF is not the answer to this crisis, but it is a
considerable, significant help. In this specific case, the aid is intended to address the
consequences of 2 554 redundancies at Mura, European Fashion Design, a company in
Slovenia that operates in the wearing apparel sector. This sector has been particularly badly
affected by changes in the structure of world trade and is the victim of cheap textile imports.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given the social impact of the global
economic crisis, which has had a particular effect on employment, proper utilisation of
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is of pivotal importance in alleviating
the plight of many European citizens and families, contributing to their social reintegration
and professional development, and, at the same time, developing a new, skilled workforce
to meet the needs of companies and boost the economy. It is in this context that this
intervention plan for Slovenia is being put forward, in relation to 2 554 redundancies at
Mura, European Fashion Design, a company operating in the wearing apparel sector. I
therefore hope that the European institutions will redouble their effects to implement
measures to speed up and improve the rates of utilisation of such an important resource
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as the EGF, which currently has very low levels of mobilisation. This year, only 11% of the
EUR 500 million available was requested.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Applications to mobilise the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund are being submitted month after month. Thus, there are
now eight more applications from four Member States: Slovenia, Germany, Poland and
Spain. Several hundred more companies are shutting down in various industries, from car
manufacturing to the textile sector via the retail trade. In all, over 6 500 workers (6 592
to be precise) have been made redundant. That makes almost 10 000, if we also add in the
ones discussed here a month ago.

As we approve this mobilisation, I cannot avoid reiterating that what is needed is a clear
break with the neoliberal policies that are causing the obvious economic and social disaster
to be seen in the countries of the European Union. Palliative measures are indeed necessary,
but it is the causes of the disaster that have to be addressed.

It has become increasingly urgent to implement the proposal that we made during the
debate on the 2011 budget, to create a European programme for employment and
sustainable development, to which 1% of EU gross domestic product would be allocated,
supplemented with funds from the Member States. The aim of this would be real
convergence, promotion of each country’s potential, the sustainable use of its resources,
investment in production and the creation of jobs with rights.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Slovenia because I consider that
instrument to be a valuable resource for the support of workers in difficulties on account
of the economic crisis. The EGF was set up in 2006 to provide practical support to workers
made redundant either for reasons associated with the relocation of their companies or,
following the 2009 amendment, on account of the economic crisis, in order to assist their
reintegration into the labour market.

Today’s vote concerned a request for assistance for 2 554 redundancies in Mura, European
Fashion Design, an enterprise which operates in the wearing apparel sector, amounting to
a total of EUR 2 247 940 financed by the EGF. To conclude, I welcome the adoption of
the report, which shows that the EGF is a useful and effective resource for combating
unemployment resulting from globalisation and the economic crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I welcome the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Fund to help the 2 554 workers made redundant in the Mura, European
Fashion Design, enterprise in Slovenia. I hope the EUR 2.2 million will help the workers
and the region recover quickly from the structural changes they are facing.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I am abstaining out of consideration
for the Slovenian workers of the Mura Group, who have been sacrificed on the altar of
globalisation. In the situation into which they are plunged as a result of the neoliberal
policies advocated by the European Union, one could be inclined to vote against, given
the pitiful amount of this handout. However, the little that is being given may help to ease
their pain. This does not make the rationale of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund any less intolerable. It endorses a rationale that has led the investment funds that own
this Group and the banks that invest in them to make profits at their expense.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity, and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is a part of that. This support is essential for helping
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the unemployed and victims of the company relocations that occur in a globalised world.
More and more companies are relocating, taking advantage of the lower labour costs in a
number of countries, particularly China and India, with a damaging effect on those countries
that respect workers’ rights. The EGF is aimed at helping workers who are victims of
company relocations, and it is fundamental in facilitating their access to new employment.
The EGF has been used by other EU countries in the past, so now it is appropriate to grant
this aid to Slovenia, which has applied for assistance for 2 554 redundancies at Mura,
European Fashion Design, a company operating in the wearing apparel sector.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) I voted in favour, as I have done on previous
occasions relating to mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. We
must support people who have lost their jobs and give them the opportunity of applying
their potential in different areas. It is a real shame that, despite the fact that I made a personal
approach to the Prime Minister of the Republic of Latvia, pointing out to him the
opportunity of drawing on the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, Latvia has
nevertheless not made use of this opportunity, even though 15% of Latvia’s population is
unemployed. It appears that a signal needs to be sent to the leadership of the European
Commission about the inaction of the powers that be in the Republic of Latvia. More than
100 000 people from Latvia have already left their native country. It seems that the fate of
these people is of no concern to the government of the Republic of Latvia.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) The Slovenian clothing company Mura, European
Fashion Design, had to make 2 554 workers redundant between 21 October 2009 and
20 February 2010 as a result of the economic and financial crisis. Slovenia is therefore
applying for EUR 2 247 940 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in order
to be able to take measures for the rapid reintegration into the labour market of the workers
affected. I have voted in favour of the report, because mobilisation of the funding is fully
justified.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) According to the report by Mrs Matera, we need
to support the reintegration into the labour market of workers in Slovenia who have been
made redundant as a result of the global financial and economic crisis. I think this is a
positive thing to do and have therefore voted in favour of it.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Slovenia has requested
assistance for 2 554 cases of redundancy at Mura, European Fashion Design, a company
operating in the wearing apparel sector, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree
with the Commission’s proposal as amended by Parliament.

I also agree that:

- the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors;

- the operation and added value of the EGF should be evaluated in the context of the general
assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created by the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006.

I welcome the Commission’s proposal to establish an alternative source of payment
appropriations to unused European Social Fund resources, following Parliament’s frequent
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reminders that the EGF was created as a separate, specific instrument with its own aims
and deadlines, and that suitable budget lines for transfers must therefore be identified.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The request presented by Slovenia for assistance
from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for 2 554 redundancies at Mura,
European Fashion Design, a company operating in the wearing apparel sector, in the period
from 21 October 2009 to 20 February 2010, fulfils all the legally established eligibility
criteria. In effect, under Regulation (EC) No 546/2009 of the European Parliament and of
the Council of 18 June 2009 amending Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 on establishing
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the scope of the EGF was temporarily
expanded to cover its intervention in situations like this in which there are ‘at least 500
redundancies over a period of four months in an enterprise in a Member State’ as a direct
result of the global financial and economic crisis. I therefore voted in favour of this
resolution, in the hope that the mobilisation of the EGF will help these workers successfully
rejoin the labour market.

Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0337/2010)

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Germany has requested
assistance for 1 181 redundancies spread across the four production sites of Heidelberger
Druckmaschinen in Baden-Württemberg, a company operating in the printing machinery
manufacturing sector, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the
Commission’s proposal as amended by Parliament. I also agree that it should be ensured
that the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) supports the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Aid to workers made redundant due to restructuring
and relocation should be dynamic and flexible so that it can be implemented rapidly and
effectively. In light of structural changes in international trade, it is important that the
European economy is able to quickly implement assistance policies for workers affected
by such changes whilst also giving them the skills required to return swiftly to the labour
market. Financial assistance should therefore be provided on an individual basis. It is also
important to emphasise that this assistance is not a substitute for the responsibilities
normally incumbent upon companies, nor is it intended for the financing and restructuring
of companies. Given that Germany has requested assistance for 1 181 redundancies spread
across the four production sites of Heidelberger Druckmaschinen in Baden-Württemberg,
a company operating in the printing machinery manufacturing sector, I am voting overall
in favour of this report on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund for Germany.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Today, we are approving a package of EUR 8 308 555
in aid from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in favour of Germany, in order
to address the consequences of 1 181 redundancies spread across the four production sites
of Heidelberger Druckmaschinen AG in Baden-Württemberg, a company operating in the
printing machinery manufacturing sector. As I have always pointed out, although such
assistance is extremely important in dealing with the current symptoms, it is not a final
solution to the problems affecting European industries, which lie not only in the economic
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crisis that we are experiencing, but also in the need for Europe to adapt to a changing world,
one in which it is essential to be competitive.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given the social impact of the global
economic crisis, which has had a particular effect on employment, proper utilisation of
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is of pivotal importance in alleviating
the plight of many European citizens and families, contributing to their social reintegration
and professional development, and, at the same time, developing a new, skilled workforce
to meet the needs of companies and boost the economy. It is in this context that this
intervention plan for Germany is being put forward, in relation to 1 181 redundancies
spread across the four production sites of Heidelberger Druckmaschinen in
Baden-Württemberg, a company operating in the printing machinery manufacturing
sector. I therefore hope that the European institutions will redouble their effects to
implement measures to speed up and improve the rates of utilisation of such an important
resource as the EGF, which currently has very low levels of mobilisation. This year, only
11% of the EUR 500 million available was requested.

Peter Jahr (PPE),    in writing. – (DE) Today’s decision will result in the workers from the
enterprise Heidelberger Druckmaschinen AG in Baden-Württemberg who are threatened
with redundancy receiving around EUR 8 million in assistance from the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund. These funds are to be used to assist these workers in finding
new jobs as quickly as possible. It is important to me that these people receive these funds
quickly and without significant bureaucratic frictional losses. The assistance is needed now
and not in six months’ or a year’s time. The European Union and the Member States must
also endeavour to do more than simply counter the negative consequences of globalisation.
Globalisation is a process the progress of which we can, and indeed must, control.

Wolf Klinz (ALDE),    in writing. – (DE) My abstention from this vote is not only due to
the sceptical attitude of the German Free Democratic Party to the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund, but is also based on a possible conflict of interests as a shareholder in
Heidelberger Druckmaschinen AG.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Germany because I consider that
instrument to be a valuable resource for the support of workers in difficulties on account
of the economic crisis. The EGF was set up in 2006 to provide practical support to workers
made redundant either for reasons associated with the relocation of their companies or,
following the 2009 amendment, on account of the economic crisis, in order to assist their
reintegration into the labour market.

Today’s vote concerned a request for assistance for 1 181 redundancies at four production
sites of Heidelberger Druckmaschinen AG in Baden-Württemberg, an enterprise which
operates in the manufacturing of printing machinery sector, amounting to a sum of
EUR 8 308 555 financed by the EGF. To conclude, I welcome the adoption of the report,
which shows that the EGF is a useful and effective resource for combating unemployment
resulting from globalisation and the economic crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – The European Globalisation Fund was created in order
to provide assistance for workers suffering the consequences of major structural changes
in world trade patterns. The 1 181 redundancies at four production sites of the enterprise
Druckmaschinen AG in Baden Württemberg (manufacturing of printing machinery sector)
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fall exactly into this category and I therefore supported the mobilisation of EUR 8 308 555
to assist them.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I am abstaining out of consideration
for the German workers of the Heidelberger Druckmaschinen Group, who have been
sacrificed on the altar of globalisation. In the situation into which they are plunged as a
result of the neoliberal policies advocated by the European Union, one could be inclined
to vote against, given the pitiful amount of this handout. However, the little that is being
given may help to ease their pain. This does not make the rationale of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund any less intolerable. It endorses the rationale that has led
this Group, a world leader in the manufacture of printing machines, to relocate with the
aim of increasing its profits.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity, and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is a part of that. This support is essential for helping
the unemployed and victims of the company relocations that occur in a globalised world.
More and more companies are relocating, taking advantage of the lower labour costs in a
number of countries, particularly China and India, with a damaging effect on those countries
that respect workers’ rights. The EGF is aimed at helping workers who are victims of
company relocations, and it is fundamental in facilitating their access to new employment.
The EGF has been used by other EU countries in the past, so now it is appropriate to grant
this aid to Germany, which has requested assistance for 1 181 redundancies spread across
the four production sites of Heidelberger Druckmaschinen in Baden-Württemberg, a
company operating in the printing machinery manufacturing sector.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) The effects of the economic crisis are still being
felt throughout Europe. In Germany, too, some enterprises are still struggling to survive
and are making numerous people redundant. Between 26 January 2010 and 26 May 2010,
the printing machinery manufacturer Druckmaschinen AG, based in Heidelberg, had to
make 1 181 workers redundant as a result of the crisis. The Federal Republic of Germany
has therefore applied for EUR 8 308 555 in assistance from the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund. I am voting in favour of the report, as all of the stipulated criteria for
mobilisation of the funds are met.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) I support the mobilisation of the fund in
connection with this application because this measure can provide additional support to
workers who are suffering the consequences of major structural changes in world trade
patterns and assist their reintegration into the labour market. I therefore voted in favour
of it.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Germany has requested
assistance for 1 181 redundancies spread across the four production sites of Heidelberger
Druckmaschinen in Baden-Württemberg, a company operating in the printing machinery
manufacturing sector, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the
Commission’s proposal as amended by Parliament.

I also agree that:

- the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
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of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors;

- the operation and added value of the EGF should be evaluated in the context of the general
assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created by the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006.

I welcome the Commission’s proposal to establish an alternative source of payment
appropriations to unused European Social Fund resources, following Parliament’s frequent
reminders that the EGF was created as a separate, specific instrument with its own aims
and deadlines, and that suitable budget lines for transfers must therefore be identified.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The request presented by Germany for assistance
from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for 1 181 redundancies spread
across the four production sites of Heidelberger Druckmaschinen in Baden-Württemberg,
a company operating in the printing machinery manufacturing sector, in the period between
26 January and 26 May 2010, fulfils all the legally established eligibility criteria. In effect,
under Regulation (EC) No 546/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
18 June 2009 amending Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 on establishing the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the scope of the EGF was temporarily expanded to cover
its intervention in situations like this in which there are ‘at least 500 redundancies over a
period of four months in an enterprise in a Member State’ as a direct result of the global
financial and economic crisis. I therefore voted in favour of this resolution, in the hope
that the mobilisation of the EGF will help these workers successfully rejoin the labour
market.

Angelika Werthmann (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Apart from the application from the
enterprise Heidelberger Druckmaschinen, I have, without reservations, voted in favour of
all of the applications for mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
that have been voted on today, as I support the general idea of the Globalisation Adjustment
Fund and, in particular, the direct support given to the people who, through no fault of
their own, have lost their jobs as a result of globalisation. However, with regard to the
aforementioned enterprise, Heidelberger Druckmaschinen, I abstained from the vote. In
this case, I have definite reservations. It is well-known that Heidelberger Druckmaschinen
is a jewel of the German mechanical engineering sector. The company made excellent
profits for many years.

Then, admittedly, came two or three financially difficult years. Heidelberger
Druckmaschinen reacted with the reflex typical of large companies: it reduced staff numbers
in the area where wages were high, in other words, in Germany, and, at the same time,
invested and increased the number of staff in China, where wages were low. If, during such
a process, an application is made for mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund, this represents a negative example of how a socially meaningful and very responsible
EU measure is exploited by international companies to wheedle out of their social
responsibility.

Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0359/2010)

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On the basis of the report by my Italian
colleague, Barbara Matera, I voted in favour of the proposal for a decision on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for the sum of
EUR 0.6 million in aid to Poland, which is facing redundancies in the automotive sector.
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Five hundred and ninety workers have been made redundant from two companies within
the automotive industry. I support the fact that this aid is being managed and controlled
by the bodies responsible for the European Social Fund (ESF) in Poland, thereby limiting
monitoring costs to a mere EUR 2 000. Like Mrs Matera, I congratulate the Commission
on the fact that, in the context of mobilising the EGF, it has proposed an alternative source
of payment appropriations to unused ESF funds. Nonetheless, I regret the fact that, in order
to mobilise the EGF in favour of this case, payment appropriations have been taken from
a budget heading designed to support SMEs and innovation. We must deplore the
Commission’s shortcomings in implementing competitiveness and innovation programmes,
especially during an economic crisis that is likely to significantly increase the need for
assistance.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Poland has submitted a
request for assistance for 590 redundancies at two companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 29 (manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers) in the NUTS II region
of Wielkopolskie, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the Commission’s
proposal as amended by Parliament. I also agree with the Commission’s proposal, in relation
to the mobilisation of the EGF, to establish an alternative source of payment appropriations
to unused European Social Fund resources, following Parliament’s frequent reminders that
the EGF was created as a separate, specific instrument with its own aims and deadlines,
and that suitable budget lines for transfers must therefore be identified.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Aid to workers made redundant due to restructuring
and relocation should be dynamic and flexible so that it can be implemented rapidly and
effectively. In view of the structural changes in world trade, it is vital that the European
economy is able to promptly deploy the instruments designed to support workers affected
in this way, and to provide them with new skills so that they can be quickly reintegrated
into the labour market. Financial assistance should therefore be provided on an individual
basis. It is also important to emphasise that this assistance is not a substitute for the
responsibilities normally incumbent upon companies, nor is it intended for the financing
and restructuring of companies. Given that Poland has submitted a request for assistance
for 590 redundancies at two companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 29
(manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers) in the region of Wielkopolskie,
I am voting in favour of this report or, in other words, in favour of the mobilisation of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund for Poland.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The financial and economic crisis that we are going
through, combined with the constant shifts in the labour market caused by changes to the
structure of world trade, has resulted in countless victims of unemployment, which, in
many cases, is long term. The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund was created to
respond to situations like these. In this particular case, we are talking about the mobilisation
of in excess of EUR 600 000 in favour of Poland to support 613 redundancies at two
companies in the motor vehicle manufacturing sector between 1 March 2009 and
30 November 2009. As the Commission has assessed this application and considers it to
be suitable and to meet the set requirements, and as it recommends that the request be
approved, I voted in favour.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given the social impact of the global
economic crisis, which has had a particular effect on employment, proper utilisation of
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is of pivotal importance in alleviating
the plight of many European citizens and families, contributing to their social reintegration
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and professional development, and, at the same time, developing a new, skilled workforce
to meet the needs of companies and boost the economy. It is in this context that this
intervention plan for Poland is being put forward, in relation to 590 redundancies at two
companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 29 (manufacture of motor vehicles,
trailers and semi-trailers) in the NUTS II region of Wielkopolskie. I therefore hope that the
European institutions will redouble their effects to implement measures to speed up and
improve the rates of utilisation of such an important resource as the EGF, which currently
has very low levels of mobilisation. This year, only 11% of the EUR 500 million available
was requested.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Poland because I consider that instrument
to be a valuable resource for the support of workers in difficulties on account of the
economic crisis. The EGF was set up in 2006 to provide practical support to workers made
redundant either for reasons associated with the relocation of their companies or, following
the 2009 amendment, on account of the economic crisis, in order to assist their
reintegration into the labour market.

The request for assistance concerned 1 104 redundancies (of which 590 have been targeted
for assistance) made redundant by two companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 29 (manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers), amounting to a
sum of EUR 633 077 financed by the EGF. To conclude, I welcome the adoption of the
report, which shows that the EGF is a useful and effective resource for combating
unemployment resulting from globalisation and the economic crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – The Commission has proposed granting EUR 633 077
from the European Globalisation Fund to help 1 104 workers made redundant in Poland
in two enterprises involved in the manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers.
I voted for this proposal.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I am abstaining out of consideration
for the workers of the Polish car industry, who have been sacrificed on the altar of
globalisation. In the situation into which they are plunged as a result of the neoliberal
policies advocated by the European Union, one could be inclined to vote against, given
the pitiful amount of this handout. However, the little that is being given may help to ease
their pain. This does not make the rationale of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund any less intolerable. It endorses the rationale that leads companies such as SEWS and
Leoni Atokabel to shamelessly relocate in order to increase their profits.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity, and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is a part of that. This support is essential for helping
the unemployed and victims of the company relocations that occur in a globalised world.
More and more companies are relocating, taking advantage of the lower labour costs in a
number of countries, particularly China and India, with a damaging effect on those countries
that respect workers’ rights. The EGF is aimed at helping workers who are victims of
company relocations, and it is fundamental in facilitating their access to new employment.
The EGF has been used by other EU countries in the past, so now it is appropriate to grant
this aid to Poland, which has applied for assistance for 590 redundancies at two companies
operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 29 (manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and
semi-trailers) in the NUTS II region of Wielkopolskie.
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Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) In order to be able to prevent a significant increase
in the level of unemployment as a result of the financial and economic crisis, the EU Member
States need funds to be able to implement effective political measures quickly. The European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund makes available an annual amount of EUR 500 billion for
this purpose. If more than 500 workers from one or more enterprises are made redundant
during a specific period, an application may be made for mobilisation of funds. I am voting
in favour of the report, as assistance amounting to EUR 633 077 for 1 104 redundant
Polish workers from enterprises operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 29 is fully justified.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) I voted in favour of the report because it concerns
targeted measures to help workers suffering as a result of the economic crisis and its
consequences.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Poland has submitted a
request for assistance for 590 redundancies at two companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 29 (manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers) in the NUTS II region
of Wielkopolskie, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the Commission’s
proposal as amended by Parliament.

I also agree that:

- the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors;

- the operation and added value of the EGF should be evaluated in the context of the general
assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created by the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006.

I welcome the Commission’s proposal to establish an alternative source of payment
appropriations to unused European Social Fund resources, following Parliament’s frequent
reminders that the EGF was created as a separate, specific instrument with its own aims
and deadlines, and that suitable budget lines for transfers must therefore be identified.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The request submitted by Poland for assistance
from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for 590 redundancies at two
companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 29 (manufacture of motor vehicles,
trailers and semi-trailers) in the NUTS II region of Wielkopolskie fulfils all the legally
established eligibility criteria. In effect, under Regulation (EC) No 546/2009 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 18 June 2009 amending Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006
on establishing the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the scope of the EGF was
temporarily expanded to cover its intervention in situations like this in which there are ‘at
least 500 redundancies over a period of nine months, particularly in small or medium-sized
enterprises, in a NACE 2 division in one region or two contiguous regions at NUTS II level’
as a direct result of the global financial and economic crisis. I therefore voted in favour of
this resolution, in the hope that the mobilisation of the EGF will help these workers
successfully rejoin the labour market.
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Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0358/2010)

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I voted in favour of the aid to
Aragón. This autonomous community has a population density of less than the EU average
(112 inhabitants per square kilometre); its traditional economy is growing cereals and
rearing sheep; its retail trade has suffered 1 154 redundancies from 593 businesses in a
nine-month period; 56% of people in its service sector were unemployed in February 2010,
73% of whom were women; 73.9% of workers made redundant were sales assistants in
shops and markets; 14.4% were doing unskilled jobs. It is regrettable that measures began
to be adopted too late, 11 months after the first redundancies.

It would be interesting to analyse the results of the temporary and extraordinary assistance
measures for those made redundant which will be adopted for their reintegration into the
labour market. It must, however, remain clear that these actions must not substitute those
that the businesses are obliged to adopt under national legislation or collective agreements.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Spain has submitted a
request for assistance for 1 154 redundancies at 593 companies operating in NACE
Revision 2 Division 47 (retail trade, except for motor vehicles and motorcycles) in the
NUTS II region of Aragón, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the
Commission’s proposal as amended by Parliament. I also agree that the functioning and
added value of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund should be evaluated in the
context of the general assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created
by the interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006, within the framework of the
2007–2013 Multiannual Financial Framework mid-term review process.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Aid to workers made redundant due to restructuring
and relocation should be dynamic and flexible so that it can be implemented rapidly and
effectively. In view of the structural changes in world trade, it is vital that the European
economy is able to promptly deploy the instruments designed to support workers affected
in this way, and to provide them with new skills so that they can be quickly reintegrated
into the labour market. Financial assistance should therefore be provided on an individual
basis. It is also important to emphasise that this assistance is not a substitute for the
responsibilities normally incumbent upon companies, nor is it intended for the financing
and restructuring of companies. Given that Spain has submitted a request for assistance
for 1 154 redundancies at 593 companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 47 (retail
trade, except for motor vehicles and motorcycles) in the region of Aragón, I am voting
overall in favour of this report or, in other words, in favour of the mobilisation of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund for Spain.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The financial and economic crisis that we are going
through, combined with the constant shifts in the labour market caused by changes to the
structure of world trade, has resulted in countless victims of unemployment, which, in
many cases, is long term. The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund was created to
respond to situations like these. In this particular case, we are talking about the mobilisation
of in excess of EUR 1.5 million in favour of Spain to support 1 154 redundancies at
593 companies in the retail trade between 1 June 2009 and 28 February 2010. As the
Commission has assessed this application and considers it to be suitable and to meet the
set requirements, and as it recommends that the request be approved, I voted in favour.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given the social impact of the global
economic crisis, which has had a particular effect on employment, proper utilisation of
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the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is of pivotal importance in alleviating
the plight of many European citizens and families, contributing to their social reintegration
and professional development, and, at the same time, developing a new, skilled workforce
to meet the needs of companies and boost the economy. It is in this context that this
intervention plan for Spain is being put forward, in relation to 1 154 redundancies at 593
companies operating in Division 47 (retail trade, except for motor vehicles and motorcycles)
in the NUTS II region of Aragón. I therefore hope that the European institutions will
redouble their effects to implement measures to speed up and improve the rates of utilisation
of such an important resource as the EGF, which currently has very low levels of
mobilisation. This year, only 11% of the EUR 500 million available was requested.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Spain because I consider that instrument
to be a valuable resource for the support of workers in difficulties on account of the
economic crisis. The EGF was set up in 2006 to provide practical support to workers made
redundant either for reasons associated with the relocation of their companies or, following
the 2009 amendment, on account of the economic crisis, in order to assist their
reintegration into the labour market.

Today’s request for assistance concerned 1 154 redundancies in 593 enterprises operating
in NACE Revision 2 Division 47 (retail trade, except for motor vehicles and motorcycles),
amounting to a sum of EUR 1 560 000 financed by the EGF. Lastly, I must emphasise the
importance of the EGF, which has proved to be a useful and effective resource for combating
unemployment resulting from globalisation and the economic crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – The extent of the global downturn is revealed in this
application from Spain to mobilise EUR 1 560 000 from the European Globalisation Fund
to help 1 154 people made redundant in 593 different retail enterprises over a nine month
period. I supported this request.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity, and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is a part of that. This support is essential for helping
the unemployed and victims of the company relocations that occur in a globalised world.
More and more companies are relocating, taking advantage of the lower labour costs in a
number of countries, particularly China and India, with a damaging effect on those countries
that respect workers’ rights. The EGF is aimed at helping workers who are victims of
company relocations, and it is fundamental in facilitating their access to new employment.
The EGF has been used by other EU countries in the past, so now it is appropriate to grant
this aid to Spain, which has applied for assistance for 1 154 redundancies at 593 companies
operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 47 (retail trade, except for motor vehicles and
motorcycles) in the NUTS II region of Aragón.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) There have been 1 154 redundancies affecting
593 Spanish enterprises operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 47 in the NUTS II region
of Aragón. The financial and economic crisis has resulted in a drastic downturn in sales in
the retail sector. This situation has serious consequences, particularly for the region of
Aragón, which has a lower population density than the EU average. Further emigration
from this region, which, prior to the crisis, was experiencing a slight upturn, is to be feared.
I am voting in favour of the report, as immediate action must be taken to respond to
increased levels of unemployment, particularly in small regions with struggling economies.
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Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Since this is a matter of additional support for
workers made redundant as a result of the consequences of the global financial and
economic crisis so as to provide them with additional funds for their reintegration into
the labour market, I have voted in favour.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Spain has submitted a
request for assistance for 1 154 redundancies at 593 companies operating in NACE
Revision 2 Division 47 (retail trade, except for motor vehicles and motorcycles) in the
NUTS II region of Aragón, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the
Commission’s proposal as amended by Parliament.

I also agree that:

- the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors;

- the operation and added value of the EGF should be evaluated in the context of the general
assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created by the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006.

I welcome the Commission’s proposal to establish an alternative source of payment
appropriations to unused European Social Fund resources, following Parliament’s frequent
reminders that the EGF was created as a separate, specific instrument with its own aims
and deadlines, and that suitable budget lines for transfers must therefore be identified.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The request submitted by Spain for assistance from
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for 1 154 redundancies at
593 companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 47 (retail trade, except for motor
vehicles and motorcycles) in the NUTS II region of Aragón fulfils all the legally established
eligibility criteria. In effect, under Regulation (EC) No 546/2009 of the European Parliament
and of the Council of 18 June 2009 amending Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 on
establishing the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the scope of the EGF was
temporarily expanded to cover its intervention in situations like this in which there are ‘at
least 500 redundancies over a period of nine months, particularly in small or medium-sized
enterprises, in a NACE 2 division in one region or two contiguous regions at NUTS II level’
as a direct result of the global financial and economic crisis. I therefore voted in favour of
this resolution, in the hope that the mobilisation of the EGF will help these workers
successfully rejoin the labour market.

Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0357/2010)

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I voted in favour of European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund aid for Valencia because, as a result of the structural changes
in world trade and the financial crisis, there were 544 unexpected redundancies from
143 businesses between 13 April 2009 and 12 January 2010 in the Valencian textile
industry, which have had a serious impact at local level. Out of those dismissed, 61.7% are
men, 22% are over the age of 55, 79.9% only have a basic education and four are disabled.

I believe that the training that they will be given during the 14 months of paid part-time
work experience will improve their professional qualifications so that they can enter the
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labour market. As in the previous case, it is regrettable that the measures were applied too
late, one year and two months after the first redundancies.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Spain has submitted a
request for assistance for 350 redundancies at 143 companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 13 (manufacture of textiles) in the NUTS II region of Comunidad Valenciana, I
voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the Commission’s proposal as
amended by Parliament. I also agree that the Commission’s proposal, in its explanatory
statement, should include clear and detailed information on the application, analysing the
eligibility criteria and explaining the reasons that led to its approval, in accordance with
the requests made by Parliament.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Aid to workers made redundant due to restructuring
and relocation should be dynamic and flexible so that it can be implemented rapidly and
effectively. In view of the structural changes in world trade, it is vital that the European
economy is able to promptly deploy the instruments designed to support workers affected
in this way, and to provide them with new skills so that they can be quickly reintegrated
into the labour market. Financial assistance should therefore be provided on an individual
basis. It is also important to emphasise that this assistance is not a substitute for the
responsibilities normally incumbent upon companies, nor is it intended for the financing
and restructuring of companies. Given that Spain has submitted a request for assistance
for 350 redundancies at 143 companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 13
(manufacture of textiles) in the region of Comunidad Valenciana, I am voting overall in
favour of this report or, in other words, in favour of the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund for Spain.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The financial and economic crisis that we are going
through, combined with the constant shifts in the labour market caused by changes to the
structure of world trade, has resulted in countless victims of unemployment, which, in
many cases, is long term. The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund was created to
respond to situations like these. In this particular case, we are talking about the mobilisation
of in excess of EUR 2 million in favour of Spain to support 544 redundancies at
143 companies in the textile sector between 13 April 2009 and 12 January 2010. As the
Commission has assessed this application and considers it to be suitable and to meet the
set requirements, and as it recommends that the request be approved, I voted in favour.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given the social impact of the global
economic crisis, which has had a particular effect on employment, proper utilisation of
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is of pivotal importance in alleviating
the plight of many European citizens and families, contributing to their social reintegration
and professional development, and, at the same time, developing a new, skilled workforce
to meet the needs of companies and boost the economy. It is in this context that this
intervention plan for Spain is being put forward, in relation to 350 redundancies at
143 companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 13 (manufacture of textiles) in the
NUTS II region of Comunidad Valenciana. I therefore hope that the European institutions
will redouble their effects to implement measures to speed up and improve the rates of
utilisation of such an important resource as the EGF, which currently has very low levels
of mobilisation. This year, only 11% of the EUR 500 million available was requested.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Spain because I consider that instrument
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to be a valuable resource for the support of workers in difficulties on account of the
economic crisis. The EGF was set up in 2006 to provide practical support to workers made
redundant either for reasons associated with the relocation of their companies or, following
the 2009 amendment, on account of the economic crisis, in order to assist their
reintegration into the labour market.

Today’s request for assistance concerned 544 redundancies (of which 350 have been
targeted for assistance) in 143 enterprises operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 13
(manufacture of textiles), amounting to a sum of EUR 2 059 466 financed by the EGF. To
conclude, I welcome the adoption of the report, which shows that the EGF is a useful and
effective resource for combating unemployment resulting from globalisation and the
economic crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – The textile industry is currently facing a challenging
time all over Europe. The Commission proposes mobilising EUR 1 422 850 in response
to 528 redundancies in 33 enterprises in the sector in Spain. I voted in favour.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity, and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is a part of that. This support is essential for helping
the unemployed and victims of the company relocations that occur in a globalised world.
More and more companies are relocating, taking advantage of the lower labour costs in a
number of countries, particularly China and India, with a damaging effect on those countries
that respect workers’ rights. The EGF is aimed at helping workers who are victims of
company relocations, and it is fundamental in facilitating their access to new employment.
The EGF has been used by other EU countries in the past, so now it is appropriate to grant
this aid to Spain, which has applied for assistance for 350 redundancies at 143 companies
operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 13 (manufacture of textiles) in the NUTS II region
of Comunidad Valenciana.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Between 13 April 2009 and 12 January 2010,
544 Spanish workers were made redundant from 143 enterprises operating in NACE
Revision 2 Division 13 (manufacturing of textiles). In order to be able to provide 350 of
them with assistance, Spain has applied for the mobilisation of EUR 2 059 466 from the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. I am voting in favour of the report, as all the
criteria for the mobilisation of the fund have been met in full.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Since the proportion of small and medium-sized
enterprises specialising mainly in the manufacture of furniture, shoes, textiles, ceramics
and toys in Comunidad Valenciana is very high and the service sector represents 60% of
total employment in this region, this sector has been particularly badly affected by the high
number of redundancies in the last two years. This has a high impact at local level. It is
therefore particularly important for us to strengthen and continue to support the textile
industry. I therefore voted in favour of this application.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Spain has submitted a
request for assistance for 350 redundancies at 143 companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 13 (manufacture of textiles) in the NUTS II region of Comunidad Valenciana, I
voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the Commission’s proposal as
amended by Parliament.

I also agree that:
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- the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors;

- the operation and added value of the EGF should be evaluated in the context of the general
assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created by the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006.

I welcome the Commission’s proposal to establish an alternative source of payment
appropriations to unused European Social Fund resources, following Parliament’s frequent
reminders that the EGF was created as a separate, specific instrument with its own aims
and deadlines, and that suitable budget lines for transfers must therefore be identified.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The request submitted by Spain for assistance from
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) concerns 544 redundancies (350 of
which are eligible to receive support) at 143 companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 13 (manufacture of textiles) in the NUTS II region of Comunidad Valenciana.
According to the Commission’s assessment, this application fulfils all the legally established
eligibility criteria. In effect, under Regulation (EC) No 546/2009 of the European Parliament
and of the Council of 18 June 2009 amending Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 on
establishing the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the scope of the EGF was
temporarily expanded to cover its intervention in situations like this in which there are ‘at
least 500 redundancies over a period of nine months, particularly in small or medium-sized
enterprises, in a NACE 2 division in one region or two contiguous regions at NUTS II level’
as a direct result of the global financial and economic crisis. I therefore voted in favour of
this resolution, in the hope that the mobilisation of the EGF will help these workers
successfully rejoin the labour market.

Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0356/2010)

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) I voted in favour of this initiative
so that 330 people out of the 528 who were made redundant over a period of nine months
from 66 companies in Valencia in the natural-stone processing sector can receive additional
aid in order to make it possible for them to re-enter the labour market. Of those dismissed,
62% are over the age of 45, three are disabled, 51% do not have any training and 34.4%
only have a basic education.

This community has already received other aid due to job losses in the manufacturing
sector. Therefore, other measures urgently need to be adopted. The mobilisation of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund can only form part of those measures. To
conclude, I must once again regret the fact that the Spanish State applied measures too
late: one year and three months after the redundancies, when these types of measures have
to be applied immediately and urgently.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Spain has submitted a
request for assistance for 300 redundancies at 66 companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 23 (manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products) in the NUTS II region
of Comunidad Valenciana, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the
Commission’s proposal as amended by Parliament. I also agree that the functioning and
added value of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund should be evaluated in the
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context of the general assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created
by the interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006, as part of the 2007-2013 Multiannual
Financial Framework mid-term review.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Assistance to workers made redundant due to
restructuring and relocation must be dynamic and flexible so that it can be implemented
rapidly and effectively. In the light of structural changes to international trade, it is important
for the European economy to quickly implement instruments to aid workers affected by
such changes, whilst also giving them the skills required for their swift reintegration into
the labour market. On this basis, financial assistance should be provided on an individual
basis. It is also important to emphasise that this assistance is not a substitute for companies’
normal responsibilities, nor is it intended to finance companies or lead to their restructuring.
Given that Spain has requested assistance for 300 individuals who have lost their jobs at
66 companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 23 (manufacture of other
non-metallic mineral products) in the region of Comunidad Valenciana, overall, I am voting
in favour of this report or, put another way, in favour of mobilising the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund to support Spain.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) We are today approving the mobilisation of an aid
package totalling EUR 1 422 850 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in
favour of Spain, a country that has been badly affected by the global economic crisis and,
in particular, has seen unemployment rise above the European average. In this specific
case, the aid concerns 528 redundancies at 66 companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 23 (manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products). I hope the Spanish
economy will be able to respond adequately to the crisis, as the mobilisation of this aid is
only part of that response.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given the social impact of the global
economic crisis, which has had a particular effect on employment, proper utilisation of
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is of pivotal importance in alleviating
the plight of many European individuals and families, contributing to their social
reintegration and professional development, while, at the same time, supplying new
qualified resources to meet the needs of companies and boost the economy. It is in such a
context that this intervention plan for Spain has been designed, a plan implemented
regarding 66 companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 23 (manufacture of other
non-metallic mineral products) in the NUTS II region of Comunidad Valenciana. I hope,
therefore, that the European institutions will consolidate efforts to implement measures
designed to accelerate and improve the level of utilisation of a resource of such importance
as the EGF which currently has very low levels of mobilisation. This year, only 11% of the
EUR 500 million available was requested.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Spain because I consider that instrument
to be a valuable resource for the support of workers in difficulties on account of the
economic crisis. The EGF was set up in 2006 to provide practical support to workers made
redundant either for reasons associated with the relocation of their companies or, following
the 2009 amendment, on account of the economic crisis, in order to assist their
reintegration into the labour market.

Today’s vote concerned a request for assistance for 528 redundancies (of which 300 have
been targeted for assistance from the fund) in 66 companies operating in NACE Revision 2
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Division 23 (manufacture of non-metallic mineral products), amounting to a sum of
EUR 1 422 850 financed by the EGF.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – This application refers to the mobilisation of a global
amount of EUR 1 422 850 from the EGF for Spain. It concerns 528 redundancies in 66
enterprises operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 23, namely ‘Manufacture of non-metallic
mineral products’, during the nine-month reference period from 31 March to 30 December
2009. The Commission’s assessment was based on: the evaluation of the link between the
redundancies and major structural changes in world trade patterns or the financial crisis;
the unforeseen nature of the redundancies concerned; demonstration of the number of
redundancies and compliance with the criteria of Article 2(a); the explanation of the
unforeseen nature of those redundancies; the identification of dismissing enterprises and
workers targeted for assistance, the territory concerned and its authorities and stakeholders;
the impact of the redundancies as regards local, regional or national employment; the
coordinated package of personalised services to be funded, including its compatibility with
actions funded by the Structural Funds; dates on which the personalised services to affected
workers were started or planned to start; procedures for consulting the social partners,
management and control systems. In accordance with the Commission’s assessment, the
application fulfils the eligibility criteria set up by the EGF Regulation and I therefore support
it.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I am abstaining out of consideration
for the Spanish workers of companies such as Levantina who have been sacrificed on the
altar of globalisation. In the situation into which they are plunged as a result of the neoliberal
policies advocated by the European Union, one could be inclined to vote against, given
the pitiful amount of this handout. However, the little that is being given may help to ease
their pain. This does not make the rationale of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund any less intolerable. It endorses the rationale that has enabled the Charterhouse and
Impala Funds to increase their capital at the expense of the Levantina workers in Comunidad
Valenciana.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity, and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is a part of this. This aid is essential in helping the
unemployed and victims of the relocations occurring in an era of globalisation. An
increasing number of companies are relocating, taking advantage of reduced labour costs
in a number of countries, particularly China and India, with a damaging effect on countries
which respect workers’ rights. The EGF aims to help workers who are victims of companies
relocating and is crucial in facilitating access to new jobs. The EGF has been used in the
past by other EU countries, so it is proper to provide aid to Spain which has presented a
request for assistance relating to the 300 individuals who have lost their jobs in
66 companies operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 23 (manufacture of other
non-metallic mineral products) in the NUTS II region of Comunidad Valenciana.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) EUR 500 million is the annual ceiling for the
funds that can be mobilised through the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. As
there were a total of 528 redundancies in 66 enterprises in Spain between 31 March 2009
and 30 December 2009, the mobilisation of funds from the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund amounting to EUR 1 422 850 is not in the least surprising. I am voting
in favour of the report, as the full utilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund is extremely welcome.
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Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) I support this application, which seeks to cushion
the effects of the numerous redundancies in this sector and to assist the reintegration into
the labour market of workers who have been made redundant as a result of the global
financial and economic crisis.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Spain has requested
assistance in respect of 300 redundancies at 66 companies operating in NACE Revision 2
Division 23 (manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products) in the NUTS II region
of Comunidad Valenciana, I voted in favour of the resolution because I agree with the
Commission’s proposal and with the amendments to it tabled by Parliament.

I also agree that:

- the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors;

- the operation and added value of the EGF should be evaluated in the context of the general
assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created by the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006.

I welcome the European Commission’s proposal to establish a source of funds other than
unused European Social Fund resources, in response to the repeated statements by the
European Parliament that it is necessary to identify appropriate budgetary mechanisms
for the transfer of funds, given that the EGF was set up to be a specific and separate
instrument with its own aims and funding periods.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The request submitted by Spain to mobilise the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in relation to 300 of the 528 redundancies
at 66 companies operating in NACE 2 Division 23 (manufacture of other non-metallic
mineral products) in the NUTS II region of Comunidad Valenciana fulfils all the legally
established eligibility criteria. Under Regulation (EC) No 546/2009 of the European
Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 on establishing
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the scope of the EGF was temporarily
widened: intervention was envisaged in situations like this where, as a direct result of the
global financial and economic crisis, there are ‘at least 500 redundancies over a period of
nine months, particularly in small or medium-sized enterprises, in a NACE 2 division in
one region or two contiguous regions at NUTS II level’. I therefore voted in favour of this
resolution, and I hope that the mobilisation of the EGF will contribute to the successful
reintegration of these workers into the labour market.

Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0351/2010)

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing. – (ES) The crisis has led to a 28% decline
in vehicle registrations. In Terres de l’Ebre (Catalonia), employment in the service sector is
at 60%. The closure of Lear Automotive led to a 4% increase in unemployment in the area,
which, in 2009, stood at 22.7%.

This aid aims to provide a package of personalised services similar to other aid granted in
the same region and to the same sector, in another case that covered 1 429 of the
2 330 people made redundant. This case will apply to 508 of the 515 redundancies recorded
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over a period of four months in 2010 due to the closure of Lear Automotive. I voted in
favour of this initiative so that its application will enable those affected to re-enter the
labour market and it will help to reduce unemployment.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Spain has applied for
assistance for 508 redundancies at Lear Automotive (EEDS) Spain, S.L. Sociedad
Unipersonal, a company that operates in the automotive sector, I voted in favour of the
resolution because I agree with the Commission’s proposal as amended by Parliament. I
also agree that the Commission’s proposal, in its explanatory statement, should include
clear and detailed information on the application, analysing the eligibility criteria and
explaining the reasons that led to its approval, in accordance with the requests made by
Parliament.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Aid to workers made redundant due to restructuring
and relocation should be dynamic and flexible so that it can be implemented rapidly and
effectively. In view of the structural changes in world trade, it is vital that the European
economy is able to promptly deploy the instruments designed to support workers affected
in this way, and to provide them with new skills so that they can be quickly reintegrated
into the labour market. Financial assistance should therefore be provided on an individual
basis. It is also important to emphasise that this assistance is not a substitute for the
responsibilities normally incumbent upon companies, nor is it intended for the financing
and restructuring of companies. Given that Spain has applied for assistance for
508 redundancies at Lear Automotive (EEDS), a company operating in the automotive
sector in the region of Catalonia, I am voting overall in favour of this report or, in other
words, in favour of the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund for
Spain.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) We are here again today to adopt the mobilisation
of a European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) assistance package totalling
EUR 382 000 to support the Spanish automotive industry. In this particular case, the
assistance relates to the 515 jobs which have been lost at Lear Automotive (EEDS) Spain,
S.L. Sociedad Unipersonal, a company which operates in the automotive sector in Catalonia.
Before the crisis, the automotive sector was Spain’s most important source of exports.
However, the reduction in demand for such products in the European Union as a result of
the crisis promises to threaten yet more job losses, not only in Spain but throughout the
Union, and, as a consequence, it is important that utilisation of the EGF can effectively
assist a sector which is so important to the European economy.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given the social impact of the global
economic crisis, which has had a particular effect on employment, proper utilisation of
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is of pivotal importance in alleviating
the plight of many European individuals and families, contributing to their social
reintegration and professional development, while, at the same time, supplying new
qualified resources to meet the needs of companies and boost the economy. It is in such a
context that this intervention plan for Spain has been designed, a plan which will assist
the 508 individuals who have lost their jobs at Lear Automotive (EEDS) Spain, S.L. Sociedad
Unipersonal, a company which operates in the automotive sector. I hope, therefore, that
the European institutions will consolidate efforts to implement measures designed to
accelerate and improve the level of utilisation of a resource of such importance as the EGF
which currently has very low levels of mobilisation. This year, only 11% of the
EUR 500 million available was requested.
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Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Spain because I consider that instrument
to be a valuable resource for the support of workers in difficulties on account of the
economic crisis. The EGF was set up in 2006 to provide practical support to workers made
redundant either for reasons associated with the relocation of their companies or, following
the 2009 amendment, on account of the economic crisis, in order to assist their
reintegration into the labour market.

The report adopted today concerned a request for assistance for 515 redundancies (of
which 508 have been targeted for assistance from the fund) in Lear Automotive (EEDS)
Spain, an enterprise which operates in the automotive sector in Catalonia, amounting to
a total of EUR 382 200 financed by the EGF. To conclude, I welcome the adoption of the
report, which shows that the EGF is a useful and effective resource for combating
unemployment resulting from globalisation and the economic crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – The economic downturn in the automotive sector
has led to 515 redundancies in the enterprise Lear Automotive (Spain). I support the
proposal to mobilise EUR 382 200 from the European Globalisation Fund to assist them.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I am abstaining out of consideration
for the Spanish workers of Lear Automotive, who have been sacrificed on the altar of
globalisation. In the situation into which they are plunged as a result of the neoliberal
policies advocated by the European Union, one could be inclined to vote against, given
the pitiful amount of this handout. However, the little that is being given may help to ease
their pain. This does not make the rationale of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund any less intolerable. It endorses the rationale that has led this US multinational and
its main shareholders, Pezna Investment Management and the Californian teachers’ pension
fund, to relocate without any consideration for those who made them wealthy.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity, and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is a part of that. This aid is essential in helping the
unemployed and victims of the relocations occurring in an era of globalisation. An
increasing number of companies are relocating, taking advantage of reduced labour costs
in a number of countries, particularly China and India, with a damaging effect on countries
that respect workers’ rights. The EGF aims to help workers who are victims of companies
relocating and is crucial in facilitating access to new jobs. The EGF has already been used
in the past by other EU countries, so we should now grant this aid to Spain for assistance
with respect to 508 redundancies at Lear Automotive (EEDS) Spain, S.L. Sociedad
Unipersonal, a company which operates in the automotive sector in Catalonia.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) In order to be able to apply for funds from the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund and for the application subsequently to be
approved, there are clearly defined criteria that need to be met. It is intended to benefit
workers who have been made redundant as a result of the global financial and economic
crisis by establishing measures that will guarantee their rapid reintegration into the labour
market. The fund provides an annual amount of EUR 500 million for such cases. However,
an enterprise must have made at least 500 redundancies – like the Spanish enterprise Lear
Automotive, which meets all the criteria – for Spain to be able to apply for funds. I am
voting in favour of the report, as this is precisely what the funds from the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund are for.
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Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Spain has requested
assistance in respect of 508 redundancies at Lear Automotive (EEDS) Spain, S.L. Sociedad
Unipersonal, a company which operates in the automotive sector, I voted in favour of the
resolution, because I agree with the Commission’s proposal and the amendments to it
tabled by Parliament.

I also agree that:

- the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors;

- the operation and added value of the EGF should be evaluated in the context of the general
assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created by the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006.

I welcome the European Commission’s proposal to establish a source of funds other than
unused European Social Fund resources, in response to the repeated statements by the
European Parliament that it is necessary to identify appropriate budgetary mechanisms
for the transfer of funds, given that the EGF was set up to be a specific and separate
instrument with its own aims and funding periods.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The request submitted by Spain to mobilise the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in relation to 508 redundancies at Lear
Automotive (EEDS) Spain, S.L. Sociedad Unipersonal, a company which operates in the
automotive sector, fulfils all the legally established eligibility criteria. Under Regulation (EC)
No 546/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EC)
No 1927/2006 on establishing the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the scope
of the EGF was temporarily widened: intervention was envisaged in situations like this
where, as a direct result of the global financial and economic crisis, there are ‘at least
500 redundancies over a period of four months in an enterprise in a Member State’. I
therefore voted in favour of this resolution, and I hope that the mobilisation of the EGF
will contribute to the successful reintegration of these workers into the labour market.

Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0352/2010)

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Poland has requested
assistance in respect of 189 redundancies at H. Cegielski-Poznań and at four of its suppliers,
all operating in the marine diesel engine sector, I voted in favour of the resolution, as I
agree with the Commission’s proposal combined with the respective amendments
introduced by Parliament. I also agree that we should ensure that the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of individual redundant workers
into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from the EGF is not a substitute for
measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue of national law or collective
agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of companies or sectors.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Aid to workers made redundant due to restructuring
and relocation must be dynamic and flexible so that it can be implemented rapidly and
effectively. In the light of structural changes to international trade, it is important for the
European economy to quickly implement instruments to aid workers affected by such
changes, whilst also giving them the skills required for their swift reintegration into the
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labour market. Given this, financial assistance should be provided on an individual basis.
It is also important to emphasise that this assistance is not a substitute for companies’
normal responsibilities, nor is it intended to finance companies or lead to their restructuring.
Given that Poland has requested assistance for 189 cases of redundancy at
H. Cegielski-Poznań, a producer of diesel motors used in ships and electricity stations and
four of its suppliers, overall, I am voting in favour of this report or, put another way, in
favour of mobilising the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund to support Poland.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) We are here today to adopt a European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) assistance package of EUR 114 250 for Poland to allow it to address
the consequences of the 658 job losses at four productive facilities at H. Cegielski-Poznań,
a company involved in the production of maritime diesel motors, and four of its suppliers
in the cities and district of Poznań. As I have always warned, whilst such assistance is very
important in dealing with the present symptoms, it is not a final solution to the problems
affecting European industries which relate not only to the economic crisis we are facing
but also to the need for Europe to adapt to a changing world, one in which competitiveness
is fundamental.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given the social impact of the global
economic crisis, which has had a particular effect on employment, proper utilisation of
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is of pivotal importance in alleviating
the plight of many European individuals and families, contributing to their social
reintegration and professional development, while, at the same time, supplying new
qualified resources to meet the needs of companies and boost the economy. It is in this
context that this intervention plan for Poland has been designed, a plan which relates to
the 189 individuals who have lost their jobs at H. Cegielski-Poznań, a firm which produces
maritime diesel motors, and four of its suppliers. I hope, therefore, that the European
institutions will consolidate efforts to implement measures designed to accelerate and
improve the level of utilisation of a resource of such importance as the EGF which currently
has very low levels of mobilisation. This year, only 11% of the EUR 500 million available
was requested.

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) The global economic crisis has given rise
to major structural changes in many businesses, resulting in a huge number of people
losing their jobs. The proposal under examination relates to assistance for a large group
of workers laid off in the Polish region of Wielkopolskie. A second proposal for financial
assistance upon which we are voting today relates to several hundred more lay-offs in the
same region. There is therefore a huge amount of upheaval on the local market in this
region of Poland. I am delighted that the European Commission has confirmed that the
application meets the conditions required for the granting of financial support. As a result,
the laid-off workers will be able either to get back their old jobs or find new ones, and the
owners of the businesses will make use of the support to mitigate the negative effects of
the global crisis and to maintain their place in the market.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Poland. The EGF was set up in 2006 to
provide practical support to workers made redundant either for reasons associated with
the relocation of their companies or, following the 2009 amendment, on account of the
economic crisis, in order to assist their reintegration into the labour market. Today’s vote
concerned a request for assistance for 658 redundancies (of which 189 have been targeted
for assistance) at H. Cegielski-Poznań and four of its suppliers, enterprises which operate
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in the sector concerned with the manufacture of marine diesel engines in the cities of
Poznań and Poviat, amounting to a total of EUR 114 250 financed by the EGF.

Lastly, I would note that the adoption of today’s reports once again shows the importance
of the EGF, which is a valuable resource to assist workers in difficulties due to the economic
crisis and is also an effective tool for combating unemployment.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I voted for this application for the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund to assist 658 redundancies in the enterprise
H. Cegielski-Poznań and four of its suppliers, which operate in the manufacture of marine
diesel engines in Poznań and the surrounding district. The Commission proposed mobilising
EUR 114 250 and I support the proposal.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I am abstaining out of consideration
for the workers of the Polish car industry, who have been sacrificed on the altar of
globalisation. In the situation into which they are plunged as a result of the neoliberal
policies advocated by the European Union, one could be inclined to vote against, given
the pitiful amount of this handout. However, the little that is being given may help to ease
their pain. This does not make the rationale of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund any less intolerable. It endorses the rationale which leads to the privatisation of
State-owned companies such as Ciegielski-Poznań.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity, and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is a part of that. This aid is essential in helping the
unemployed and victims of the relocations occurring in an era of globalisation. An
increasing number of companies are relocating, taking advantage of reduced labour costs
in a number of countries, particularly China and India, with a damaging effect on countries
that respect workers’ rights. The EGF aims to help workers who are victims of companies
relocating and is crucial in facilitating access to new jobs. The EGF has been used in the
past by other EU countries, so it is appropriate for providing aid to Poland, which has
presented a request for assistance relating to the 189 redundancies at H. Cegielski-Poznań,
a company which produces marine diesel engines, and at four of its suppliers.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) In order for States in which workers have been
made redundant as a result of the global financial and economic crisis to be able to provide
these workers with practical assistance, the EU has set up the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund. The mobilisation of funds is intended to facilitate the reintegration into
the labour market of those affected. I am voting in favour of the report, as Poland needs
to support 658 workers who have been made redundant from the enterprise H.
Cegielski-Poznán.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that Poland has requested
assistance in respect of 189 redundancies at H. Cegielski-Poznań and at four of its suppliers,
all operating in the marine diesel engine sector, I voted in favour of the resolution, as I
agree with the Commission’s proposal combined with the respective amendments
introduced by Parliament.

I also agree that:

- the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) should support the reintegration of
individual redundant workers into employment, and I would reiterate that assistance from
the EGF is not a substitute for measures that are the responsibility of companies by virtue
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of national law or collective agreements, nor is it intended to finance the restructuring of
companies or sectors;

- the operation and added value of the EGF should be evaluated in the context of the general
assessment of the programmes and various other instruments created by the
interinstitutional agreement of 17 May 2006.

I welcome the European Commission’s proposal to establish a source of funds other than
unused European Social Fund resources, in response to the repeated statements by the
European Parliament that it is necessary to identify appropriate budgetary mechanisms
for the transfer of funds, given that the EGF was set up to be a specific and separate
instrument with its own aims and funding periods.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The request submitted by Poland to mobilise the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in relation to 189 of the 658 redundancies
at H. Cegielski-Poznán, a company which produces marine diesel engines, and four of its
suppliers, in the period from 1 September 2009 to 1 January 2010, fulfils all the legally
established eligibility criteria. Under Regulation (EC) No 546/2009 of the European
Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 on establishing
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, the scope of the EGF was temporarily
widened: intervention was envisaged in situations like this where, as a direct result of the
global financial and economic crisis, there are ‘at least 500 redundancies over a period of
four months in an enterprise in a Member State, including workers made redundant within
its suppliers or downstream producers’. I therefore voted in favour of this resolution, and
I hope that the mobilisation of the EGF will contribute to the successful reintegration of
these workers into the labour market.

Report: Barbara Matera (A7-0336/2010), (A7-0337/2010), (A7-0359/2010),
(A7-0358/2010), (A7-0357/2010), (A7-0356/2010), (A7-0351/2010), (A7-0352/2010)

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – With the adoption of this text, the EP
has requested the institutions involved to make the necessary efforts to accelerate the
mobilisation of the EGF. It also recalls the institutions’ commitment to ensuring a smooth
and rapid procedure for the adoption of decisions on the mobilisation of the EGF, providing
one-off, time-limited individual support geared to helping workers who have suffered
redundancies as a result of globalisation and the financial and economic crisis. It emphasises
the role that the EGF can play in the reintegration of workers made redundant into the
labour market. Finally, it stresses that, in accordance with Article 6 of the EGF Regulation,
it should be ensured that the EGF supports the reintegration of individual redundant workers
into employment, and reiterates that assistance from the EGF must not replace actions
which are the responsibility of companies by virtue of national law or collective agreements,
nor measures restructuring companies or sectors.

Report: Claude Moraes (A7-0347/2010)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) It is regrettable that this proposal, dating back
to 2003, and which aims to provide refugees with long-term resident status after five years
of continuous legal residence, has not been implemented in the intervening period. With
the amendments proposed by the European Parliament in April 2008, which provide for,
amongst other measures, the calculation of the five years of residence preceding the
application for residence status, and with the lack of unanimity in the Council, this new
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proposal will directly aid beneficiaries of international protection who have been residing
within EU territory for more than five years but still do not have resident status.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I voted for this report which supports the
application of the proposal to both Geneva Convention refugees and beneficiaries of
subsidiary protection. In its report, the European Parliament supports the European
Commission’s proposal and takes into account the commitment to protect the interests
of beneficiaries of international protection. I would like to draw attention to the fact that
currently, the situation for citizens of third countries who are beneficiaries of international
protection is confusing and unclear because the conditions for granting this status are not
harmonised. According to the Commission’s proposal, the conditions and procedure for
granting status will become simpler and clearer in the European Union. Furthermore, this
new directive will enable beneficiaries of international protection who become long-term
residents to take up residence in a Member State other than the one in which they were
recognised.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This initiative has been tabled to follow up on the
2007 proposal for a directive on the extension of long-term resident status to refugees and
persons under subsidiary protection, which never achieved the unanimity in the Council
that was necessary before the Treaty of Lisbon entered into force. It aims to give beneficiaries
of international protection who have been legally residing in a Member State for a period
of five years legal certainty about their right of residence in a Member State, as well as a set
of rights comparable to those of EU nationals.

The compromise reached is of the greatest importance, not only because it allows refugees
within the EU to have a high level of protection and legal certainty, but also because the
discriminatory treatment of all nationals of countries outside the EU has finally been
abolished.

It is also an important political signal, because the adoption of this first initiative of a series
of six pieces of legislation is not only a first step, but also a reflection of the constructive
approach guiding the three institutions in the establishment of a Common European
Asylum System by 2012.

Ioan Enciu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of adopting this directive. The
proposal for a directive amends another directive from 2003 so as to allow beneficiaries
of international protection as well (refugees in particular) to be granted the right to be
eligible for a long-term residence permit within the EU if the relevant person has already
lived legally in the EU for at least five years. Once they have this permit, they will enjoy
similar rights to the rest of citizens and will be able, for example, to move around and settle
in any EU state (apart from the UK, Denmark and Ireland). It is further stipulated that these
beneficiaries of international protection may continue to be expelled from the EU, but only
under very strict rules, bearing in mind the principle of refoulement and the rights granted
primarily under the Charter of Fundamental Rights.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This proposal aims to extend the scope of Council
Directive 2003/109/EC concerning the status of third-country nationals who are long-term
residents and beneficiaries of international protection who have been legally residing in a
Member State for a period of more than five years. By treating beneficiaries of international
protection equally in all Member States, such a measure puts an end to the inequalities
which have hitherto existed between Member States and will allow the individuals in
question to reside in a Member State other than the one in which they gained legal
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recognition, something which did not happen previously. These measures are important
precisely because we are building a common area of freedom and security within Europe,
creating an area in which those who are duly recognised as having the protection of
international law must benefit from the same rights in the various Member States.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) After a first failed attempt, it was about time
that beneficiaries of international protection finally enjoyed equal treatment with other
third-country nationals who are long-term residents. Indeed, there is no reason why they
should be treated so differently or why there should be such uncertainty over their status
within the Union. I therefore supported Claude Moraes’s report, which, among other things,
has made it possible to further strengthen the guarantees against ‘refoulement’ and, despite
the reservations expressed, to arrive at the favourable figure of five years’ residence. Another
significant fact to be welcomed is that this is the only text of the ‘asylum package’ to have
ultimately been adopted under the Belgian Presidency of the Council of the European
Union, and this in spite of the commitments made at the beginning of its mandate.
Therefore, we need to continue to work hard to ensure that the Common European Asylum
System, founded, inter alia, on common procedures and reception conditions, finally
becomes a reality within the Union. Today, the issues at stake are clear to see: only by
improving and harmonising national asylum systems, which differ so much at present,
will we be able to have a common system.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the report on the proposal for a
directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2003/109/EC
to extend its scope to beneficiaries of international protection. I did so because I believe
that it is important to guarantee refugees the same rights as citizens from third countries
who hold a long-term residence permit.

Through today’s vote, the European Parliament has plugged a gap in European Union law
regulating the legal status of long-term legal residents, which did not apply to refugees and
beneficiaries of international protection. Thanks to the new rules, these people will be able
to enjoy greater certainty with regard to their legal status in the European Union and will
not be subject to inequality of treatment compared to citizens of third countries.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I voted for this proposal which intends to give
long-term resident status to beneficiaries of international protection who have been residing
legally on the territory of the EU for more than 5 years. This gives them an opportunity to
integrate, which means being able to communicate in one of the official languages of their
Member State of residence, and to increase their awareness of their rights and obligations,
as well as of the core values of the Member State of residence. To this end, language training
should be provided by the Member State to long-term residents. Member States should
also be encouraged to develop training programmes about the fundamental laws and core
values of the Member State of residence and principles of democracy, human rights and
equality, as well as individual rights and obligations in that Member State.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for this report because I am convinced
that it would have positive effects for all beneficiaries of international protection who have
been residing legally on the territory of the European Union for more than five years, but
who currently have no entitlement to long-term resident status.

We are convinced of the need to ensure greater certainty regarding their legal situation in
the EU, avoiding all possible differential treatment vis-à-vis other third-country nationals.
We share the serious concern of some Member States that they may host a disproportionate
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number of beneficiaries of international protection due to their particular geographical or
demographic situation.

Therefore, it seems that further measures to deal with any unwanted consequences are
more necessary than ever, including, for instance, the adoption of measures to make it
easier for such people to move to and establish residence in a Member State other than the
one that afforded them international protection. We therefore support all possible proposed
safeguards against refoulement (only the Member State which granted international
protection should be authorised to carry out expulsions), striving to uphold family unity
where desirable.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The intention is that the adoption of this report will
extend the scope of Council Directive 2003/109/EC concerning the status of third-country
nationals who are long-term residents and beneficiaries of international protection who
have been legally residing in a Member State for a period of more than five years. From
now on, this will allow equal treatment of beneficiaries of international protection in all
Member States and will allow the individuals in question to reside within a Member State
other than the one in which they gained legal recognition, something which did not happen
previously. The importance of these measures is directly related to the aim of creating a
common area of freedom and security within Europe, creating an area in which those who
are duly recognised as having the protection of international law must benefit from the
same rights in the various Member States.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) International law and moral principles give
the European Union the opportunity of accelerating the granting of legal status to
individuals whose life in their country of birth, outside the European Union, is impossible.
Every individual has the right to be treated humanely. However, refugee status must be
defined taking into account all the circumstances and prohibiting any kind of speculative
dealings, be it of a financial nature or pertaining to migration policy. Unfortunately, facts
that have not been thoroughly verified are often accepted as true in both the European
Union and the European Parliament. Sometimes, the false statements made by defenders
of rights and various assorted individuals are accepted as true. It is important not to tolerate
populism. Otherwise, whole peoples may be able to settle in Europe under refugee status.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Whether, under what circumstances and after
what period of legal residence refugees are granted a long-term residence permit is a matter
for the Member States to decide and must not be dictated by the EU. The fact that this
proposal was adopted two years late and in a revised form is not without its problems,
because a correct interpretation of the much cited Geneva Convention would result in only
a fraction of the asylum applications being accepted. The fact that after five years of legal
residence, beneficiaries of international protection are to have rights comparable to those
of EU nationals has raised problems and questions, particularly in those EU states with
strong social systems, which will give rise to inestimable costs.

Extension of the area of application to include refugees and beneficiaries of subsidiary
protection can only serve to burden the public purse even more. We must, in particular,
always take into account the enticement to refugees, in other words, the fact that the
measures intended to provide protection and financial security are exactly those that
represent an incentive for many economic migrants to immigrate illegally into Europe on
the pretext of seeking asylum from inhumane and life-threatening conditions. Equally
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questionable is the idea of taking into account the duration of the asylum procedure when
calculating entitlement to a residence permit. For these reasons, I voted against the report.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) After residing in a Member State for five years,
refugees are to be granted a long-term residence permit, which is then to apply throughout
the whole of the EU. Since the asylum systems in the different Member States have different
levels of stringency, a well-advised refugee would settle initially in the Member State that
has the most lenient asylum law with the most loopholes. After five years, he can then
leave his place of residence and move to any other Member State of the European Union
of his choosing. The result is secondary migration from countries with low standards to
Member States with generous social systems. People will first choose the Member States
according to the stringency of the asylum law and then according to the level of social
services. That would, of course, put a particular burden on countries like Austria, Germany
or the Netherlands. The approach taken by this report is certainly not a sensible way to
deal with asylum challenges in the EU and pursue appropriate integration policy. I therefore
voted against this report.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the present
report as I agree with the extension of the scope of Directive 2003/109/EC to provide
long-term resident status to individuals who benefit from protection under international
law and who have already legally resided in the territory of a Member State for a period of
five years.

In particular, I would emphasise the inclusive nature of the policy which would result from
the present proposal. Long-term resident status provides the opportunity to integrate these
individuals, particularly through the language training which must be provided by Member
States to long-term residents.

For the same reasons, I support the rapporteur’s proposal to encourage Member States to
develop educational programmes on the fundamental values and legal principles of the
Member State of residence, as well as on the general principles of democracy, human rights
and the rights and duties of individuals.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I should like to thank Mr Moraes for his excellent
work and I share with him the idea of adopting a constructive approach that includes most
of the amendments proposed by the Commission, as well as numerous technical
amendments agreed in the Council during negotiations on this instrument. The draft report
reflects the desire to take some of the Member States’ concerns into consideration, with
the aim of reaching an agreement at first reading, as well as a commitment to protect the
interests of beneficiaries of international protection before and after they obtain long-term
residency status.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I believe that the
extension of long-term resident status to beneficiaries of international protection who
have been legally residing in a Member State for a period of five years is quite clearly
justifiable, since it guarantees equality of treatment to all nationals of third countries, and
promotes the economic and social cohesion of the European Union.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – In 2001, the Commission presented a
proposal for a directive concerning the status of third-country nationals who are long-term
residents. In this proposal, it was originally foreseen that refugees could qualify for long-term
resident status after five years of legal and continuous residence in a Member State. In the
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course of the negotiations, it was nevertheless decided by the Member States to exclude
refugees from the scope of the directive. Subsequently, in the Joint Statement from the
Council and the Commission, made at the JHA Council of 8 May 2003, it was agreed that
the Commission would table a proposal for a directive on the extension of long-term
resident status to refugees and persons under subsidiary protection.

This proposal was tabled by the Commission in June 2007 using the same legal base as
the act it was supposed to amend, i.e. Articles 63(3)(a) and 63(4) of the EC Treaty. The
main objective of the proposal was to give beneficiaries of international protection who
have been legally residing in a Member State for a period of 5 years legal certainty about
their right of residence in a Member State, as well as a set of rights comparable to those of
EU nationals.

Report: Nathalie Griesbeck (A7-0345/010)

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing . – I voted in favour of this resolution which
approves the conclusion of an agreement with Georgia on the facilitation of the issuance
of visas. This agreement shows a clear desire for rapprochement between Georgia and the
EU which has been expressed in recent years through a series of significant political acts,
ranging from improved bilateral cooperation between the EU and Georgia to Georgia’s
accession to the Council of Europe and the European Convention on Human Rights. I
supported the resolution as I strongly believe that the agreement on the facilitation of the
issuance of visas will facilitate people-to-people contacts, which are a very important
condition for the development of economic, social, humanitarian, cultural, scientific and
other ties.

I believe that the elimination of the visa requirement for the citizens of Georgia will mark
an important step on their path to European integration. A visa facilitation regime is of
great significance in people’s lives as it strengthens contacts between peoples and brings
about the realisation of the idea of free movement, which is one of the fundamental rights
in Europe.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing . – (LT) I voted in favour of this European Parliament
recommendation on the facilitation of the issuance of visas for Georgia, because the
enlargement of the European Union was an opportunity for the Union to create a new
framework for cooperation with its neighbours to the east and the south. In particular, the
agreement on the facilitation of the issuance of visas will facilitate people-to-people contacts
that form a major precondition for developing economic, humanitarian, cultural, scientific
and other ties. Furthermore, a visa facilitation regime is of great significance in people’s
lives as it strengthens contacts between peoples and brings about the realisation of the idea
of free movement, which is one of the fundamental rights in Europe. The elimination of
the visa requirement for citizens of Georgia will also mark an important stage on their path
to European integration. I agree with the European Parliament’s position that agreements
concluded between the Union and Georgia, such as that on the readmission of persons
residing without authorisation and on the facilitation of the issuance of visas, are, first of
all, a very important stage, a step forward in relations between the European Union and
Georgia. Furthermore, these agreements are also relevant from a regional point of view
and will support EU efforts to enhance cooperation with other countries in the region.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The European Union has speeded up
the process of opening up to the states of the South Caucasus ever since its expansion
towards Eastern Europe, at a time when this region has become extremely important from
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a strategic, stability and security perspective. Europe now has a duty to the countries in
this region. Its commitment is clear, especially given the proximity of these countries to
the EU’s eastern border. Apart from the economic and commercial potential offered by
these states, the agreement between the EU and Georgia on the facilitation of issuance of
visas to citizens from this state is also a measure for encouraging democracy in this country.
It is important for the EU to export the principles of good governance, fair justice and total
respect for human rights. This action will also be boosted by the two agreements signed
recently with Georgia. One concerns the readmission of persons residing without
authorisation and the other the facilitated issuance of visas.

Waiving the compulsory requirement for Georgian citizens to have visas will mark an
important step on the road to bringing them closer to Europe. A visa facilitation scheme
is of paramount importance to people’s lives as it increases contacts between people and
makes a reality of the idea of free movement, one of the European Union’s fundamental
rights.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The actions of the European Union
must be based upon the principles of good governance and respect for democracy and
human rights. In relations with the South Caucasus region, the EU must be a partner to it,
assisting with economic and commercial development, with security, with stability, with
the promotion of prosperity, and with conflict resolution. The agreement to facilitate the
visa process for Georgia will contribute to the EU’s enlarged neighbourhood policy by
promoting cooperation and the exchange of individuals between the two parties. I therefore
voted in favour of this resolution.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Without any doubt, this agreement constitutes
significant progress in relations between the EU and Georgia. Following on from the
strengthening of bilateral cooperation with the EU, and from Georgia’s participation in
the Council of Europe and the European Convention on Human Rights, this agreement
represents another step towards improving the operation of justice and increased respect
for basic freedoms by Georgia. It is to be hoped that this agreement will provide Georgia
with the incentive to carry out the necessary reforms in the areas of freedom, security and
justice.

At the same time, the agreement should make it easier for citizens of the two contracting
parties to move and maintain personal contacts, something which is essential to ensuring
the development of economic, humanitarian, cultural and other relations. I also hope that
the necessary information campaigns will be implemented in Georgia, in order to inform
the Georgian public both of the entry into force of this facilitated visa regime and of the
new opportunities from which they can now benefit.

Marielle De Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Two important agreements for relations
between the European Union and Georgia have just been adopted: one on the readmission
of persons residing without authorisation and one on visa facilitation. These agreements
represent a first step in the process of strengthening relations between the European Union
and Georgia. Thus, the EU wishes to encourage Georgia to implement the reforms required
in the areas of freedom, security and justice. These agreements are also beneficial at a
regional level. They will contribute to the efforts made by the Union to strengthen
cooperation with other countries in the South Caucasus region, such as Armenia and
Azerbaijan.
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Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The growing relationship between Georgia and the
European Union, evident in a range of recent actions, is to be welcomed. The agreement
on the facilitation of the issuance of visas is another important step towards Georgia’s
integration into Europe. The freedom of movement of individuals is one of the most
important rights which the EU provides to its citizens and, for this reason, I view cooperation
between the EU and Georgia favourably. Combating illegal immigration and providing
incentives for reform in the spheres of security, freedom and justice could bear ample fruit
if there is a spirit of commitment from both sides.

Sandra Kalniete (PPE)  , in writing. – (LV) I have always emphasised that it is the European
Union’s duty to lend a helping hand to those peoples who feel that they belong and wish
to belong to the West and to accept our values. In the Rose Revolution, the people of
Georgia rejected stagnation, dishonest governance, the past and post-Communism, and
chose development, the future and Western values. By its actions, that country has
confirmed that it wishes to be a partner of a modern international society, one that does
not shirk taking responsibility. Georgia has achieved much in a short time. It has
substantially improved its governing structures, attracted significant investment and
significantly reduced corruption. I consider the facilitated issuance of visas to be an essential
step in opening up new opportunities for study to Georgian citizens, and in allowing
Georgian entrepreneurs to make new contacts with entrepreneurs in European Union
Member States. In this way, we shall all be winners, but Georgia’s citizens most of all. Just
as we Europeans take pride in our achievements, our history and cultural values, so
Georgians take pride in their country, its natural beauty and ancient culture. I hope that a
facilitated visa regime between the EU and Georgia will also encourage Europeans to
become acquainted with Georgia.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I supported this report on the EU-Georgia agreement
on the facilitation of issuance of visas. The process of deepening the relations between the
EU and the countries of the South Caucasus, including Georgia, will undoubtedly contribute
to improving the exercise of justice and the respect for freedoms. The two agreements
recently concluded with Georgia, one on the readmission of persons residing without
authorisation and the other on the facilitation of the issuance of visas, will contribute fully
to achieving these objectives

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Georgia has made noteworthy efforts to develop
closer relations with the European Union, as is evident in a range of recent actions. The
present agreement on the facilitation of the issuance of visas is thereby another important
step towards Georgia’s integration into Europe. The freedom of movement of individuals
is one of the most important rights which the EU provides to its citizens and, for this reason,
this cooperation between the EU and Georgia is very important. It is, however, essential
for the struggle against illegal immigration to continue and for there to continue to be
incentives for reform in the spheres of security, freedom and justice in Georgia.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The South Caucasus is of strategic importance
to the European Union. The process of strengthening relations between the European
Union and the countries of the South Caucasus, including Georgia, will help to improve
the exercise of justice and the level of respect for freedoms. This agreement represents an
important stage in the relations between the European Union and Georgia and an
encouraging step forward, given Georgia’s European aspirations. Furthermore, the
agreement is also beneficial at a regional level and will contribute to the efforts made by
the Union to strengthen cooperation with other countries in the region.
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For Georgia, this also represents a step forward and an encouragement to cooperate further
with its neighbours and with the European Union. Moreover, this type of agreement will
encourage Georgia to implement the reforms required in the areas of freedom, security
and justice, such as the fight against illegal immigration, the strengthening of democracy,
the rule of law and human rights.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) I abstained in the vote, because I am well
informed about the situation in Georgia and about the Georgian President’s determination
to increase his prestige with the signing of this agreement. I consider Mr Saakashvili to be
a war criminal. His regime is responsible for the deaths of thousands of innocent civilians.
I saw it with my own eyes in August 2008 in the city of Tskhinvali. Any kind of flirtation
with a criminal will inspire him to commit further crimes.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) An agreement with Georgia would bring a wave
of bogus asylum seekers. Thus, we first need to dispel our security concerns. As the
experience with the Balkans shows, visa-free travel is not just used for travel to the EU, but
also sets a real stream of asylum shopping in motion. It is to be feared that the same thing
would also happen in the case of visa facilitation for Georgian citizens. In general, the
facilitation of the issuance of visas to citizens of non-EU states should not be granted too
hastily. Before doing so, it must be examined as carefully as possible whether appropriate
readmission agreements for bogus asylum seekers and economic migrants could prevent
the abuse of the system.

The problems with the Schengen Information System II must also be resolved beforehand.
Finally, it must not primarily be asylum seekers, or even criminals, that benefit from visa-free
travel. The preconditions mentioned have not been met and I therefore reject an extension
of the visa-free area in the strongest possible terms.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) According to the report, visa liberalisation for
Georgia would provide an incentive for necessary reforms in the areas of freedom, security
and justice. Quite apart from the opportunities for abuse of the system that visa liberalisation
would open up, this logic needs to be turned on its head: no visa negotiations until all of
the necessary reforms have been implemented. At the end of the day, this is about the
security of EU citizens, who must be protected against visa tourists and organised crime.
I therefore voted against this report.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The process of strengthening relations
between the European Union and the countries of the Southern Caucasus, including
Georgia, is vital if we are to create a solid, coherent and effective foreign policy. The
conclusion of an agreement to simplify the visa process has clearly contributed to the
realisation of this objective.

The draft decision regarding the conclusion of the agreement includes standard elements
of the facilitation of the issuance of EU visas and establishes timescales for decisions to be
made, along with the relevant costs and exemptions, the necessary documentation, and a
joint declaration concerning cooperation and travel documents. I support the proposal to
include an EU declaration regarding facilitation of the process for family members, as this
responds to specific requests made by Georgia and aims to improve the mobility of a
significant number of individuals who have family ties with those Georgian citizens residing
legally in the territories of the Member States.
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Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Regarding the implementation of the two
agreements recently concluded with Georgia, I fully support Mrs Griesbeck’s assertion that
the people need to be informed of the new situation and benefit from the new possibilities
that derive from it. In addition, the changes in the visa policy should also appear as soon
as possible on the European institutions’ websites.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the signing of this agreement
as I believe that, combined with the agreement on the re-admission of illegal residents, it
constitutes very significant progress in relations between the EU and Georgia, signalling
an important stage in its integration into Europe and, at the same time, providing an
incentive for the country to promote the necessary reforms in the areas of freedom, security
and justice.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – The enlargement of the European Union
to 25 Member States in 2004 and then to 27 in 2007 was an opportunity for the Union
to create a new framework for cooperation with its neighbours to the east and the south.
The European Union thus engaged in an enlarged neighbourhood policy extending as far
as the countries of the South Caucasus region and aimed at deepening its relations with
the countries located at the EU’s external borders, promoting their security, stability and
development and preventing new divisions on the European continent. Europe thus
signalled its growing interest in the States of the South Caucasus and it must today pursue
its engagement with the countries of this region as an area to be protected near its new
frontiers.

The process of deepening relations between the EU and the countries of the South Caucasus,
including Georgia, will undoubtedly also help to improve the exercise of justice and respect
for freedom. The two agreements recently concluded with Georgia – one on the readmission
of persons residing without authorisation and the other on facilitation of the issuance of
visas – will contribute fully to achieving these objectives.

Report: Iva Zanicchi (A7-0332/2010)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on a proposal
for a European Parliament recommendation to the Council on setting up an EU rapid
response capability to address the various major natural or man-made disasters which
have occurred outside the EU in recent years. This is because I believe that it is important
to improve the efficiency of EU disaster response capabilities and that a preventive action
plan has become increasingly necessary as a global, integrated EU response. The disaster
which occurred in Haiti demonstrated the need for the EU to implement fundamental
reforms in terms of its rapid and efficient response to emergencies and catastrophes. In
order to have a quick and effective response, I believe that it will also be necessary for there
to be more political will amongst the different parties involved. It is also necessary to
implement a restructuring of competences in order to provide greater coherence and
coordination in responses to disasters by the EU. I believe that it is essential to put into
practice certain concrete proposals included in the 2006 Barnier report concerning the
creation of a European civil protection force.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I supported this resolution as it is obvious
that the multiplication of major disasters outside the European Union in recent years has
led to increased calls to improve the effectiveness of the existing EU disaster response
capacity. One of the major steps towards a more integrated response has been the inclusion
of civil protection and humanitarian aid under the portfolio of one single Commissioner
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to create opportunities for enhanced coherence and coordination of the EU disaster
response. It is, however, regrettable that two years after the publication of the 2008
Commission Communication, many actions from the Action Plan still remain to be
implemented, while the EU response to recent crises has revealed the limitations of the
existing system.

If efforts have recently been made to reinforce coherence and coordination between the
civil protection and humanitarian aid dimensions of the EU response, steps towards the
creation of a European civil protection force have remained minimal. Therefore, a strong
political will is needed for a more efficient and rapid response to emergencies.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I support the need for the EU to provide
a coordinated, coherent and high-profile response in the event of disasters. This is why I
consider it important to develop EU civil capabilities which will be permanently available
and take action independently of the military structures. I think that the EU civil protection
force should enhance the instruments currently available, whether in terms of disaster
response training or disaster management by developing initiatives taken during preparatory
actions.

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Given the numerous serious disasters in the
world and their increasing frequency, caused mainly by climate change, I voted for the
excellent report by my Italian colleague, Mrs Zanicchi, containing a proposal for a European
Parliament recommendation to the Council on setting up a rapid response capability. The
moment has come to improve the EU’s disaster response in terms of efficiency, coordination
and visibility. It is becoming more and more urgent to create a European rapid response
capability, or ‘European civil protection force’, as Mr Barnier has suggested. Clearly, the
coordination of national civil protection forces seems to be a useful means of assisting a
Member State which could not cope on its own with a large-scale disaster (fire, flood,
natural disaster, and so on). This European civil protection force would also be very useful
for intervening in external situations such as in Haiti. At a time when we are going to
celebrate, in 2011, the European Year of Volunteering, an action such as this would trigger
European interest and could help to consolidate European citizenship.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I voted for this report. Disasters causing
significant human, economic and environmental damage are on the increase worldwide
and such crises are happening with greater frequency and scope in more parts of the world.
Although progress has been made in recent years towards a more coherent EU disaster
response, efforts must continue to ensure effective, coherent and coordinated EU actions
in this area.

It is necessary to develop an Action Plan with a number of concrete actions to build up a
more integrated coordination between the various instruments for disaster response, and
to assess possible responses by the EU and the Member States. The recently established
European External Action Service should be included in these activities in order to
coordinate aid more effectively outside the EU. Furthermore, it is necessary to ensure there
are sufficient financial resources to fund the aid measures required.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I voted for this report because the
multiplication of major natural or man-made disasters outside the European Union in
recent years has led to increased calls to reform EU disaster response capacity and improve
the effectiveness of the existing EU disaster response capacity. For example, the lack of
visibility of the EU response has also been highlighted as one of the main shortcomings of
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disaster response. Clear agreements and procedures should therefore be established to
ensure a dual visibility (for both the Member States and the European Union) for civil
protection assets deployed by Member States through the EU civil protection mechanism.
Another problem with EU response concerns coordination and, therefore, the European
Parliament trusts that in future, the European External Action Service will create a single
crisis response, which will require a rationalisation of the existing crisis platforms.
Furthermore, clear mechanisms for coordination between the Commission and the Council
should be ensured, also in relation to the coordination and the use of EU military assets in
a disaster response.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) A rapid response agency for dealing
with emergencies would make the European Union’s interventions in the event of natural
or accidental disasters much more coherent and effective. The European Union clearly
intervened rapidly and responded to real needs in the wake of the devastating earthquake
in Haiti. However, it is also just as obvious that we need to learn from real situations and
improve the service we give every time. The earthquake in Haiti was immediately followed
by a period of confusion over who should take the lead for the coordination of the EU’s
overall action. In the future, it is expected that the EEAS will create a single crisis response,
which will require streamlining of the existing crisis platforms.

Clear responsibilities need to be defined for each Member State in the event of a disaster,
with the necessary logistical preparations so that capabilities can be mobilised as quickly
as possible to the highest possible standards. The intervention in Haiti highlighted that
actions of this kind become effective when each state specialises in a particular service, as
was the case with France, which provided a water purification unit, and Italy, an advanced
medical unit.

Jan Březina (PPE),    in writing. – (CS) I expect the recommendation on the creation of an
EU rapid reaction instrument to result in greater pressure to improve the effectiveness of
existing EU capabilities to respond to catastrophes, whether natural or man-made. I consider
the existing civil defence mechanism of the Community to be an important, but insufficient,
step towards a genuinely operational civil defence mechanism that is as effective as possible.
The limits of the current civil defence mechanism were apparent, for example, in the
reaction to this year’s crisis in Haiti, which was relatively flexible and extensive, but, on the
other hand, suffered from a lack of efficiency, coordination and visibility. It was also unclear
who was supposed to lead coordination of the overall EU operation. In view of the extent
of the crisis, High Representative Ashton finally secured the coordination of EU assistance
in close cooperation with Commissioner Georgieva, who is responsible for humanitarian
assistance, civil defence and international cooperation. I see scope for extending the
operational ability of the EU to cope with catastrophes, particularly through the creation
of a permanently available civilian capability which will operate independently of military
structures, and in the creation of budgets and research and industrial potential (for example,
satellite imaging in the GMES programme).

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In light of the increasing frequency
and impact of natural disasters which have had serious consequences in human, economic,
social and environmental terms, the European Parliament recommendation to the Council
on setting up an EU rapid response capability is particularly important. I voted in favour
of the proposal, as I believe that it covers the fundamental issues which should be
considered. Amongst these issues, it reiterates that cooperation between Member States
could provide operational and financial benefits, and it recognises that there must be an
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integrated approach to disaster management, which also includes prevention of, preparation
for, and management of disasters, as well as post-disaster reconstruction. Furthermore, I
believe that it is important for the coordination and efficiency of the European response
to be improved, not least through a European civil protection force.

Nikolaos Chountis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) I abstained on the report on setting
up an EU rapid response capability to humanitarian disasters because, although it contains
positive ideas and elements, it also attaches military means and a military presence to this
capability. It is a very good thing that the reports states that ‘the use of civil protection
resources, where deployed in any humanitarian crisis, should be needs driven and
complementary to, and coherent with, humanitarian aid…, with a view to ensuring
compliance with the humanitarian principles of neutrality, humanity, impartiality and
dependence’. However, there are also points in the report which go in a completely different
direction, which is why I abstained. For example, the facility to also respond to ‘military
crises’ or ‘to use military assets and capabilities in disaster response’, even if it is ‘exceptional’.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The recent natural disasters afflicting the world
highlight the pressing need for rapid and effective response mechanisms to reduce their
disastrous social, economic and cultural impact on affected regions.

Following previous European Parliament resolutions, particularly those on the Haitian
earthquake and on preventing natural or man-made disasters, this House is once again
wrestling with this topic. In general, I support the report by my colleague, Mrs Zanicchi,
and I emphasise that future EU capacity relating to disasters must be based on mechanisms
available at European and international level, avoiding any duplication, making the best
use of resources and enabling the European civil protection force to be based on the already
existing Community Mechanism for Civil Protection.

I welcome the fact that, following the tragedy in Haiti, there has been greater political will
and more efforts to strengthen coherence and coordination between the civil protection
and humanitarian assistance sectors. I also welcome the work done by the parties involved
on achieving this objective. However, it is regrettable that the previous proposals of the
European Parliament still have not been fully implemented, notably, those relating to the
Barnier report.

Marielle De Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Whether in Haiti following January’s
earthquake, or in Pakistan following this summer’s floods, whenever there is a disaster,
Europe does a lot but in a disorganised manner. Each Member State sends its own staff, its
own rescue dogs, its own aeroplanes, and so on. Taken together, however, the hastily
organised individual responses will never beat a planned and organised European response.
The European Union, with the 27 Member States acting collectively, is the world’s largest
donor of humanitarian aid and development aid. We have at our disposal a vast array of
civil and military resources to meet emergency and reconstruction needs. However, as
long as there are still national knee-jerk responses, we will unfortunately be unable to
derive any real benefit from this virtual collective force. What we need is a true ‘rapid
response capability’. Equally, increased efficiency and speed when dealing with an emergency
requires a strong political will on the part of the various parties concerned.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Rapid response to catastrophes and natural disasters
is essential, since it is in the first few hours following such an event that the greatest number
of people can be saved. Furthermore, in recent years, we have witnessed a significant
increase in disasters, whether natural or man-made, and these require a high level of
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technical expertise and coordination of the different means of responding to disasters. The
creation of a Community Mechanism for Civil Protection may be a first step but I agree
with the rapporteur that there is more to be done in this area. EU coordination and
cooperation on rapid and effective response to disasters can be very successful, as it was
in the case of the Haitian earthquake in January 2010. It is essential that the response should
be of this kind.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Natural disasters can and must be prevented.
Factors such as intensive soil use, poorly planned urban growth, rural flight and
desertification, among others, are the causes of an increased risk of disasters. The promotion
of sensible land use, and of economic and social development in harmony with nature, is
a vital factor in disaster prevention. It is, above all, in this respect that the EU should intensify
its efforts, implementing the recommendations made in a recent Parliamentary report and
strengthening this aspect of its cooperation policy.

With regard to responses to those disasters which cannot be prevented, there is also clearly
a place for strengthening cooperation, mutual assistance and intervention between the
various Member States and third countries.

The best forms and means of achieving this must be the result of a debate involving the
various national civil protection and other authorities, whilst respecting the sovereignty
of each Member State. This should be the path set out by the report, not the ‘immediate
establishment of an EU Civil Protection Force’ or the use of military means in response to
humanitarian aid situations, which the report admits could act without being under the
aegis and coordination of the UN.

Elisabetta Gardini (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) This vote represents an important step towards
the creation of a European civil protection force that could intervene quickly and effectively
wherever there is a serious emergency.

As we will all remember, although the European response in providing aid to the people
of Haiti was swift and on a large scale, it highlighted a number of critical problems in the
management, coordination and visibility of the operation, which are down to the mechanics
of the current system, which is based on voluntary and ad hoc contributions subject to
different national decision-making processes.

The recent European Commission communication on the role of civil protection and
humanitarian support aims precisely to lay the foundations for an effective and coherent
synergy of the actions already taken at national, regional and local levels. The Treaty of
Lisbon provides the opportunity to develop a more thorough, coordinated and functional
disaster response capacity. The time has therefore come to speed up the process that will
equip the EU with a modern and efficient civil protection capability.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted for the report with a proposal for a
European Parliament recommendation to the Council on setting up a European Union
rapid response capability because I believe that the European Union must make significant
efforts to ensure coordinated and effective responses to the various major disasters that
we have recently witnessed.

The need for such a commitment was emphasised in the latest Commission communication
on ‘Reinforcing the Union’s disaster response capacity’, which included an Action Plan
designed to establish integrated coordination between the various instruments for disaster
response. In addition, I agree with Mrs Zanicchi that it is high time we recognised the
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political importance of reinforcing the EU disaster response capability and that all means
should be mobilised to achieve this objective.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I welcome this report which:

recalls the pivotal role of the High Representative/Vice-President in coordinating EU
operations in third countries and regions;

underlines that the structure and working methods of the European External Action Service
(EEAS) should aim at ensuring the coherence and consistency of EU action in crisis
situations;

calls therefore on the Council to grant the HR/VP a permanent mandate allowing her to
activate a crisis cell, gathering representatives from all the appropriate services of the
Commission and the Council and from all EU planning capabilities (MIC, CMPD, EUMS,
CPCC) to coordinate the EU response in the event of disaster, in order to be able to start
work quickly without having to systematically go to the Council;

suggests that this cell could be supported by a team, deployable within the first hours of
the crisis, could be composed of civilian (CRT, MIC), military and civ-mil (EUMS, CPCC)
experts and could also benefit from SITCEN and SATCEN intelligence;

emphasises the need for optimal coordination between an EU disaster response and other
EU instruments – particularly common security and defence policy (CSDP) civil or military
missions and instruments (i.e. Battlegroups).

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The creation of a means of responding rapidly to
catastrophes and natural disasters is essential, since it is in the first few hours following
such an event that the largest number of people can be saved. Furthermore, in recent years,
we have unfortunately witnessed a significant increase in disasters, whether natural or
man-made, and these demand meaningful and swift intervention capability. The creation
of a Community Mechanism for Civil Protection is very important for these reasons, but
much remains to be done in this area.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The number of major disasters in EU countries
and third countries alike is increasing all the time, not least because of climate change and
increased urbanisation. Developing countries are the worst affected by disasters, with a
particularly high death toll as a result. The economic cost of such disasters is also much
greater in these countries. The creation of a rapid response force will enable the EU and
the Member States to better coordinate their efforts and give better visibility to EU activity.
That is why I supported this recommendation. Like its author, I call for the many excellent
practical proposals made in the Barnier report to be taken into account.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) The rapporteur, Mrs Zanicchi, has updated
the question of the possibility of rapid response only after considerable delay, but its
topicality has not been diminished thereby. I am convinced that it is the European Union’s
duty to increase significantly financing for the preparation, provisioning and expansion
of rapid response forces. Natural cataclysms will occur ever more frequently as a result of
climate change. We cannot get by here without a professional rescue team, whose
professional preparedness will permit rapid localisation and effective control over fires
and technogenic disasters. I voted in favour.
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Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) A strong rapid reaction unit would be a good
thing and would be able to help citizens of Europe and other states during their most
difficult times. Sadly, the rapporteur does not seem to be concerned with strengthening
humanitarian aid or the EU’s civil protection programme, but rather with making the ‘EU’
stamp as visible as possible. It must not be the goal of this rapid reaction unit to promote
the EU throughout the world. As a result of the leadership of the United Nations and the
involvement of the military in providing emergency aid, we also risk giving up our
independence, which I do not wish to support. It is for that reason that I voted against this
report.

Rareş-Lucian Niculescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) It has proved necessary to improve the
effectiveness of the existing EU disaster response capacity in many situations which we
have tackled during recent years. I would just like to mention the disastrous floods or the
forest fires which have affected a number of European states. Another example is the recent
large-scale environmental accident which occurred in Hungary. Faced with such incidents,
no state has the capacity to respond at a sufficiently high level on its own. There is also a
duty of solidarity between EU Member States. The report spells out the criteria which need
to be met by a rapid reaction force, as well as the conditions which would be required for
it to carry out its activities.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) It seems the report has less to do with increasing
the efficiency of development aid or the protection of citizens than it has with promoting
and drawing attention to the ‘EU’ brand. It is for that reason that I voted against this report.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The need for an effective European Union
response capability to deal with the increasing number of major disasters over recent years
is what drove me to vote for this report. There have been numerous calls in the last few
years for the EU to improve the effectiveness of its response and, as we stand, much more
needs to be done to ensure more coherent and visible progress. In my opinion, we need
to mobilise all available resources to achieve this objective because, since 2008 and the
last communication from the Commission on this matter, we have moved towards a
comprehensive and integrated EU response. We all expect that the implementation of this
report will result in a concrete action plan to gradually build up more integrated
coordination between the various instruments for disaster response.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I agree with the proposal for a
European Parliament recommendation to the Council on setting up an EU rapid response
capability for natural disasters. In fact, an analysis of the lessons learned in Haiti clearly
shows the need for renewed reform of EU disaster response capability, as I had, as a matter
of fact, already stated in my opinion ‘on a Community approach on the prevention of
natural and man-made disasters’.

Rapid and effective response in emergency situations is absolutely essential if we are to
ensure that the EU demonstrates solidarity, whether with Member States or with third
countries, and this requires strong political will from the various decision-making bodies.

It is generally acknowledged that major efforts are currently under way to strengthen
coherence and coordination between the civil protection forces and the various areas of
humanitarian aid. However, meaningful steps must be taken towards the creation of a
European Civil Protection Force, as is also stated in my opinion ‘on a Community approach
on the prevention of natural and man-made disasters’. I agree with the rapporteur: it is
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time to make greater progress in this matter, particularly in terms of implementing the
concrete proposals of the 2006 Barnier report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I share the rapporteur Mrs Zanicchi’s belief that
it is high time to recognise the political importance of strengthening the European Union’s
disaster response capability and that all means should be mobilised to achieve this objective.
I also agree with Mrs Zanicchi’s view that the encouraging results of the 2008 Preparatory
Action should be further assessed and that the idea of a voluntary pool of Member States’
assets on stand-by for immediate deployment in EU operations should be further developed.

In this regard, the rapporteur wished to remind the Council and the Commission of the
recommendation in the report by Mr Barnier, according to which only preventive
organisation and a pooling of existing resources can bring about the emergence of a
European civil protection force.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I agree that it is
essential that we endeavour to implement policies to strengthen the EU’s capacity to respond
to disasters, promoting the efficiency, coordination and visibility of these activities.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – The multiplication of major disasters
(natural/man-made) outside the European Union in recent years has led to increased calls
to improve the effectiveness of the existing EU disaster-response capacity. If the EU
disaster-response capacity has constantly evolved since the establishment of the Community
civil protection mechanism in 2001, the rapporteur believes that much more needs to be
done to ensure a coordinated, coherent and visible EU response. This need for a more
coherent response was also highlighted in the latest communication from the Commission
on ‘reinforcing the Union’s disaster response capacity’, which dates back to March 2008.
This communication was supposed to be a first step on the road to a comprehensive and
integrated EU response. It included an action plan with a number of practical actions to
gradually build up more integrated coordination between the various instruments for
disaster response. Today, we have Parliament’s response to that problem.

Bart Staes (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (NL) Now that, because of climate change, the
number of natural disasters across the world resulting in serious humanitarian, economic
and environmental damage has increased, it is imperative that the European Union is able
to act quickly. The creation of a European civil protection force provides a clear structure
for this kind of rapid response. After the earthquake in Haiti, we have learned the lesson
that we need to increase the efficiency, coordination and visibility of the Union. I am
therefore in favour of civil protection and humanitarian aid being brought together under
the portfolio of a single Commissioner. I also believe that, where possible, humanitarian
relief operations should always be carried out under the coordinating umbrella of the UN.

In this report, the Commission has been invited to set up programmes in the affected areas,
working together with national governments, local authorities and NGOs, in order to
enable local communities to prevent and manage disasters. Military and civil defence
resources should only be used in disasters as a last resort.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The incidence of natural and man-made disasters
has been increasing, not only in number but also in impact and scale and, as a result, in
terms of human, socio-economic and environmental impact. This obliges the EU to rethink
its response strategy in terms of prevention, management and assistance, so that it becomes
more concerted and efficient in operational terms.
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I welcome the adoption of this report, which uses the recent disaster in Haiti as a case study
and calls for the creation of a European Union Civil Protection Force capable of creating
synergies between the Member States and European institutions in order to prevent disasters
and assist third countries, especially any developing country that has been struck by a
disaster. The humanitarian nature of this initiative is representative of the increasingly
concrete nature of the external dimensions of EU solidarity.

However, I believe that it is extremely important for this same initiative to be regarded as
leading to the coordination and management of those disasters which occur inside the
European Union. I recall the disaster which devastated the island of Madeira last February
and, on that basis, I consider it essential to create this Civil Protection Force whilst, at the
same time, making best possible use of existing mechanisms.

Report: Kay Swinburne (A7-0326/2010)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Work is continuing in the field of financial
regulation. I voted for this own-initiative report by the European Parliament, which seeks
to subject all financial products to supervision by the market authorities. Lack of
transparency is detrimental to market efficiency and has helped exacerbate the financial
crisis. The Markets in Financial Instruments Directive facilitated the transfer of market
activities to better regulated and more transparent negotiating spaces. Echoing the
conclusions of the September 2009 G20 summit in Pittsburgh, this report aims to ensure
that ‘all standardised OTC derivative contracts [are] traded on exchanges or electronic
trading platforms’.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Since the implementation of the Markets in Financial
Instruments Directive (MiFID), the European financial markets have undergone
unprecedented changes, both as a result of the directive and for other reasons linked to the
crisis. As a consequence, it has not been possible to achieve the desired regulatory aims.
The implementation of the MiFID has caused the fragmentation of the markets, which has
encouraged the explosive growth of high-frequency trading strategies. The market has
adjusted to the use of dark pools for trading large orders in private broker crossings, and
to exemptions established in the MiFID for such actions when they are conducted through
organised trading venues, called ‘dark transactions’, where transactions were formerly
undertaken in regulated markets. It is essential to apply legislation, designed to ensure the
effective regulation and transparency of these technological developments, in order to
prevent the creation of any systemic risk to the overall functioning of the markets.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The European Parliament continues to
adopt reports relating to certain elements of financial regulation, but without ever getting
to the bottom of the matter. Of course, it is better for there to be some regulation of financial
transactions by private brokers and/or financial institutions. However, this is not the
fundamental issue.

The report does not go beyond arguments for greater regulation of trading platforms,
referring to the need for ‘increasing transparency and safety within the markets in financial
instruments’, and to the need for ‘equitable treatment’ of multilateral trading facilities and
regulated markets.

The fundamental question at issue here is the continued existence of the same old speculative
system, yet the report only addresses the form of this speculation, and not the most
important aspect: the content.
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For our part, we continue to argue for an end to the derivatives market and to tax havens,
as well as for effective control of financial powers by political powers, rather than vice versa.
Until this happens, any other policy will be merely cosmetic.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I voted for this report. It seems that a significant
consequence of the competition brought about by implementation of the Markets in
Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID) has been market fragmentation which has, in itself,
encouraged the explosive growth of HFT strategies. Regulation must reflect the fact that
these technological advances are in need of suitable provisions in the legislation, so that
they do not fall through regulatory gaps and inadvertently cause systemic risk to the overall
functioning of the markets.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) With the recent implementation of the Markets in
Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID), the European financial markets have undergone
unprecedented changes, both as a result of the directive and for other reasons linked to the
crisis. As a consequence, it has not been possible to achieve the regulatory aims intended
by the adoption of the MiFID. The market has adjusted to the use of dark pools for trading
large orders in private broker crossings, and to exemptions established in the MiFID for
such actions when they are conducted through organised trading venues, called ‘dark
transactions’, where transactions were formerly undertaken in regulated markets. For these
reasons, it is essential to start applying legislation designed to ensure the effective regulation
and transparency of these technological developments, in order to prevent the systemic
risks to the overall functioning of the markets from being created again in the future.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Data acquisition costs in Europe are much too
high. They are sometimes ten times higher than they are in the United States. The report
contains some good proposals for reducing these and other unnecessary costs. However,
I fear that the author is on the wrong track with her plans to achieve this goal of cost
reduction by introducing numerous additional provisions. There is a danger that doing so
will merely replace one bureaucratic obstacle with another one. It is for that reason that I
abstained from voting.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) My decision to vote for report A7-0326/2010
is in line with the current situation on European capital markets, which are going through
a period of unprecedented flux thanks to new technological advancements. Thanks to the
introduction of the Markets in Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID), which promotes
competition between trading venues for execution services, the efficiency of the price
formation process has increased, widening choice for investors. Market fragmentation has,
however, led to poor post-trade transparency in over-the-counter (OTC) trades and this
situation means a more effective regulatory framework for consolidated post-trade
information is required. In my opinion, regulators need to ensure that they can, at any
time, recreate every detail of the trade in order to understand the market dynamics and the
participants’ involvement. The impact of new technology and the advent of new market
participants has led to faster trading speeds and to an increase in direct market access by
clients of trading platform members. Although the introduction of MiFID brought
innovation, it seems that it also contributed to the fragmentation of the market. I voted
for the report because I believe that these technological advances need to be adequately
regulated in order that they do not cause systemic risk to the overall functioning of the
markets.
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Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I support the call for the Commission
to strengthen market infrastructures across all trading venues and clearing systems to
enable them to cope with future risk through enhanced transparency, improved resilience
and regulatory oversight of all aggregated trades. I thus voted in favour of Parliament’s
resolution, as it supports the idea that:

- multilateral trading facilities should be subject to the same level of oversight and, therefore,
regulated in a comparable manner;

- investment firms which provide a portfolio management service and act in a portfolio
management capacity should benefit from the best possible terms from investment
companies;

- the Commission should evaluate the effects of setting a minimum order size for all dark
transactions;

- firms that pursue high-frequency trading strategies should be analysed to ensure that they
have robust systems and controls with ongoing regulatory reviews of the algorithms they
use.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I fully support the rapporteur, Mrs Swinburne,
and her idea to promote competition between trading venues for execution services. This
has led to increased investor choice, lowered transaction costs and has helped increase the
efficiency of the price formation process. There are now 136 multilateral trading facilities
(MTF), as well as the primary exchanges, which collectively make up the organised trading
venues.

These organised venues account for some 60% of the trading volume, with the remainder
being carried out by broker-dealers, collectively termed ‘over the counter’ (OTC). Bilateral
trades, where the client gives the broker an order and he finds a match, have migrated from
mainly verbal orders to predominantly electronic orders. Although, by definition, there is
no pre-trade transparency for OTC trades, they are still required to be reported under the
rules of the Markets in Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID).

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I agree that the Commission should evaluate the
impact of setting a minimum order size for all dark transactions, and whether it could be
rigorously enforced so as to maintain adequate flow of trade through the lit venues in the
interests of price discovery.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – It seems that a significant consequence
of the competition brought about by the implementation of MiFID has been market
fragmentation which has, in itself, encouraged the explosive growth of HFT strategies.
Regulation needs to recognise that these technological advances are in need of suitable
provisions in the legislation so that they do not fall through regulatory gaps and
inadvertently cause systemic risk to the overall functioning of the markets. That is, in
summary, the proposal in the text adopted today by the EP.

Peter Skinner (S&D),    in writing. – This own-initiative report sets the framework for the
discussion of MiFID, to which the OTC Directive, the rise of ESMA and, of course, EMIR
are related. Even the name of this report allows people to understand the nature of necessary,
but often complicated, regulatory changes.

14-12-2010Debates of the European ParliamentEN108



Unregulated markets have been allowed unfiltered access by means of sponsorship to
formal trading venues. This must change.

Similarly, I can agree with the rapporteur that pre-trade, post-trade transparency needs
improvement, and particularly that post-trade data for non-equity products are provided
in a form which is readily consolidated.

Understanding the market dynamics and equipping regulators with instruments plus
information/data is vital.

Angelika Werthmann (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Banks, stock exchanges and funds develop
new financial products and trading practices so quickly that the directive on markets in
financial instruments is already out of date. The scope of the transparency rules must also
be extended to include the internal trading systems of banks and the exceptions must be
more narrowly worded so that financial institutes and financial products cannot escape
effective supervision.

The disclosure of pre- and post-trade data, previously only stipulated for shares, is now to
be extended to bonds, centrally cleared derivatives, structured products, funds and
certificates, which will increase the efficiency and transparency of the price formation
process.

Report: Ana Gomes (A7-0349/2010)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because I believe
that it is essential for the EU to be prepared for the chemical, biological, radiological and
nuclear (CBRN) risks which have given a new dimension to terrorist attacks, to industrial
accidents and to natural disasters, since such risks know no borders and could result in
innumerable victims. The response of the EU to this danger should not be limited to ex post
facto intervention programmes but starts much earlier when dealing with the proper storage
of, limiting of access to, and controls of such materials. I consider it essential that
intervention following an incident should be matched by significant cooperation between
the different authorities of a Member State (civil protection, military, police, etc.), as well
as between the national authorities of the various Member States and European institutions.
In other words, I consider a coordinated and comprehensive approach to be essential. In
June 2009, the Commission tabled a three-year EU CBRN Action Plan for 2010-2012,
with the following elements: prevention, detection, and preparedness and response. In this
regard, I believe that recognising the importance of each of these stages is crucial to ensure
the proper implementation of risk assessment studies, response and counter measures.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I voted in favour of this important
resolution because it is high time to pay attention to Chemical, Biological, Radiological
and Nuclear (CBRN) risks which present a new dimension of possible terrorist attacks,
accidents, natural disasters and/or pandemics due to their transnational character and
mass-scale victimisation. It is necessary to start dealing with such materials, and their
proper storage, limited access, controls, etc., from the very beginning and not just create
ex post facto intervention programmes. At the same time, aftermath intervention demands
large-scale cooperation between different national authorities inside a Member State.
Therefore, the CBRN Action Plan should ensure the efficient interaction of national and
EU initiatives in addressing CBRN risks and preparing the necessary response.

Considering that CBRN accidents or attacks pose serious threats to the security of the
people living in the European Union and can disrupt critical infrastructure and the normal
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functioning of societies in any or several EU Member States and are oblivious to borders,
I support the European Parliament resolution which calls on the Council and the
Commission to rapidly review and strengthen the Action Plan according to the
recommendations in this report and to ensure its swift implementation.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) Chemical, biological, radiological and
nuclear (CBRN) risks present a new challenge to society, as well as a new basis for possible
terrorist attacks, accidents, natural disasters or pandemics. I would like to take this
opportunity to welcome Mrs Gomes’s report as this report will enable us to establish the
foundation for a suitable disaster response mechanism. We must also take into
consideration, while reassessing the EU CBRN Action Plan, the suggestions put forward
by Parliament, aimed at improving the basic areas which improve security in the event of
such risks. I agree that it is vital to share best practices with countries which have developed
a specialist mechanism in the field of CBRN risk assessment, prevention, detection,
communication and response.

I think that it is important for us to stress the need to maintain well-managed stockpiles
to ensure that disaster response resources, whether medical or any kind of other relevant
equipment, are fully functional, current and up to date. This is why I voted in favour of
this report.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) Chemical, biological, radiological and
nuclear disasters, whether accidental or resulting from a terrorist attack, pose serious threats
to the security and health of EU citizens and are the cause of environmental pollution and
contamination. Although the number of incidents in the EU involving CBRN material has
so far been relatively small and have been due to industrial accidents or to the increase in,
and worldwide spread of, dangerous pathogens, there remains a risk of CBRN disasters,
whether accidental or intentional. I voted for this report because I agree with the rapporteur’s
position that the CBRN Action Plan proposed by the European Commission, the goal of
which is to ensure the efficient interaction of national and EU initiatives in addressing
CBRN risks and preparing the necessary response, underestimates the risks which are not
confined by the EU’s borders. I believe that international CBRN risks should also be properly
assessed by and included in the CBRN Action Plan, and therefore preventive actions must
ensure an international dimension, emphasising the implementation of international
agreements in the areas of nuclear and chemical weapons.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) It is essential that we adopt an effective Action
Plan so that we can confront the existing and continuing risk of chemical, biological,
radiological and nuclear (CBRN) disasters within EU territory. Whether accidental or
intentional, these represent a serious threat and have the potential to cause devastating
and far-reaching effects on the security, welfare and health of the European public, as well
as on the environment, our cultural heritage and basic infrastructure. Fortunately, the
number of incidents related to CBRN materials, including acts of terrorism, has been
relatively low.

This Action Plan shows the need for a comprehensive and transnational response, since
the effects of a CBRN disaster know no borders and such a plan should be based on the
following elements: prevention, detection, and preparedness and response. It should also
ensure effective interaction between national and EU initiatives in order to tackle CBRN
risks and prepare capabilities to respond to and limit the consequences. Like the rapporteur,
Mrs Gomes, I have no doubt that we need to adopt an EU Action Plan but I regret the fact
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that the Commission has not been more ambitious, because the proposed Action Plan
shows a lack of strength and coherence on certain matters.

Cornelis de Jong (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – Although I agreed with the majority of the
Gomes report, I have voted against it as it focuses too much on the EU coordinating
civil-military cooperation. Military competences should remain with the Member States
and not with the EU and the Commission. I have no problem with Member States
cooperating on an equal level in the case of a CBRN event – and in the case of an
environmental disaster resulting from such an incident, it is crucial – but I do have a huge
problem with this report potentially opening the door for militarisation of the EU.

Ioan Enciu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for this report as I think that it proposes
effective measures for preventing, combating and managing chemical, biological,
radiological and nuclear (CBRN) incidents. It is of paramount importance that this report
promotes the notion of a rapid response mechanism in the event of a CBRN disaster in
one of the Member States. In addition, this mechanism will be based on a response inspired
by solidarity from all EU Member States. Another point which is just as important is that
the report adopted by Parliament proposes the creation of mixed European rapid
intervention teams which will be made up of military personnel, police officers and medical
staff who will provide an effective response in the event of chemical, biological, radiological
or nuclear disasters.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) As a result of the compromises obtained by the
shadow rapporteur from the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats),
my colleague, Mrs Hankiss, the text upon which we are voting today is much more detailed
and balanced, giving many specialist matters relating to chemical, biological, radiological
and nuclear safety significant priority, not only in terms of preventing accidents and
responding appropriately to natural disasters, but also with reference to the clear and
present danger presented by terrorism of this nature. We are increasingly faced with diffuse
and unconventional threats and, with this in mind, Europe must have an adequate strategy
for prevention, detection and protection, so that the safety and health of Europeans can
be guaranteed. The Commission should continue along these lines and so I am voting in
favour.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Chemical, biological, radiological and
nuclear (CBRN) risks have given a new dimension to terrorist attacks, industrial accidents,
natural disasters and pandemics, given that such threats know no borders and could result
in innumerable victims. In June 2009, the Commission tabled the EU CBRN Action Plan,
which was amended by the Council in November. The plan will be implemented over the
next three years – 2010-2012 – and is based on three principal elements: prevention,
detection, and preparedness and response. However, the amendments introduced by the
Council have made the Action Plan less robust, and have rendered both the planned
measures and the monitoring and inspection of their application less binding. I therefore
welcome the adoption of this report, which aims to entrust the Commission with a
strengthened regulatory role, as I believe that is the only way it will be possible to fill in the
existing gaps in the powers conferred in this area by the different Member States.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) If there were genuine concern regarding
chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear (CBRN) threats, there would be no insistence
by certain EU countries on maintaining extremely powerful nuclear arsenals that could be
used in military attacks. Nor would US nuclear weapons still be stationed in various
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European countries, an action which blatantly contradicts one of the three pillars of the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which is supposedly supported.

The report makes no reference to certain decisions such as that recently taken by the UK
to sell nuclear technology to India, a country which is not a signatory to the NPT, nor to
the decision by France and Germany to cooperate in the maintenance of their nuclear
weapons, justifying this by a hypocritical ‘cost rationalisation’. Nothing is said either about
the assistance given by the main EU powers and by NATO to the project to install
anti-missile systems in Europe, or on the decision by NATO to maintain its role as a ‘nuclear
alliance’.

At a time when the crisis of capitalism has intensified, this report makes it clear that concrete
actions are what matter, and not declarations of intent: such actions demonstrate that
military might continues to be a resource used by capitalist economic globalisation.

Kartika Tamara Liotard (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – Explanation of Vote on the Gomes
report ‘Strengthening chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear security in the European
Union – an EU CBRN Action Plan’ (A7-0349/2010). Although I agreed with the majority
of the Gomes report, I have voted against it as it focuses too much on the EU coordinating
civil-military cooperation. Military competences should remain with the Member States
and not with the EU and the Commission. I have no problem with Member States
cooperating on an equal level in the case of a CBRN event – and in the case of an
environmental disaster resulting from such an incident, it is crucial – but I do have a huge
problem with this report potentially opening the door for militarisation of the EU.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – Chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear (CBRN)
risks present a new dimension of possible terrorist attacks, accidents, natural disasters
and/or pandemics due to their transnational character and mass-scale victimisation. An
appropriate response against such a danger does not include only ex post facto intervention
programmes but starts much earlier when dealing with such materials, their proper storage,
limited access, controls, etc. At the same time, an aftermath intervention demands large-scale
cooperation between different national authorities inside a Member State (civil protection,
military, law enforcement, etc.) as well as between national authorities of different Member
States and EU instances. Therefore, an all-hazard coordinated approach is needed. I voted
for this report which sets out such a coordinated approach.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) There is no doubt that we need to
protect ourselves from any malicious use of chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear
products, material and organisms. However, it is their everyday use that we should be most
wary of. The fact is, this text never once mentions the need to find an alternative to nuclear
energy. At present, the latter poses a serious threat to our fellow citizens. As for terrorism,
which is at the heart of this report, why call on NATO, the organisation that poses the
biggest threat to world peace, to deal with it? These are all inconsistencies that prevent me
from voting for this text.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I think that the EU should be prepared to face any
attack or accident which jeopardises Europeans’ security and health. For this reason, the
chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear Action Plan is necessary, both to prevent
and to respond to any type of threat or accident occurring in EU territory. The current
threats are varied, meaning that this issue is complex in nature, but we now have an
appropriate and adequate mechanism to confront the most diverse of situations. This is
why I voted as I did.
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Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear
(CBRN) risks present a new dimension of possible terrorist attacks, accidents, natural
disasters and/or pandemics due to their transnational character and mass-scale victimisation.
An appropriate response against such a danger must start when dealing with these
substances, their storage, limited access and controls. Aftermath interventions demand
large-scale cooperation between different national authorities inside a Member State as
well as between national authorities of different Member States and European bodies. The
priority is to strengthen the non-proliferation regime and disarmament through the
universal and full implementation of all relevant treaties and international agreements.

It is also important to address the risk of proliferation by terrorists. The urgent establishment
of a European crisis response mechanism is also necessary. It should coordinate civilian
and military means so as to ensure that the European Union has a rapid response capability
to deal with a CBRN disaster. Finally, European quality and security standards should also
be adopted.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) I voted in favour because, unfortunately, at
the given moment, if there is going to be no improvement in chemical, biological,
radiological and nuclear security, the European Union will not be fully aware of the possible
consequences. This report is a little note of explanation, not an action plan. In order to
draw up a comprehensive document on the subject of nuclear security, specialists with
wide experience of nuclear energy and in the uses of nuclear technology need to be involved.
Such work can require several years, but it must be carried out. The European Union, and
the European Parliament in particular, cannot draw up such a document on its own. I voted
in favour, but I consider that this report is a mere epilogue for a book on EU nuclear security.
I hope that work on that book itself will begin in the immediate future.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) The security of the civilian population in the
event of possible incidents of a chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear nature is a very
important matter and ambitions in this regard should essentially be supported.
Unfortunately, where this report is concerned, I have the feeling that the desire is to fight
a terror spectre that, fortunately, does not exist in Europe in this highly organised form.
Thus, the intention is to create more panic in order then to be able to implement a particular
policy. Moreover, the report appears to deal predominantly with the subject of solidarity.
I believe there is a point at which we should say ‘enough’ where terror prevention measures
are concerned and the same goes for EU solidarity. I therefore abstained from voting on
this report.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing. – (LT) I voted in favour of increasing
chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear security in the European Union and I am
delighted to have had the opportunity to be the shadow rapporteur on this issue. Although
prevention and protection from disasters caused by the substances mentioned is an issue
for the Member States themselves, we need a common approach. This European
Commission communication is a step towards a common action plan aiming to protect
the public in the EU from various disasters. We are living in rather unstable times, and
threats arise not only because of irresponsible human activity and accidents but also
intentional acts. This issue is particularly relevant in my country, Lithuania, which is
surrounded by chemical and nuclear hazards. Firstly, at the bottom of the Baltic Sea, there
remain chemical weapons from the Second World War, and secondly, there are plans to
construct two nuclear power plants near the Lithuanian border. We must assess the
situation, the security standards currently in force and their suitability as regards current
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needs. Only by assessing the existing situation can we determine whether we need new
security standards. This assessment and standard-setting framework must be sufficiently
flexible so that it can be adapted to changing technologies, which, as well as making our
lives easier, can also become a deadly weapon when in the hands of terrorists. On the other
hand, providing security should not become a reason or a pretext to centralise civil
protection. Although the establishment and supervision of common security standards
would help to provide security, we should not, in every case, create new institutions or
unduly complicated procedures.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on
strengthening chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear security in the European
Union – an EU CBRN Action Plan, for the same reasons as those being put forward by the
Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats). I would emphasise the need
for an EU-level approach to prevent and detect attacks and/or accidents because the threat
of CBRN attacks is ‘global’, and the focus given to the need to strengthen CBRN security if
we are to prevent terrorist attacks.

I would also point out the importance of the compromise reached between the two largest
political groups in terms of reducing the extent to which the entire chemical industry was
to be obliged to replace high-risk materials regardless of the risks involved.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I can only support the rapporteur, Mrs Gomes,
and I agree fully with the goal of the adopted chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear
(CBRN) Action Plan. It should ensure the efficient interaction of national and European
Union initiatives in addressing CBRN risks and preparing the necessary response.

I agree, however, that the adopted EU CBRN Action Plan is weak and lacks coherence on
several points. It is of crucial importance to stress that a CBRN Action Plan offers a valuable
opportunity to implement the solidarity clause enshrined in the Treaty of Lisbon.
Unfortunately, the Action Plan adopted by the Council does not even make reference to
the solidarity clause.

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) Chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear
(CBRN) risks present a new dimension of possible terrorist attacks, accidents, natural
disasters and/or pandemics due to their transnational character and mass-scale victimisation.
An appropriate response against such a danger does not include only ex post facto
intervention programmes but needs to start much earlier when dealing with such materials,
their proper storage, limited access, controls, etc. At the same time, an aftermath
intervention demands large-scale cooperation between different national authorities inside
a Member State (civil protection, military, police etc.), as well as between national authorities
in different Member States and EU instances. Therefore, an all-hazard coordinated approach
is needed.

I voted for this report because it calls on the Council and the Commission to rapidly review
and strengthen the Action Plan according to the recommendations in this report and to
ensure its swift implementation, given that CBRN accidents or attacks pose serious threats
to the security of the people living in the European Union and can disrupt critical
infrastructures and the normal functioning of societies in one or more EU Member States
without any respect for borders.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Attacks using chemical, biological, radiological
and nuclear (CBRN) materials constitute a grave threat to the European public. This means
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that there must be recognition of the need to implement an effective Action Plan in order
to ensure appropriate linkages between the approaches and initiatives of the different
Member States and the EU regarding the prevention of, detection of, preparation for and
response to CBRN incidents.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – Chemical, biological, radiological and
nuclear (CBRN) risks present a new dimension of possible terrorist attacks, accidents,
natural disasters and/or pandemics due to their transnational character and mass-scale
victimisation. An appropriate response against such a danger does not include only ex post
facto intervention programmes but starts much earlier when dealing with such materials,
their proper storage, limited access, controls, etc. At the same time, an aftermath
intervention demands large-scale cooperation between different national authorities inside
a Member State (civil protection, military, law enforcement, etc.) as well as between national
authorities of different Member States and EU bodies. Therefore, an all-hazard coordinated
approach is needed. That is what we intend to do with the adoption of this report.

Report: Ramona Nicole Mănescu (A7-0280/2010)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the present report and I
consider it to be of great importance during a period of economic and financial crisis, since
it is necessary to ensure that all European Union regions develop harmoniously. I agree
with the general intention to create a tripartite agreement between the EU, Member States
and the regions, since modernisation, interconnected infrastructure and assistance for
investment plans and development projects respecting the specific characteristics of each
region are fundamental. I also believe that continued investment in infrastructure in many
European regions, particularly in the south and east, is essential. Given the different levels
of decentralisation of the European regions, a balance must be found when designing a
horizontal approach between the different levels of government and between all areas of
activity. Efforts towards the administrative modernisation and reform of the regions,
combined with high quality technical assistance from the Commission, are essential
prerequisites to improving the efficiency and effectiveness of EU investments. The
simplification of procedures and the allocation of resources from the Structural Funds and
the Cohesion Fund in a manner which is accessible to all interested parties is essential. This
will guarantee, on the one hand, the participation of all actors in society and, on the other,
better application of EU programmes, instruments and policies.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I voted in favour of this important
resolution as the implementation of the cohesion policy is predominantly decentralised
and based on sub-national authorities assuming responsibility. I agree that the multi-level
approach should be applied not only vertically but also horizontally, among actors of the
same level, in all shared-competence Union policies including the cohesion policy, which
plays a forerunner role in the application of multi-level governance, as an instrument to
improve the quality of decision-making processes through the active involvement of
sub-national authorities from the pre-legislative phase of the debates.

Also, it is important to stress that funding application procedures are too complicated,
and an excessive number of checks are likely to discourage potential beneficiaries of
cohesion policy from the efficient absorption of funds and maximisation of their impact.
Therefore, there must be sufficient administrative capacity both at EU and at regional and
local level in order to increase the added value of the cohesion policy and ensure the
sustainability of actions.
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Antonello Antinoro (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I decided to vote for this report because we
need to send out a strong signal of Europe’s desire to work with local, and particularly
regional, administrations.

At a time of various degrees of decentralisation in the Member States, we need to show
that the European Parliament is also fully engaged with making regional politics an
instrument for better governance in Europe.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) To my mind, regional policy is one of the EU’s
most important policies. The funds it distributes throughout Europe contribute to cohesion
between the different regions and help them to become competitive. However, certain
things can be improved, particularly in the area of multi-level governance; in other words,
the coordinated action of the Union, of Member States and of regional and local entities.
Regional policy suffers from the complexity of its procedures, which often deter local
players from having recourse to it. Nevertheless, despite these procedures, the number of
irregularities is still too high. I voted for this European Parliament initiative, which
emphasises the crucial role that local authorities play in implementing regional policy
while, at the same time, calling for multi-level governance to be improved. It also
recommends better follow-up on the part of the Commission, with regard to both
supporting regional players and making sure the funds are put to good use.

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the own-initiative report
by my Romanian fellow Member, Mrs Mănescu, on good governance with regard to the
EU regional policy: procedures of assistance and control by the European Commission. I
welcome the demand for simplification, because this is a precondition for a better
understanding and use of European funds by local officials. Like the overwhelming majority
of my fellow Members, I am in favour of a strong cohesion policy where financial resources
are maintained after 2013, while rejecting any attempts at renationalisation. I would add,
on a personal level, that the best way to prevent cohesion policy from being renationalised
is to ‘Europeanise’ it. I find it regrettable that all too often, cohesion policy resources are
used for projects with a regional or sometimes national dimension, but rarely with a
European one.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) European Union cohesion policy is the
principle means of ensuring sustainable regional development. Implementation of cohesion
policy is predominantly decentralised and based on sub-national authorities assuming
responsibility. The Treaty of Lisbon has allowed territorial authorities to be more deeply
involved in the decision-making process, to facilitate better and more effective
implementation of cohesion policy measures, adapted to the needs of individual regions
and their populations. I voted in favour of this report. I feel that it is necessary to maximise
the potential for territorial cooperation, which, in some regions, has hitherto gone untapped,
and to promote more active application of the principle of partnership, ensuring effective
cooperation between the private and the public sectors.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Mrs Mănescu’s report seeks to bring
the European Union closer to its citizens: it advocates better control by the Commission
of local authorities’ involvement in the development of cohesion policy. This document
is part of a process to simplify very complex administrative procedures aimed at developing
our regions and stepping up collaboration between local authorities in the various Member
States. The fact that it has been adopted by a large majority confirms the importance given
to improving the use of European funds.
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Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I voted in favour of this report because in
cohesion policy, decision-making processes are improved through the application of
multi-level governance and the involvement of sub-national authorities. Supervision by
the Commission, as currently foreseen, is considered insufficient and cannot compensate
for ineffective control systems at national level persisting throughout the whole multiannual
period. Therefore, in order to improve the control system and increase assistance to
sub-national authorities, it is necessary for the Commission to strengthen its supervisory
role and procedures. Higher investments, both in financial assistance and training, should
be ensured for national and regional administrations to increase the capacities and
knowledge of rules by authorities in charge of programme management. It should also be
noted that the current funding application procedures that are too complicated are likely
to discourage potential beneficiaries of cohesion policy. Therefore, in the future, we need
to develop a more user-friendly policy with better coordinated Structural Fund rules.

Philip Bradbourn (ECR),    in writing. – Conservative MEPs abstained on the final vote on
the Mănescu report for the following reasons.

Firstly, the report promises to maintain a strongly-funded cohesion policy, whereas we
believe that the cohesion and social funds should not be ring-fenced, and that the EU should
rather concentrate spending on the new challenges it faces instead of old priorities such
as cohesion policy. It is also our contention that the content of this report fails to provide
meaningful progress in terms of more stringent and greater control over the funding
allocated under these programmes; if anything, the proposals in this report only serve to
further obfuscate delivery mechanisms and muddy the waters.

We would also have liked to see the report cogently address the issues raised by the European
Court of Auditors related to such funding, which it singularly fails to do. Consequently,
Conservative MEPs have abstained on the final vote.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The decentralisation of Member States’
powers is based on sharing responsibilities between the different levels of government.
For this reason, the capacity of regional and local authorities to implement EU policy has
been strengthened. I agree with the adoption of this resolution, since it focuses on the
specific nature of local and regional challenges, calling attention to the need to consider
integrated approaches which emphasise the regions’ specific characteristics, such as their
geographical and natural disadvantages, depopulation and the specific characteristics of
the outermost regions, but which also recognises the different administrative processes
existing in the various Member States. These approaches must also allow the coordination
of the interests of the various actors involved in order to facilitate governance at several
levels. The resolution also points to the fact that application procedures are too complicated
and have an excessive number of checks which discourages potential beneficiaries of
cohesion policy, as well as to the requirement to consult the general public in order to
legitimise the decision-making process. I also agree that a stronger role for the regional
and local level must correspond to a strengthened supervisory role for the Commission,
and to increased coordination between cohesion and structural policies.

George Sabin Cutaş (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for this report which proposes to
reinforce multi-level governance with a view to achieving greater involvement by
sub-national authorities at the policy development stage. I think that citizens’ interests will
be much better represented if regional and local authorities are involved in the
decision-making process right from the outset.
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Furthermore, the European Commission’s role in monitoring the way in which the Structural
Funds are managed is unarguable. However, this audit role of the European Commission
needs to be enhanced.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Cohesion Fund accounts for more than one third
of the total EU budget. Its ultimate aim is to reduce disparities between levels of economic
development in the various regions, targeting resources specifically towards growth and
employment. However, the Financial Times newspaper recently published an investigation
over how Cohesion Fund resources are, in fact, spent and the scenario described is very
worrying: the fund is used for purposes which are categorically not those intended. For
this same reason, I consider it crucial to strengthen the Commission’s control procedures
relating to the application and usage of the Cohesion Fund, reinforcing the mechanisms
of good governance.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We agree with the need to guarantee respect
for criteria relating to effectiveness, efficiency, rigour and transparency ‘in all the phases
of Structural Fund programming and implementation’. We recognise that the ‘ongoing
simplification of the Financial Regulation and of the Structural Funds rules’ could be
essential in terms of lifting certain existing barriers to accessing them, particularly by less
developed regions. Regarding the principle of cofinancing, whilst we recognise the
importance of the assumption of responsibilities by national authorities when applying
cohesion policy, we consider that, in view of the current profound crisis, something which
has particularly affected certain Member States and their regions, the rules relating to
cofinancing should be made more flexible. This will allow a better absorption of the funds
set aside for cohesion policy. In particular, the maximum rate of cofinancing should be
lowered to 10% for all Structural Funds.

We still disagree with and oppose some aspects of the report. One example is the ‘good
governance’ advocated for public services which, according to the rapporteur, can only be
achieved through a partnership of ‘public and private parties’. Another example is the
patchwork of uncritical references to the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy: a strategy
driven by liberalisation, privatisation and increased labour market flexibility which is an
approach entirely at odds with the objectives of cohesion policy.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. – (LT) I approved of this report because the 2006
report of the European Court of Auditors showed that the control systems in place for the
cohesion policy were not effective enough, and the error rate in the expenditure reimbursed
was too great (12%). The 2008 report confirmed this data with 11% of funds unduly
reimbursed. Overly complex rules governing the Structural Funds are partly responsible
for these errors. The shared management system characterising the cohesion policy implies
a high degree of complexity in the interpretation and application of the rules given the
numerous actors involved. Therefore, rules should be simplified to ensure more user-friendly
procedures and not discourage potential beneficiaries from participating in projects.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – Over the last decades, decentralisation of powers in
several Member States has considerably reinforced regional and local authorities’
competences in the delivery of Community policies. The incorporation by the Reform
Treaty of sub-national subsidiarity into the Community law for the policies of shared
competence allows today territorial authorities to be more deeply involved in the
decision-making process, both for the design and the implementation of policies, as fully
dignified partners, to participate in achieving the Community objectives. This important
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step towards better multi-level governance answers repeated requests by the Parliament
to reinforce the involvement of the sub-national authorities in the conception of policies,
always respecting the different national constitutional assets.

An efficient implementation depends strongly on how policies are conceived; involving
local and regional authorities also in this phase – as those knowing best the needs of their
territory and of its population – is an assurance of more effective results at a later stage. It
is crucial to place the emphasis on the pre-legislative phase of the decision-making process
and on the added value offered by policies and best practices implemented at local and
regional level to the development of territorial strategies in the EU.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This text acts as a foil to the creation
of European macro-regions. In order to further impose these competitive clusters to serve
the interests of the sacrosanct common market, this House is proposing that they be
overseen by the European Commission to the detriment of elected governments. EU
regional policy should be centred on reducing inequalities in the income and living
conditions of those living in the European regions. We are a far cry from that.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that some regions possess clear geographical
and natural disadvantages such as depopulation, among other things, I believe that this
measure is fundamental if we are to make cohesion policy more effective. It is fundamental
for there to be greater rigour in applying the Cohesion Fund so that asymmetries between
the Member States and regions of the EU can be reduced. In this way, we will create a
process which is more transparent, less bureaucratic and more equitable in terms of funding
distribution. As a result, there will be fewer gaps between levels of competitiveness. This
is why I voted as I did.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) At last! At last, someone has given some
thought to what is referred to as regional policy. Taking the example of Latvia alone, I can
honestly say that not even I have been able to extract information from the officials at the
Latvian Ministry of Economics on plans for the application of EU Structural Funds. This
information is kept in great secrecy from the people of Latvia. In return for what sort of
‘appreciation’, however, is it possible to find out about the European Commission’s plans
in relation to Latvia and, possibly, receive funding? I voted in favour in the hope that the
process will become accessible to everyone, and that no one will make a secret of the
European Commission’s plans.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) The report aims to strengthen the role of the
Commission in supporting regional and local authorities. This is an attempt to extend the
overall power of the Commission and that is something to which I must most definitely
express my opposition. I therefore voted against this motion.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Over recent years, the European Union has seen
local authorities become increasingly significant in the Member States. Decentralisation
of the management of the territory to smaller, local bodies has meant that, due to the
principle of subsidiarity, these have assumed greater power and influence, mainly
concerning specific competences delegated to them by the Member States. Regional
authorities have therefore found themselves in direct contact with the European institutions.
I voted for Mrs Mănescu’s report, precisely because in this situation, there is a need for
greater control and support for regional policies from the European Commission. The
report also targets the adoption of a White Paper on territorial cohesion, which would be
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a real step forward for the EU towards a new multi-level governance that ingrates perfectly
with European, national and regional competences.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The principle of sub-national
subsidiarity, introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon, puts into practice the aim of involving
the regions in the European decision-making process. The increase in dialogue with the
European Commission involves the principles of good governance in relation to regional
policy and the adoption of other procedures of assistance and control. I voted in favour
of the present report, which deals with the competences and role of regional and local
authorities in the process of implementing cohesion policy. Regional authorities can now
participate more directly and more actively in the decision-making process. This includes
drawing up and implementing policy, and being treated as true partners in realising EU
objectives.

I welcome this important step for governance, which responds to the repeated calls by the
European Parliament for an increase in sub-national entities’ participation in drawing up
and implementing European policy.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I should like to congratulate the rapporteur,
Mrs Mănescu, on her excellent work and I agree with her that the potential of territorial
cooperation can be better exploited through multi-level governance, thanks to the
relationships developed between private and public actors across national borders. I also
agree on promoting the exchange of information between the European Groupings of
Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) that have already been created, as well as those in the
process of being set up within the framework of existing programmes.

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) Over recent decades, the decentralisation of
powers in several Member States has reinforced regional and local authorities’ competences
considerably in the development of Community policies. Emphasising the prelegislative
phase of the decision-making process and the added value offered by the policies and best
practices implemented at local and regional level to the development of territorial strategies
in the EU helps ensure their effectiveness and sustainability. The following aspects need to
be considered to see how the multi-level governance approach can be improved in the area
of cohesion policy: the vertical and horizontal dimensions of governance, setting up real
partnerships with local and regional authorities, territorial cohesion and cooperation,
simplification of rules at EU and national level (Member States should simplify their national
provisions and develop a stronger culture of evaluation at all levels in order to ensure
effective controls and avoid errors – in 2008, 11% of funds were mistakenly reimbursed).

The Commission’s role needs to be strengthened in supporting regional and local authorities,
with serious reflection about the ways in which to improve governance and, consequently,
the effectiveness of the delivery system of the Structural Funds for the period after 2013.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I believe that it is necessary to improve governance
in the area of regional policy with a view to making the management of the Structural
Funds and of cohesion policy not only more effective, but also more balanced. I agree with
the rapporteur in seeking from the Commission a policy which will, in future, put more
emphasis on results, based, above all, on the quality of intervention and the development
of strategic projects. I also believe that European networks for exchanging best practices
should strengthen their initiatives, as this will contribute to our assurance with regard to
the application of these procedures in practice.
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Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – Over the last few decades, the
decentralisation of powers in several Member States has considerably reinforced regional
and local authorities’ competences in the delivery of Community policies. The incorporation
by the reform treaty of sub-national subsidiarity into Community law for policies of shared
competence today allows territorial authorities to be more deeply involved in the
decision-making process, both for the design and the implementation of policies, as fully
dignified partners, to participate in achieving the Community objectives. This important
step towards better multi-level governance answers repeated requests by Parliament to
reinforce the involvement of the sub-national authorities in the conception of policies
always respecting the different national constitutional assets.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) The decentralisation of government
brings increased responsibility to regional and local authorities. Indeed, it is authorities at
local level which best understand the needs of their regions and the people who live there,
thanks to which they can adapt general objectives to their own potential and possibilities.
We will achieve success if the Member States identify with the work they undertake and
responsibility for it is devolved to authorities at the appropriate level. We should support
a grass-roots approach, which should be flexible and integrated.

It is important for cohesion policy to be user friendly. There is a need to reduce
administrative costs and simplify procedures, the complicated nature of which, in many
cases, not only results in mistakes, but often discourages beneficiaries from using support
which is available to them. We talk about reducing the risk of error, but we should not
forget the plans and objectives upon which we have decided. I am thinking, here, of
innovative measures. We have given an important place to innovative methods, so we
have to reckon with the risk and possibility of mistakes being made. We should, therefore,
ask ourselves if we want to undertake work of an experimental nature in the spirit of the
priorities of the 2020 strategy, or if we would rather reduce the number of mistakes, which
would mean discouraging our citizens from undertaking innovative but sometimes
uncertain work.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Good governance in European regional policy is
essential if such policy is to be successful. Governance must be given a greater presence at
several levels, with the aim of strengthening the participation of all institutions in the
legislative process. With this in mind, it is fundamental that there should be an increase in
the involvement of regional and local authorities in both the pre-legislative and
implementation phases of such policies. I would emphasise the fact that the Treaty of
Lisbon recognises sub-national subsidiarity, not only in the sphere of regional policy, but
also horizontally, which is to say, in all European policies.

I believe that with more and better participation at the various levels of decision making,
the aim of territorial cohesion, based on a vision of integration, will be realised. However,
a bottom-up perspective should be adopted, because it is local and regional institutions
which can best understand the characteristics and problems of the regions. The Territorial
Pact of Local and Regional Authorities on Europe 2020 can add to the strengthening of
this contribution to the goals of intelligent, sustainable and inclusive growth. The principles
of partnership and cofinancing will contribute to an increase in the responsibility of these
institutions and the European Commission should see its supervisory role strengthened,
particularly by improving the control and audit system.
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Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing. – I voted for this report as it makes important calls
on the Commission to strengthen its monitoring role in order to reduce the error rate
highlighted in the recent report by the Court of Auditors. The Commission should also
consult local and regional authorities at all stages of legislation relating to the regions to
make them more accountable in producing a more results-oriented policy. This should
also help to reduce the level of error, improve control systems and increase assistance to
sub-national authorities and beneficiaries. I feel this report goes a long way to promoting
better cooperation between regions in different Member States, which will only have a
positive effect in achieving the aims of cohesion policy across the EU and ensuring that all
European Union regions develop harmoniously.

Report: Agustín Díaz de Mera García Consuegra (A7-0342/2010)

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I voted in favour of this report, which aims
to harness the know-how and experience of immigration liaison officers for the benefit of
Frontex and vice-versa. This was not a matter addressed in the original regulation adopted
in 2004. There is a clear need for the amendments and for new issues to be included in
order to improve the functioning of Frontex, such as exploitation of the information
obtained through the liaison officer networks and exchange of this via ICONet (secure
Information and Coordination Network for Member States’ migration management
services), accessing the External Borders Fund to promote the creation of liaison officer
networks and facilitate their operation and, lastly, expediting the system for the presentation
of half-yearly reports. I am convinced that those amendments are very timely and necessary
as the EU has to face and manage the increased flow of legal – and also illegal – immigration.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Council Regulation (EC) No 377/2004 of 19
February 2004 established an immigration liaison officers network. These officers are
representatives of Member States posted in a third country and are responsible for facilitating
the EU’s efforts to combat illegal immigration, in particular, by gathering information for
the European Frontex agency. However, coordination in the context of this policy, which
is still in its infancy, can be improved. Meetings between these liaison officers and
Commission and Frontex representatives should be taking place. Furthermore, better
cooperation with other bodies, such as the European Asylum Support Office and the Office
for the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, should be encouraged. That is
why it was deemed necessary to amend Regulation (EC) No 377/2004. I gave my support
to this text which, as well as reiterating the fundamental rights conditions to be fulfilled
by this policy, provides the means by which to effectively control the management of the
EU’s external borders.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I agree with the amendment of the regulation
aiming to enhance cooperation between Frontex and immigration liaison officers. More
active cooperation would help Frontex carry out its principle functions in combating illegal
immigration, i.e. preventing illegal immigration and returning illegal immigrants. As the
agency’s activities concern migration within EU territory, immigration liaison officers
posted to third countries can make a decisive contribution to Frontex achieving its objectives
outside the Union.

The agency would thus have an opportunity for a more effective exchange of information
with the competent authorities of third countries or with international organisations on
EU border control issues, through the training of border guards, operational information
exchanges and joint operations. It would be possible to exchange information via ICONet
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(secure Information and Coordination Network for Member States’ migration management
services).

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I voted in favour of this European Parliament
report because, with the increase in migration flows, it is important to create liaison officer
networks. Given that the current economic, financial and social crisis has encouraged even
more people to migrate, the European Union must do all it can to ensure that immigration
flows are properly managed. The creation of networks would not only help to regulate
legal, irregular and illegal immigration, but would also facilitate operational cooperation
between the Member States and expedite the system for the presentation of the half-yearly
reports. Furthermore, closer cooperation between officers would guarantee a better
exchange of technical knowledge and liaison with colleagues working in third countries.
I would like to underline that the European Union institutions should constantly strive to
ensure a safe and swift immigration process and guarantee that EU citizens are protected
from the possible dangers posed by irregular and illegal immigration. This can only be
achieved by using all possible effective instruments of international and internal
cooperation.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I believe that Parliament’s position
on amendments to Council Regulation (EC) No 377/2004 on the creation of an immigration
liaison officers network contributes to the appropriate management of legal as well as
illegal or clandestine flows of migrants. In fact, it is necessary to strengthen the synergies
and operational cooperation between the Member States and third countries, in particular,
through the liaison officers. I also believe that it is fundamental to analyse the activities of
the immigration liaison officer networks in regions and/or countries of special interest to
the European Union, particularly where the circumstances of these regions and/or countries
have a bearing on illegal immigration or human rights issues. For its part, the Commission
should develop recommendations on developing immigration liaison officer networks.

Nikolaos Chountis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) I voted against the report on the
creation of an immigration liaison officers network because it is designed to further reinforce
Frontex, which does all it can to promote the idea of Fortress Europe. In other words, the
idea is to replace the progress needed in immigration and asylum policies with repressive
policies, which not only conflict with basic principles and rights, but which are also
ineffective and have a disastrous impact on host communities and communities of origin
and on the lives of refugees and immigrants.

Ioan Enciu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for this report as I think that it makes
significant improvements in the management of immigration flows in the European Union.
Enhancing the remit of immigration liaison offers located in third countries will help
Frontex as a whole operate more efficiently, given that it will be based on information and
assistance from these officers. Another point which is also just as important is that these
liaison officers will be obliged to respect fundamental rights during their mission. Indeed,
regular reports will be submitted to the European Parliament for scrutiny regarding the
monitoring of respect for these rights.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Following the formal creation of the European Agency
for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders of the Member
States of the European Union (Frontex), it has become necessary to make the best possible
use of Union border resources. In this regard, it has become imperative to institute closer
cooperation between the immigration liaison officer networks and Frontex. Using the
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skills of both immigration liaison officers and Frontex, based on an exchange of information
obtained from the liaison officer networks through the Information and Coordination
Network for Member States’ migration management services, will enable better risk analysis
by Frontex, as well as more cooperation in relation to legal and illegal immigration.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) As shadow rapporteur on this dossier, I
supported Mr Diaz de Mera’s report, which has enabled us to go beyond the technical
changes proposed by the Commission by gaining a better understanding of the complexity
and lack of transparency of the work carried out by immigration liaison officers (ILO). In
the context of ‘mixed’ migratory flows, it is indeed crucial to include in their activities an
approach that is more mindful and respectful of human rights. The assignments carried
out by ILOs also need to reflect greater transparency and greater democratic supervision;
this is now the case, with the exchange of information between the European Parliament,
on the one hand, and organisations such as the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (HCR) and the European Asylum Support Office (EASO), on
the other, being strengthened. Given the Council’s opposition, the compromise finally
found to solve the terminological controversy (‘illegal’ immigration versus ‘irregular’
immigration) seems satisfactory, but it can only be a first step. The European institutions
will have to make good their commitment.

Jean-Marie Le Pen (NI),    in writing. – (FR) The exchange of best practices between different
countries’ police forces is sometimes necessary and its objectives commendable. We should
remember, however, that international police cooperation existed way back in the 19th
century, long before European integration. This report proposes, in the context of Frontex
(European Agency at the External Borders of the Member States), an improvement in the
exchange of information on illegal migratory flows, illegal immigration and the deportation
of persons residing without authorisation, including the introduction of immigration
liaison officers networks. One could welcome this new initiative, which the majority of
Europeans want, were it really aimed at dramatically reducing immigration. However, the
reality is altogether different, and this agency’s work, like the measures taken by the national
governments, has resulted in failure. France and Europe are being swamped with
immigrants. Around 900 000 people enter Europe illegally each year, according to an
‘official’ European Union figure. Given that illegal immigrants, and even foreign criminals,
are not sent back to their country of origin, one is entitled to wonder how yet more
provisions could reverse migratory flows without real political courage backed up by
action.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – The proposal amending Council Regulation (EC) No
337/2004 aims to harness the know-how and experience of immigration liaison officers
for the benefit of Frontex and vice-versa, which was not a matter addressed in the original
regulation.

The amending proposal has the following objectives: harnessing of the know-how of liaison
officers and of Frontex for their mutual benefit; exploitation of the information obtained
through the liaison officer networks and exchange of this via ICONet (secure Information
and Coordination Network for Member States’ migration management services); accessing
of the External Borders Fund to promote the creation of liaison officer networks and
facilitate their operation and, lastly, to expedite the system for the presentation of the
half-yearly reports. I welcome this measure.
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Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Following the formal creation of the European Agency
for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders of the Member
States of the European Union (Frontex), it has become necessary to make the best possible
use of Union border resources. In this regard, it is necessary to institute closer cooperation
between the various immigration liaison officer networks and Frontex. Exchanging
information and skills between immigration liaison officers and Frontex using the
Information and Coordination Network for Member States’ migration management services
will enable better risk analysis by Frontex, as well as better control over legal and illegal
immigration.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) I am in favour of this regulation, which seeks to
amend the regulation of 19 February 2004 on the creation of an immigration liaison
officers network. These amendments are necessary as a result of the way in which European
law in this area has developed and is practised. The new regulation makes provision for,
among other things: • a legal basis between Frontex and the liaison officers; • better use
of ICONet and; • increased rationalisation of the reporting systems pertaining to the
network’s activities. With this new regulation, we hope that this immigration liaison officers
network will become more effective.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) The border protection agency Frontex plays an
important role when it comes to combating illegal immigration. This can only be effectively
combated in the transit countries. A dense network of immigration liaison officers and
their close cooperation is therefore a sensible measure to enable us effectively to combat
mass immigration into Europe with all its negative consequences for the peoples of Europe.
However, this will only be the case if the information and assessments provided by liaison
officers are made available to Frontex and the national authorities as quickly as possible
and without any red tape. As regards cooperation in particular, there is still potential for
improvement and this needs to be exploited with regard to the issue of immigration. For
example, the powers of Frontex should, with the consent of the Member States, be enhanced
as quickly as possible in order to ensure that its work is uniform and effective, particularly
at the external borders.

It would be important to have a comprehensive strategy for how the external borders of
the EU can be better protected and the causes of emigration from the countries of origin
better combated. This is a task for the Commission. Although the report does not deal
adequately with these considerations, it represents an improvement on the current situation
and, for that reason, I voted in favour of it.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The proposal for a regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Regulation (EC) No 377/2004
on the creation of an immigration liaison officers network introduces amendments which
aim to use the knowledge and experience of immigration liaison officers for the benefit of
the European Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the External
Borders of the Member States of the European Union (Frontex) and vice versa. In fact, Frontex
could not yet be fully operational without the creation of such a network of liaison officers.

I agree with the objectives of the proposed amendment, in particular: actions to make the
most of the knowledge and experience of liaison officers and of Frontex; making use of
information obtained through networks of liaison agents via the Information and
Coordination Network for Member States’ migration management services; permission
to use the External Borders Fund to promote the creation of networks of liaison officers
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and simplify their operations; and, finally, improvements to the system of submitting
biannual activity reports.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I agree with Mr Díaz de Mera García Consuegra
in relation to the decisive contribution that immigration liaison officers posted to third
countries could, by virtue of their remits, make to Frontex achieving its objectives, especially
considering that the agency has no representation outside the European Union.

I also support the amending proposal, which will have the following objectives: to harness
the know-how of liaison officers and of Frontex for their mutual benefit; to exploit the
information obtained through the liaison officer networks and exchange this via ICONet
(secure Information and Coordination Network for Member States’ migration management
services); to access the External Borders Fund to promote the creation of liaison officer
networks and facilitate their operation; and, lastly, to expedite the system for the
presentation of the half-yearly reports.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I believe that amending the regulation is essential
to providing a genuine platform for the exchange of information between immigration
liaison officers and the European Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation
at the External Borders of the Member States of the European Union. The exchanging of
information will definitely add value to the work of both parties.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – When the regulation now being amended
was adopted on 19 February 2004, Frontex was yet to be officially established. It was eight
months later, on 26 October 2004, that the Council adopted the Regulation establishing
a European Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders.
By virtue of the remits set out in its rules of procedure, Frontex is responsible for carrying
out risk analysis based on the information gathered by the competent authorities in the
Member States, for facilitating operational cooperation between the Member States and
third countries, and for cooperating with the competent authorities of third countries and
with international organisations through, for example, exchanges of experience on border
control issues, the training of border guards, operational information exchanges and joint
operations. The amendments proposed here are appropriate and necessary. The troubled
times that the European Union is experiencing demand appropriate management of
immigration flows. This should be seen as having two facets: management of legal
immigration and management of illegal and clandestine immigration.

Report: Véronique Mathieu (A7-0265/2010)

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I voted in favour of this resolution as
economic immigration is a growing challenge for the EU. Therefore, the EU must develop
balanced legal immigration channels which meet the needs of our labour markets while
taking account of the demographic and economic challenges which the EU will face in the
near future. I am convinced that the adoption of this directive will simplify procedures for
the admission of third-country nationals for employment purposes, will reduce
administrative costs and will also make it easier to check on people admitted to the territory
of a Member State and authorised to work there.

With reference to the simplified procedure, I have to stress that the implementation of
legal requirements and transparency of decision making by national authorities must be
ensured. I agree with the rapporteur that these decisions on the admission of third-country
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nationals for employment purposes have a strong impact on the life of the persons
concerned, and must therefore be taken in a way which is completely transparent.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The directive on a single
residence and work permit in all the Member States of the EU and the European Parliament
report on it view immigrants as cheap labour, at the mercy of the cruel exploitation of
capital. An immigrant will only have the right to stay in the territory of a Member State of
the EU if he works to swell the coffers of the plutocracy. Otherwise, he will be considered
illegal and will be treated as an unwanted object, imprisoned for up to 18 months and
thrown out. Nothing sets immigrants apart from local workers in the Member States of
the EU. They are united by the common fate of the worker, the exploited, the producers
of the wealth seized by capital. The fight for the fair demands of immigrants, for their
legalisation, for the abolition of black-market and uninsured work, for higher salaries and
wages, for an equal day’s pay for an equal day’s work, for full protection of social and civil
rights and for the repeal of the Dublin agreement is a joint fight.

Immigrants’ problems will only be resolved by integrating them into the working class
movement and stepping up its fight against the anti-grassroots and chauvinist policy of
the EU and its bourgeois governments, which are responsible for the poverty and misery
of local and immigrant workers in the EU and throughout the world.

Alfredo Antoniozzi (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I am convinced that we will only be able to
fight illegal immigration and undeclared work effectively through balanced legal
immigration channels that are mindful of the needs of the labour market.

The advantages deriving from the adoption of this directive are obvious: the issuance of a
single document authorising residence and access to the labour market constitutes a
considerable simplification of the admission system, will reduce its costs and cut procedure
times.

The adoption of this directive is needed in order to introduce additional measures regarding
seasonal workers and workers posted within their undertaking and, hence, I hope that this
takes place as soon as possible, with due regard to the competence of Member States to
decide maximum entrance quotas for workers from third countries.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On Wednesday, we voted on the draft directive
by my colleague, Véronique Mathieu, on the creation of a single residency and work permit
for migrant workers. I voted for this text. Unfortunately, it was not adopted. This text
allowed for the alignment of the system applicable to foreign workers and thus tackled
social dumping. By regulating illegal immigration more effectively, it enabled the Union
to clamp down on undeclared work and on illegal sectors. The socialists opposed this
directive on the pretext that its scope excluded some categories. However, the liberals’
position was totally unexpected and led to the text being rejected. Having seen one of their
positions on a rejected amendment, they voted against the whole text without having
warned us beforehand about the importance they attached to that point. That is how a
year of precious work has been wasted.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) People must realise that the European
Parliament is not subordinate to the Council. From now on, even with regard to
immigration, Member States must take MEPs seriously. The ordinary legislative procedure
is a reality. The draft directive on the single permit for third-country nationals was rejected
in plenary: that is a strong signal on the part of Parliament because the issue was a crucial
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one. For years, we have been talking about creating a single permit for third-country
nationals who wish to live and work in a Member State. It was a laudable initiative to start
with, but the amendments tabled by the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian
Democrats), as they stand, deny the very essence of a single permit. They also go against
equal treatment for all and create different categories of workers, which is quite simply
unacceptable.

Equal treatment cannot be compromised. Thus, in response to these PPE amendments, we
voted by a majority against the final proposal: with 350 votes to 306, it has been rejected
and will have to be sent back to the European Commission. We need to do better: yes to
a responsible common immigration policy but no to a restrictive and discriminatory one!

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) When it voted today on the directive on a
single permit for third-country nationals to reside and work in the territory of a Member
State, the European Parliament blocked the European Commission’s proposal and returned
it to the competent parliamentary committees for the contents of the proposal for a directive
to be further improved. This vote is a victory for the Group of the Progressive Alliance of
Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament and all workers in the European
Union. I would like to stress that because the framework of the directive we were promised
was already deleted from the Commission’s proposal, as certain categories of workers,
such as seasonal workers, intra-company transfers and refugees were deleted from its
contents, the European Parliament could not approve such a directive. This directive should
be a general framework directive on rights for third-country workers and should serve as
a framework for specific directives, because only then will the European Union goal of a
common migration policy be achieved. By voting in this way, we demonstrated that the
European Union cannot be home to a double labour market with double standards, because
this would undermine all the social standards we have gained previously.

Cornelis de Jong (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – I have voted in favour of Amendments 30,
34, 65, 103, 109 and 114 because although I fully support the UN International Convention
on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families, I
believe that regulation of access to labour markets, social security schemes and public
housing are matters to be regulated by the Member States which should not be regulated
at Community level. By ratifying the abovementioned UN Convention, Member States
have pledged to implement it in their domestic systems without ceding any powers in that
regard to the Union.

Luigi Ciriaco De Mita (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The report on the single permit to reside
and work in the European Union has given us the chance to reflect upon and discuss the
important role that immigrants can have in our societies. Legal entry, effective integration
and respect for the law are essential preconditions for this important role and allow for
greater participation by immigrants in the shared development of their adopted
communities. In this regard, the single permit voted upon can provide a way to manage
entries and safeguard the rights and duties of all the people who make up a community. I
supported the proposal for a directive, including the parts that are without prejudice to
the more favourable provisions contained in EU legislation and international instruments.
I regret that this House has not adopted the proposal being discussed, which I believe could
make a useful contribution to the creation of a European area of freedom and integration
between people that wish to work together for the growth of the EU.
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Marielle De Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) For years, we have been talking about
creating a single permit for third-country nationals who wish to live and work in a Member
State. This is a commendable initiative, the initial objective of which is to simplify the
administrative requirements for third-country nationals by enabling them to obtain a work
permit and a residence permit via a ‘one-stop shop’ procedure. The initial legislative proposal
stipulated that workers from third countries should enjoy the same treatment as nationals
with respect to employment rights (such as access to social security, education and training).
However, according to the text as amended by the rapporteur, Member States would have
been authorised to restrict some of these rights. This is contrary to equal treatment and is
not acceptable. We therefore voted by a majority against the final proposal, which was
rejected. Formulating a humane and reasonable immigration policy will be a fundamental
challenge for society over the next few years, but it can only be done at European level so
as to avoid electoral agendas and national knee-jerk reactions.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The issue in question in this proposal is the
introduction of a single application procedure for a single permit for third-country nationals
to reside and work in the territory of a Member State and on a common set of rights for
third-country workers legally residing in the EU. This presupposes the existence of rules
common to all Member States, which aims to put an end to the current differences in
approach of the various EU countries and which would make the process of giving legal
status to workers quicker, more uniform and more transparent throughout the Union. On
the one hand, the legal migration of labour and, above all, qualified labour, helps to fight
clandestine working, and can improve the competitiveness of the economy and overcome
existing scarcities. On the other hand, however, we cannot forget that, during a period of
economic crisis and vulnerability, when unemployment is growing, labour migration
policy must be flexible, as argued by the Commission, but also sustainable and reasonable.

Carlo Fidanza (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I am genuinely disappointed about the rejection
of the report by Mrs Mathieu on the single application procedure for a residence and work
permit. It was balanced report that was much improved at the voting stage by the
amendments of the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), which
were accepted with the decisive contribution of liberals and conservatives.

I am saddened by the failure of the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for
Europe to respect the agreement and the mistaken assessment by the European
Conservatives and Reformists, which open the doors to a new proposal from the
Commission, which is likely to be inferior to the current one.

The opportunity for legal immigrants to obtain the necessary residence and work documents
by means of a single procedure for the entire territory of the European Union would have
been a decisive step forward, and a right and proper corollary to the necessary reinforcement
of the fight against illegal immigration through greater cooperation with the coastal Member
States and the strengthening of Frontex.

Instead, as has been the case on a number of other occasions, it is some stubborn ideological
remnants of the Left that prevail, who, in pursuing the indiscriminate opening of borders,
end up denying the need to protect honest foreigners who come to Europe for work.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We consider it very significant that this
proposal for a directive on a single application procedure for a single residency and work
permit has been rejected by a majority of the European Parliament, as Parliament’s text,
already negotiated with the Council, only served the interests of large firms and economic
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groups. These groups were pressing for social dumping so that they could have a foreign
workforce that they could exploit with low wages and few rights.

Although put forth under the pretext of a single regulation, such groups in practice wanted
to legalise social dumping, strengthen job insecurity, increase inequality and open the way
for different outcomes and laws to put the principles of equality and justice for all workers
into jeopardy.

In some ways, they wished to resurrect the country of origin principle from the infamous
Bolkestein Directive, which was rejected after concerted resistance by workers. Now, the
resistance and arguments of workers and unions in various Member States has had
repercussions for the European Parliament, demonstrating that the struggle has been
worthwhile. Portuguese workers also contributed to this positive result, through the general
strike of 24 November. However, it is necessary to maintain our vigilance.

Bruno Gollnisch (NI),    in writing. – (FR) At a time when almost 25 million Europeans
are registered as unemployed, a directive aimed at facilitating the immigration of job seekers
has once again been tabled. You have to admit that there is something obscene about that.
What is more, this text sought to guarantee certain economic and social rights to these
immigrant workers, allegedly to avoid any social dumping or unfair competition with
indigenous workers or workers who are already in Europe. This is an implicit admission
that immigration pushes down European wages and does not make up for any labour
shortages, but, on the contrary, results in direct competition for our workers.

Some amendments, in wanting to promote equal rights – and equal costs – between
residents and immigrants, were, in fact, tantamount to allowing every kind of immigrant,
whether working or not, access to our social benefits. This represents a choice between
social dumping and automatic handouts which is no longer bearable, neither politically
nor financially. It is time to decide, at Member State level, to reverse migratory flows, which
have become unbearable economic, social and even cultural burdens, and to practise
national and Community preference in all areas.

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) The EU Member States face a constant
struggle with the problem of illegal immigration and work carried out in what is known
as the shadow economy by citizens of third countries. Appropriate steps must be taken to
counteract these problems effectively. Simplifying and standardising procedures for issuing
entry and residence permits for citizens of third countries in order for them to start working
in a Member State will help limit illegal immigration. At the same time, it will make it
possible for the workforce requirements of European markets to be met. The proposed
regulations leave a certain margin of discretion to accepting countries, especially with
regard to conditions for refusal of entry. This ensures an appropriate level of legal security
and that there will be no interference in Member States’ competences.

The directive under discussion will make it possible for all Member States to adopt a
common position on economic immigration. This will ensure transparent regulations,
security and legal protection for workers who suffer discrimination, a continued fight
against illegal immigration and, finally, measures to combat unfair competition. For this
reason, I agree with the rapporteur’s position.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – In 2001, the Commission submitted a proposal for
a directive on the conditions of entry and residence of third-country nationals for the
purpose of paid employment and self-employed economic activities. Despite a favourable
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opinion from the European Parliament, this ambitious proposal, which sought to establish
the entry and residence conditions for third-country nationals wishing to undertake an
economic activity within the Union, did not survive beyond its first reading within the
Council, and the Commission officially withdrew it in 2006. I welcome the fact that the
new legal basis provided by the Lisbon Treaty gives this proposal a good chance of being
adopted.

Clemente Mastella (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted in favour of this report, together with
my group, because I believe that it responds well to the considerable demographic challenges
that the European Union will face in the coming years by establishing a single application
procedure for third-country nationals who wish to be admitted to the territory of a Member
State in order to work there, and by offering them a secure legal status.

Unfortunately, Parliament’s rejection will delay the analysis of this important directive,
which would have simplified the often complex administrative procedures for receiving
economic migrants. It would thus have enabled the labour markets of our Member States
to respond to current and future manpower needs and would have provided a way of
combating exploitation and discrimination, to which these workers too often fall victim.
The directive seeks to reduce the differences that exist between national legislations: with
this one-stop shop system, the administrative procedure would be simpler, less expensive
and quicker.

Our proposal would not have defined the conditions for admission for third-country
nationals: the Member States would always have been responsible for determining the
conditions for admission and setting the number of migrants to allow into their territory
for employment purposes.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report and the draft directive
that it amends are shameful. They introduce selective immigration governed by market
requirements. They deprive of their rights all immigrants who are of no use, or no more
use, to these markets. Even when they do grant limited rights to those who work, they offer
the option to restrict them still further in the future. Immigrants are not second-class human
beings! This directive is quite simply inhumane. I shall vote against it and I also condemn
it.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This document, which has been rejected by the
majority of Members, was a piece of legislation which would have enabled flows of migrants
to be better managed. It aimed to eliminate the differences between Member States in their
labour and residency procedures, and give third-country nationals working legally in the
EU access to certain rights. It was thus a step forward, for two reasons. Firstly, because we
are creating a new instrument which aims to benefit third-country nationals wishing to
immigrate to the territory of Member States by conferring upon them a set of rights.
Secondly, because of the political message which it sends overseas, disproving the idea
that Europe is closed and only able to pass repressive measures, and strengthening security
at a time when we are responding to the concerns expressed in the Stockholm Programme
regarding the creation of flexible immigration policies in order to support the EU’s economic
development. This is why I voted as I did.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) The circumstances under which third-country
nationals are permitted to reside and work in an EU Member State are a matter for the state
in question, not the EU. The fact that, in certain areas, periodic immigration of well-educated
skilled workers may perhaps be useful must not result in an open door policy because, first
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and foremost, it should be workers from our own population, in other words, EU citizens,
who are recruited. If we have a shortage of workers in many areas, we should investigate
the causes of this and respond by adapting the training accordingly, but also by providing
opportunities for reskilling. The fact that labour migration can be a problem for workers
because it suppresses wage levels and can also lead to dumping prices has been shown
time and again in the past.

It was for this reason, for example, that the transitional periods for the free movement of
workers were introduced at the insistence of the countries with well-developed social
security safety nets. In the debate, it must not be forgotten that the rules and regulations
for the supply of labour can be exploited by clever enterprises. I therefore voted against
the report.

Rareş-Lucian Niculescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for this report as the European
Union has needed for many years now clear rules and procedures about the rights granted
to legally resident third-country workers. We need such a set of rules for at least two reasons.
Firstly, although we should provide a preferential scheme for EU workers, legally resident
workers participate in Member States’ economic life and are entitled to protection and
guarantees. They should be considered as an asset to the EU economy and not as a threat
to EU workers.

Secondly, such clear rules would help achieve better control over migration. On the other
hand, if we avoid such rules, we encourage illegal migration and employment and all the
repercussions they entail. I regret to say that I reject the report and call on the Commission
to come back with a new proposal.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted in favour of the report by Mrs Mathieu
because I hope that after years of work, the guidelines will be established to draw up a
directive that provides a single package of European rules on permits and rights for workers
from third countries. We have been working on a European directive since 2001 without
seeing any results. Now let us hope that the Council approves it in codecision with
Parliament and that a conclusion is reached, given the importance of the issue. This is a
crucial point for the development of Europe, as increasing demand for manpower is taking
us ever closer to what is called ‘economic immigration’ and, therefore, a common regulation
on the issue is urgently needed. Long-term economic development of the Union must be
supported, so we need to simplify administrative practices regarding permits for
third-country nationals who wish to be admitted to the territory of a Member State in order
to work there, offering them a secure legal status. The directive will enable us to meet
current and future manpower needs and will provide a way of combating exploitation and
discrimination, to which these workers too often fall victim.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the present
report, which was not adopted in the final vote. I did so because I believe the monitoring
of migration in the European Union is a fundamental part of a responsible hosting policy
in the Member States. The best way to combat illegal immigration and clandestine working
is to develop a balanced policy towards legal migration, hosting immigrants on the basis
of the needs of the labour market in the host state.

At a time without economic growth, it is important not to create false expectations of
inclusion, or encourage policies which promote a scarcity of labour. The proposal of filling
out a single application to the authorities of the host country, requesting a work and
residence visa, would cater for this concern.
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Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I agree with the rapporteur, Mrs Mathieu, and
with the proposal for a directive, which is part of the European Union’s efforts to develop
a global migration policy and is a framework proposal for citizens of third countries. Its
aim is twofold: a) to create a single application procedure for a permit to reside and work
in a Member State; and b) to establish a uniform set of minimum rights for third-country
workers legally resident in the EU, on the basis of equality of treatment with EU nationals.

Marit Paulsen, Olle Schmidt and Cecilia Wikström (ALDE),    in writing. – (SV) Legal
immigration into EU Member States is important for economic development. The
immigration of workers can increase competition and vitality and, in light of the
demographic challenges that the EU is facing with an ageing population, it is important
to adopt a flexible immigration policy. We therefore welcome the Commission’s proposal,
which seeks to introduce a single application procedure for third-country nationals applying
for work and residence permits. This should simplify the complex administrative formalities
involved in the reception of migrants. It should also make it possible for the labour markets
in our Member States to react to current and future labour requirements and provide a
tool for combating the exploitation of, and discrimination against, these workers.

However, we are opposed to the amendments tabled concerning additional documents,
which would make the proposal contradictory and pointless. Having a single application
procedure and one document becomes meaningless if all of the Member States can issue
and demand additional documents. The amendment stating that the Member States may
issue a document to supplement the residence permit, which may be updated or withdrawn
when the person’s labour market situation changes, was voted through. As we were
dissatisfied with the text and would have preferred the proposal to go to a second reading
before it was adopted, we voted for the inclusion of correlation tables, against the wishes
of the Council. These were not voted through, either, and when we found ourselves in a
situation where a positive vote for the report would mean adoption at first reading with a
content that we believed undermined the whole proposal for a single document instead
of several within the EU, we chose to vote against the proposal.

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) One of the best ways of combating illegal
immigration and undeclared work is to develop balanced legal immigration channels which
meet the needs of the labour markets in our countries. Economic immigration is a reality
on which we must impose order, but it is also a necessity in view of the demographic and
economic challenges which the European Union will face in the near future. Immigration
policy must be devised as an instrument for regulating our labour needs, thereby helping
to implement the Europe 2020 strategy.

EU law does not limit the power of Member States to organise their own social security
schemes. In the absence of harmonisation at Union level, it is for the legislation of each
Member State to lay down the conditions under which social security benefits are granted,
as well as the amount of these benefits and the period for which they are granted.

However, when exercising this power, Member States should comply with EU law.
Furthermore, working conditions must be respected, including for pay and dismissal,
health and safety at the workplace, working time, leave and disciplinary procedures, taking
into account any general collective agreements in force.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Union must prepare itself for future
demographic challenges. The issues relating to labour migration are relevant to the
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competitiveness and vitality of economies. They demand both balanced treatment and
deep consideration.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (FR) I am pleased that the European
Parliament has rejected this proposal for a single permit. Today’s vote paves the way for
new negotiations and says ‘no’ to allocating rights according to workers’ market value.
This directive, far from guaranteeing a common set of rights for all migrant workers,
founded on equal treatment and non-discrimination, proposed a fragmented concept of
legal migration, where the market value of a migrant worker would determine the extent
of his or her rights. On the eve of the 20th anniversary of the UN Convention on the
Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families, this
hierarchical arrangement is totally unacceptable: the Union must at last incorporate the
conclusions of the many studies which show that the benefits – both individual and
collective, economic and societal – for host countries and countries of origin alike go hand
in hand with the full and effective exercise of migrants’ rights. The Greens will continue to
pay extremely close attention to this matter in order to help equip the Union with an
ambitious migration policy that is based on the principle of universality and indivisibility
of fundamental rights. This will be the issue at stake in the new talks prompted by the
rejection of this dreadful agreement.

Report: Teresa Jiménez-Becerril Barrio, Carmen Romero López (A7-0354/2010)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) The objective of the draft directive of the
European Parliament and of the Council on the European Protection Order is crime
prevention. It is based on the fact that, although the Member States provide protection for
the victims of crime when within national borders, it has become necessary to develop a
European-level mechanism for early warning and prevention. This takes into consideration
the recommendations made by the Stockholm Programme and the procedures resulting
from the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, which allow reports to be provided for
on a cross-cutting basis, as well as the first Council proposal for a European victim
protection directive of 5 January 2010. I agree with a wide-ranging approach in order to
include the victims of several types of crime, and with the amendments that provide for
arrangements for revoking the protection order, for ensuring continuity of legal protection,
for laying down a deadline for execution of an order and for clarifying the position as
regards victims moving from one Member State to another.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I voted in favour of this resolution because
it supports the Council’s proposal for a directive which provides clear measures concerning
the prevention of crime and victim protection in particular. It is important that victims of
violence should not only be prevented in their country from being harmed by offenders,
but should also have these kinds of preventive measures within the whole of the European
Union. The adoption and implementation of this directive would show that the EU is
determined to put into practice the Stockholm Action Plan, the European Union initiative
to maintain and develop an area of freedom, security and justice.

It is important to stress that a European Protection Order should be applicable to all victims
of crime, including victims of human trafficking, forced marriages, honour killings, gender
violence, witnesses, victims of terrorism and organised crime, regardless of the age or sex
of the victim, where there is an identified aggressor. Furthermore, protection of victims
does not mean just physical protection, but also includes the dignity of victims. Therefore,
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I strongly agree that it is imperative to include protection for victims that aims to restore
their dignity and the respect due to them as human beings.

Roberta Angelilli (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The vote in Parliament on the proposed directive
on the European Protection Order for victims sends out an important signal for the
protection of people who have suffered from violence. Unfortunately, even though there
was no qualified majority in the Council after the Netherlands took the side of the countries
that are blocking the initiative, this has no effect on the importance of today’s vote.

The European legislative vacuum regarding the protection of victims of violence needs to
be filled by a concrete response that is not only limited to the territory of the State in which
the victim is present, but which applies across borders. Through the cooperation of
12 Member States, including Italy, the aim is to activate an early-warning and victim
protection mechanism within the territory of the European Union.

I am convinced of the importance of reaching an agreement on this instrument – including
in political terms – because it will guarantee protection to victims of all kinds of crime and
will provide for restraining and prohibiting actions against people who constitute a threat.
An equally significant aspect is the possibility for the victim to move to another Member
State, receiving the information and assistance they need to start a new life, while continuing
to benefit from protection measures.

Alfredo Antoniozzi (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I am in favour of the general idea of the
protection order. Victims of violence must be safeguarded from repeat attacks by their
aggressors, and must receive the benefit of preventive measures throughout the European
Union.

The draft directive is another step towards achieving the objectives of the Stockholm Action
Plan and of the European Union initiative to maintain and develop an area of freedom,
security and justice.

I am aware of the complexity of this initiative. Judicial systems vary in the different Member
States, as do criminal and civil proceedings. Despite this, I believe that the rapporteurs have
succeeded in strengthening the continuity of legal protection and guaranteeing maximum
protection for victims, while ensuring legal certainty.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Victims of violence can benefit from protection
measures against their aggressors in their respective Member States. However, this
protection stops at the borders of their Member States, and until now, there was no way
of extending this protection beyond those borders. I voted for this new directive, which
allows the judicial authorities of a Member State that has implemented protection measures
under its national law to issue a ‘European Protection Order’, which protects victims on
the territory of the other Member States. Obviously, the directive is intended primarily for
female victims of violence, but it may be applied to anyone regardless of gender or age,
potential victims and their relatives.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the draft directive on the
European Protection Order, which aims to protect victims of crime throughout the
European Union. This initiative aims to introduce a mechanism for judicial and police
cooperation between the Member States so that victims of crime who benefit from a
protection measure in one Member State will not need to repeat the entire judicial process
to obtain protection measures, and so that they may also be protected should they decide
to reside or remain in another EU country.
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The European Protection Order will be issued at the request of the protected person and
should be given not only to women who are the victims of domestic violence, the main
group to receive protection, but also to all other victims, such as victims of human
trafficking, female genital mutilation, forced marriages, honour killings, incest, gender
violence, witnesses, and victims of terrorism and organised crime.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I voted in favour of the proposal for a
directive on the European Protection Order because its fundamental goals are crime
prevention and victim protection. Currently, even when Member States have made provision
for protection orders for victims, the resulting enforcement measures stop at the border
of the issuing State. The European Union must do all that it can to prevent crime and
persecution at European level. Only then will we be able to guarantee a safe environment
for victims without restricting victims’ right to mobility. Although the Member States’
criminal, civil and administrative proceedings are different, all countries must work together
to prevent repeat offences.

I feel that it is very important to include the aspect of moral support in this proposal. For
most victims, crime has various psychological and moral repercussions that continue long
after the crime has been committed. The EU must concern itself not only with prevention
and protection, but also with moral support for victims so that they can begin a new life
in any EU Member State.

Jan Březina (PPE),    in writing. – (CS) I have voted in favour of the report on the European
Protection Order because it aims to improve the legal position of victims of violent crime.
Legal protection is needed, in particular, by people who are victims of repeated violence
by close relatives, people who become victims of violence on the basis of gender, or people
who become victims of other kinds of crime in a Member State where they have neither
citizenship nor a place of abode. I agreed with the amendment proposals, which limit the
reasons for refusing to recognise or for rejecting a European Protection Order, setting a
20-day limit for implementing an order or clarifying the situation when a victim moves
from one Member State to another.

I am pleased that the problem of the legal basis, which the Council and the Commission,
in particular, raised against each other, has been clarified. The specific conflict of views
between the civil and criminal aspects of the European Protection Order has, in my view,
been eliminated through adoption of the amendment proposal, which adds the recognition
of court rulings to cooperation in criminal cases. This will accommodate the Commission’s
objection that the European Protection Order legislation will contravene its exclusive right
of initiative in the area of civil law.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I support this resolution as I believe
that it is fundamental that victims of violence should benefit from measures to prevent
crime and from protection throughout the European Union. In other words, this protection
should not be restricted to a single Member State but should allow the individual to reside
or remain in other EU countries. This measure should be applied to victims of human
trafficking, female genital mutilation, forced marriages, honour killings, incest, gender
violence, witnesses and victims of terrorism and organised crime. To achieve this, it will
be necessary to overcome the fact that the legal systems of the Member States are different.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This draft directive aims to fill a gap in existing
legislation regarding the victims of crime, which does not address the issue of preventing
crime and the need for a rapid and effective, Europe-wide early warning and prevention
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mechanism to protect victims. The creation of a European Protection Order should, for
these reasons, become an important way of protecting victims, regardless of the type of
violence to which they have been subjected. It must work across the borders of Member
States, so that victims will not have to start the entire judicial process required to obtain
protection measures afresh if they move to another Member State.

Although, on the one hand, we have just adopted legislation regarding the civil and
procedural rights of suspects in the EU, on the other hand, we cannot forget the civil and
procedural rights of victims who are, without any doubt, vulnerable and lacking in
protection to a greater extent. The adoption of this directive is an important step towards
assisting victims, but I hope that the Commission can go further and present a
comprehensive and more complete legislative package regarding victims as soon as possible.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the draft directive of the
European Parliament and of the Council on the European Protection Order. Unlike, perhaps,
some of the more resistant Member States (the United Kingdom, the Netherlands since the
last change of government, and so on), I am against limiting the scope to criminal procedures
in the strictest sense; I am in favour of including a broader range of procedures. I hope that
the strong signal sent by the European Parliament in plenary will ensure not only that the
current deadlock caused by the blocking minority within the Council is broken, but also
that the forthcoming Hungarian Presidency carries on looking into this matter.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Conferring legal protection upon the victims of crime
is fundamental to the construction of an area of liberty, security and justice. It is for this
reason that I agree, despite some reservations, with the objectives of the present proposal
which aims to improve the existing legal situation in the following respects: (i) improving
the arrangements for revoking a European Protection Order; (ii) continuity of legal
protection; (iii) limiting the reasons for refusal to recognise, or rejection of, a European
Protection Order; (iv) deadlines for execution of an order; and (v) clarifying the position
as regards victims moving.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This directive concerns the application
of protection measures intended to assist victims of criminal acts whenever these endanger
an individual’s life, or physical, psychological or sexual wellbeing.

Protection measures exist in all EU Member States, but cease to take effect when someone
crosses the country’s borders. The European Protection Order aims to ensure that the
protection offered to an individual in one Member State will be maintained and continued
in any other Member State to which the person relocates or has been relocated.

This is the position which the European Parliament adopted today, with 610 votes in
favour, 13 against and 56 abstentions. It is based on the compromise negotiated between
Members of this House and representatives of the Belgian Presidency of the EU. However,
the text has yet to be confirmed by a qualified majority of Member States in the Council.

Although most of the protection measures are aimed at women who have been the victims
of domestic violence, the new rules should apply to all victims: as the adopted report states,
‘this directive applies to protection measures which aim at protecting all victims and not
only the victims of gender violence, taking into account the specificities of each type of
crime concerned’.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) The European Protection Order is the practical
expression of the priority given by the Spanish Presidency to combating violence against
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women. Victims covered by measures stipulating the distance to be observed by their
aggressors will be protected beyond national borders, thus allowing them to start a new
life wherever they see fit. The European Protection Order issued will have the same legal
force throughout the Union. The scope of the text has been extended to include the
protection ‘of life, physical or psychological integrity, dignity, personal liberty or sexual
integrity’. This broad definition includes the notions of forced marriage, paedophilia,
human trafficking, genital mutilation, and so on. This measure meets the primary objective
of the area of freedom, security and justice, which is to build a protective Europe. I therefore
voted for this text.

Jim Higgins (PPE),    in writing . – I welcome the European Protection Order. It is an excellent
initiative which will ensure that measures for victims’ protection will extend from one
Member State to another. At present, protection orders stop at our border, leaving the
victim defenceless. The EPO marks a huge step forward in victim rights. It is a strong
instrument which will provide a safer haven for victims of violence across Member States’
borders. Over 100 000 women in the EU are covered by protective measures. However, I
am very concerned by the blocking minority at Council level of which Ireland is part. I
hope that the huge acceptance of this report at Parliament level will encourage the blocking
minority to re-think their stance. I do not accept their argument that the legal basis of the
report is inaccurate. Both the Council and the Parliament’s legal service found that the legal
basis was adequate and, as unanimously supported by JURI, the protection order does not
establish obligations to modify national systems for adopting protection measures, as the
Member State to which a victim travels is asked to provide protection in accordance with
its national law.

Timothy Kirkhope and Marina Yannakoudakis (ECR),    in writing. – The ECR Group
fully supports the aims and objectives of the proposed European Protection Order and we
are keen to see that victims of violence, terrorism, domestic abuse, stalking and/or
harassment are protected if and when they move throughout the EU. The ECR Group is
sympathetic to the distress that physical, psychological and or sexual abuse can cause and
the state of vulnerability in which it leaves its victims.

We were not able to vote in favour of the report today due to our concerns over the legal
base and scope of the directive. This proposal has a criminal law basis; however, some of
the offences that this proposal intends to cover are civil law matters, yet there is an absence
of the use of Article 81 of the TFEU. The ECR Group is concerned about how effectively
this proposal would be implemented and what message this anomaly sends out to the EU
public about how we make law here. The ECR Group strongly believes that the legislation
we produce at EU level must be legally sound and robust and should not compromise
Member States’ legal systems.

For these reasons, the ECR Group abstained on this report.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – The proposal for a directive on the European Protection
Order, submitted by 12 Member States, is an initiative aimed at preventing crime. Even
when Member States have provided for protection orders for victims, the resulting
enforcement measures stop at the border of the issuing State. Victims, however, may move
from one Member State to another for many reasons, not least to escape crime. Because
they move in this way, they are defenceless when judicial and law enforcement cooperation
fails to protect them by implementing a rapid, effective Europe-wide early warning and
prevention mechanism. Setting up a cooperation arrangement along these lines is the aim
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that has given rise to this initiative. The action taken by Member States shows that crime
can be prevented at European level when the aggressor or aggressors are identified.

Barbara Matera (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Thanks to the contribution of the Council, and
especially of the two rapporteurs and of the amendments we tabled in committee, the draft
directive on the European Protection Order offers excellent protection for victims without
any national legislative restrictions. It should be seen as a symbol of regulatory progress
in Europe, which is working step by step to ensure that rights and safeguards are the same
in every Member State.

As it has been presented, the European Protection Order makes protection for victims
wishing to move freely within the European Union a more decisive and faster process. The
difference between our legal systems, including their procedures, is clearly still a constraint.
However, the scope as defined allows our countries to adapt quickly to the new order,
thereby strengthening our Union and giving more protection to European citizens,
particularly the most vulnerable.

I therefore strongly support this proposal, which would give hope to the many people
whose freedom and dignity is infringed on a daily basis, and who do not have all the means
to react. In the future, they might even be able to start a new life in another country.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) It is a matter of the most elementary justice that the
victim of a crime who has benefited from a protection order in a Member State should also
be protected should they decide to reside or remain in another EU country. It was with this
intention that we adopted these new rules today. All victims, and not only victims of
domestic violence, should be able to benefit from the European Protection Order. Protection
measures exist in all EU Member States, but they cease to take effect when an individual
crosses a country’s borders. The European Protection Order aims to ensure that the
protection offered to an individual in one Member State will be maintained and continued
in any other Member State to which the person relocates or has been relocated, regardless
of the crime they have suffered.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Any victim of a reprehensible act who receives
protection in a Member State of the European Union should be able to enjoy the same
protection when he or she travels to another Member State. Despite the fact that most
measures concern female victims of sexist violence, it should be specified that any other
victim of violence, including children, can enjoy the benefits of this initiative. Moreover,
we can welcome the fact that a protection order can also be requested for the family of a
protected person. Protection should not, however, be limited to the victim’s physical
protection. His or her dignity as a human being must also be considered. I am well aware
of the complexity of the initiative and of the challenges it may face, not least because of
the potential differences between the Member States’ judicial systems and criminal, civil
and administrative procedures. Nevertheless, the Member States must be encouraged to
continue along these lines.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) I am in favour, and I consider that this report
is the best report of those subject to a vote on 14 December. The basic criteria have been
defined, all issues have been thoroughly worked through, and the rationale is clear. Now,
people who have become the victims of crime will be ensured the protection of the courts
in every European Union country if they move from one EU Member State to another. This
will give the investigating authorities and the Public Prosecutor the opportunity to carry
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out their investigations effectively and the victims of crime will not keep important
information from the investigation out of fear. I am grateful to the rapporteur for his report.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Even though some measures have been taken
in recent years to protect victims, the people affected are often left in the lurch. Lawyers
and judges learn a great deal in their training about the rights of defendants, but they hear
nothing about the right way to deal with witnesses and victims who appear as witnesses.
If the scheduling is tailored to the defendant only and absolutely no consideration is given
to a victim who is bringing a civil action against someone, that is like a slap in the face.
Greater awareness is important here, but it is also needed in medical training, too, so that
the use of domestic violence can be better recognised. The question of the statutory
limitation of civil compensation claims is essential in the case of child abuse. The protection
of victims also includes only allowing people with an unblemished criminal record to work
with our children. If forced marriages are now being prosecuted in Liechtenstein, including
without the consent of the victim, and it is possible to take legal action in the case of genital
mutilation performed on a minor, this clearly shows the potential danger of the much
lauded multicultural enrichment.

Since victim protection is still in its infancy and the people affected often do not know
who they can turn to in their own country and what their rights are, it is important that
victim protection is harmonised within the EU. I have voted in favour of the report.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted in favour of the report on the draft
directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the European Protection Order
because the EU needs a system that increases protection of the lives, safety and physical,
psychological and sexual integrity of citizens who are the victims of aggression. The draft
directive aims to strengthen the protection of victims of this type of crime within the EU,
because protection measures are currently limited to domestic legislation within Member
States. This resolution aims to fill a gap in legislation to ensure that victims of aggression
are protected outside their own countries too, thereby guaranteeing that every Member
State offers victims adequate protection. Member States will not be required to harmonise
their national laws, but they may adapt them so that they are mutually recognised.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) I voted today in favour of the proposal
for a directive adopting a standard mechanism to facilitate and strengthen protection
granted to victims of crimes who move between Member States in exercise of their right
of freedom of movement. The directive will now protect victims from crimes which may
endanger their life, their physical, mental and sexual integrity or their personal liberty, the
ultimate goal being to avoid such crimes in the future.

Following negotiations with the Council, the directive has been improved, especially on
the following points:

- legal protection has been extended, as the victim will no longer be required to restart the
whole legal process of gaining protection when moving to another Member State;

- the conditions under which European Protection Orders are issued have been improved
and simplified;

- the reasons for refusal to recognise or rejection of a European Protection Order have been
limited;

- a clear deadline has been set for execution of an order;
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- protection extends not only to the physical integrity, but also to the dignity of the victim.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report goes against the already
adopted Stockholm Action Plan, a European Union initiative to maintain and develop an
area of freedom, security and justice. Despite the problems regarding the legal basis of
these amendments, I decided to vote in favour of the report, as I believe that protection
measures for the victims or potential victims of crime are a positive thing. The possibility
of enlarging the scope of a legal protection order from one Member State (‘the issuing
state’) to another Member State to which the protected person wishes to move (‘the
executing state’) is a significant advance towards the creation in practice of an area of
freedom, security and justice in the European Union, and this is an ideal which I share.

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) Domestic violence is a violation of fundamental
human rights and can affect anyone, irrespective of religion, colour or social status. Romania
saw a 35% rise in domestic violence in 2009 compared with 2008. Indeed, in 2010, it is
reported that the number of cases of domestic violence is increasing. Domestic violence
incidents are estimated to affect 1 200 000 people every year, yet only 1% of the victims
of violence are brave enough to report it to the authorities.

The European Protection Order must be a strong instrument capable of providing a safer
haven for victims of violence across Member States’ borders. This will also include protection
against acts of violence committed by groups of people and will apply to all victims of
crime, such as victims of human trafficking, female genital mutilation, forced marriages,
honour crimes, incest, gender-based violence, as well as witnesses and victims of terrorism
and organised crime.

Member States must continue to ensure legal protection, limit the reasons for refusing to
recognise or for rejecting a European Protection Order, set a 20-day deadline for the
execution of an order and clarify the position with regard to victims who move from one
Member State to another.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I believe that the Council directive is very positive
as it aims to create a true area of freedom, security and justice. However, I share the concerns
expressed by the rapporteurs, particularly regarding the technical omissions as well as the
differences that they highlight between the Member States’ legal systems.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I would like to congratulate
Mrs Jiménez-Becerril Barrio and Mrs Romero López on their excellent work. Victims of
crime who have the right to protection in one Member State will be guaranteed the same
level of protection throughout the Union, thanks to the new European Protection Order
(EPO) approved today, which extends the scope of legislation to include all victims of
crime, not just victims of gender violence as originally proposed. Protection measures exist
within all EU Member States, but they become ineffective when victims cross borders. The
European Protection Order should ensure that any protection granted to a person in one
Member State will apply in all the other Member States to which he or she travels or has
travelled. The European Protection Order may be issued at the request of persons under
protection if they decide to move to another Member State, or if they simply wish to spend
time there. The Member State that issued the protection measure will be responsible for
issuing an EPO and sending it to the Member State to which the person intends to travel.
The text still needs to be confirmed by a qualified majority of Member States in the Council,
and they will have three years to transpose it into national law.
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Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – The proposal for a directive on the
European Protection Order, submitted by 12 Member States, is an initiative aimed at
preventing crime. Even when Member States have provided for protection orders for
victims, the resulting enforcement measures stop at the border of the issuing state. Victims,
however, may move from one Member State to another for many reasons, not least to
escape crime. Because they move in this way, they are defenceless when judicial and law
enforcement cooperation fails to protect them by implementing a rapid, effective,
Europe-wide early warning and prevention mechanism. Setting up a cooperation
arrangement along these lines is the aim behind this initiative. The action taken by Member
States shows that crime can be prevented at European level when the aggressor or aggressors
are identified.

Joanna Senyszyn (S&D),    in writing. – (PL) I voted in favour of the resolution on the draft
directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the European Protection Order.
The directive is indispensable in order that victims of violence can feel comparatively safe
throughout the European Union, regardless of where they are living. After the directive
has been adopted, it will be important to conduct regular training courses for judicial bodies
and other competent bodies, to enable them to provide appropriate help to victims. It will
also be vital to conduct an information campaign aimed at making citizens aware of the
possibility of issuing a European Protection Order.

As a result, the victims of violence will receive significantly more protection, and there will
be a drop in such crimes. The directive on the European Protection Order represents a key
step towards a European directive on violence against women. A joint, comprehensive EU
strategy needs to be drafted and implemented as quickly as possible, with the aim of fighting
violence against women in all EU Member States. We urgently need European legislative
standards to combat violence against women. This is the only way we can support women
and oppose society’s acceptance of domestic violence and the impunity of those who
commit this crime. I hope that the upcoming Polish Presidency will make a significant
contribution to the drawing up and adoption of a draft directive on this matter. I have
already written a letter bringing this matter to the attention of the Prime Minister of Poland,
Donald Tusk, but I have not yet received a response.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome the adoption by a resounding majority
of the report on the European Protection Order. The measure adopted today will enable
people who have been granted protection in a Member State to enjoy the same protection
in any other Member State to which they may travel. The directive applies not only to
victims of domestic violence, but also to victims of forced marriages, human trafficking
and female genital mutilation. This represents a major step forward for the rights of victims
and their mobility within the European Union. I now call on the Council to follow the
European Parliament’s position by giving its overwhelming support to the European
Protection Order.

Report: Edit Bauer, Anna Hedh (A7-0348/2010)

John Stuart Agnew (EFD),    in writing. – UKIP condemns all forms of human trafficking
as a modern day version of slavery and calls for the toughest penalties within the UK on
such activity. However, UKIP voted against this report as we cannot legitimise giving more
power to the EU on matters such as criminal law and border protection. This proposal was
for the EU to decide minimum sentences in Member States for a crime, and that is simply
not a matter for the EU. It should be up to elected national governments to decide such
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penalties individually and to work with other countries to help stamp human trafficking
out.

The EU also exacerbates the problem of people trafficking. As there is freedom of movement
within the EU and open borders, along with a single currency, organised crime is allowed
to operate much more effectively unchecked. If Member States had proper border controls
and checks, this would go a long way to help disrupt the operation of such evil criminal
organisations. The EU is actually part of the problem, not the solution.

Sonia Alfano (ALDE),    in writing. – (IT) There is nothing more inhuman than exploiting
the lives of other living beings for profit, infringing every fundamental right. Trafficking
in human beings is one of the basest activities in history; it is a widespread and highly
complex phenomenon. I am pleased that Parliament has approved at first reading the
proposal for a directive on trafficking in human beings. This is a significant step forward
in combating the phenomenon, which is the main activity of a large number of international
criminal organisations. The most important point is the recognition that organised crime
is the main problem to tackle. The EU is finally making a real, explicit distinction between
crime and organised crime, because the latter is a truly separate issue. There are many other
positive elements such as a broader definition of exploitation, greater protection for victims
and the rule stipulating that victims of trafficking shall not be charged for crimes they have
been forced to commit as a result of violence or the threat of violence against them. As
Amnesty International points out, often women who are victims of trafficking are arrested
for prostitution, or are not guaranteed full access to justice.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I supported this resolution as trafficking
in human beings is a modern form of slavery, a serious crime and a severe violation of
fundamental human rights. The Treaty of Lisbon has strengthened EU action in the field
of judicial and police cooperation in criminal matters, including in combating trafficking
in human beings, and the European Parliament, in becoming colegislator, has a full role
to play. I strongly support the EP proposal that penalties for traffickers need to be increased
to the level of the 2009 proposal, the confiscation of assets should be applied, and assistance
to victims and, in particular, to child victims, should be further developed.

I am convinced that the EP should clearly express the requirement for Member States to
do more in order to discourage demand for the services of victims of human trafficking,
through awareness-raising campaigns, education, training and so on, all of which should
fully incorporate a gender perspective. It is important to stress that criminal sanctions
against employers who use trafficked labour have a strong preventive effect, so these must
be developed further.

Roberta Angelilli (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The continued existence of economic and
cultural inequalities on a global level has resulted in the development of new forms of
slavery, no longer necessarily linked to the realm of sexual exploitation, but also to that of
economic exploitation.

These situations may not match the historical view we have of slavery, but they are equally
offensive. They deprive their victims of the values of freedom and equality on which modern
society is based. Victims are priced, sold or bartered, and stripped of their dignity. Trafficking
in human beings is an extremely profitable business for organised crime, and it now has
a cross-border dimension.
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One year after the Treaty of Lisbon came into force, there have been many initiatives in
the field of judicial and police cooperation in criminal matters. We now need to strengthen
the work of the EU by providing incentives for anti-trafficking actions, collecting data in
order to compile reliable statistics, and establishing closer cross-border cooperation,
including the exchange of information and best practice, as well as closer collaboration
with Eurojust and Europol.

We also need to take a victim-focused approach. Victims need protection, including legal
protection. They need assistance and social rehabilitation programmes. Above all, however,
it is important to increase the penalties for traffickers and employers who take advantage
of the vulnerability of their victims, who are sometimes minors.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The MEPs of the Communist
Party of Greece voted against the Commission proposal for a directive on preventing and
combating trafficking in human beings and the European Parliament report on it, because
they impose uniform and harmonised criminal legislation and penalties on the Member
States. The EU has set its mind on exploiting the workers’ vulnerability and gradually getting
them to believe that single, uniform rules of criminal law are needed in all sectors and in
all the Member States. The imposition of harmonised criminal law in the Member States
of the EU, with the unashamed stated objective of strengthening the Euro-unifying and
state mechanisms of repression in order to consolidate the power of the monopolies, is
yet another heavy blow to grassroots freedoms. At the same time, it is an unacceptable
and dangerous restriction on grassroots sovereignty and the sovereign rights of the Member
States.

The EU’s interest in combating trafficking in human beings is feigned, because it comes
from a capitalist, transnational union which freely admits that it is founded on the capitalist
system. Converting the workforce to a capitalist commodity turns people into a commodity
to serve the only value recognised by the rotten system of exploitation: capitalist profit.

Alfredo Antoniozzi (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I welcome the adoption of this proposal
and of new penalties. Trafficking in human beings is a serious crime and a severe violation
of fundamental human rights. I hope that this new directive will succeed in filling the gaps
in the previous judicial framework and that the Anti-Trafficking Coordinator role is
established within a clear legislative framework.

Although the Treaty of Lisbon strengthened the European Parliament’s role in judicial and
police cooperation in criminal matters, the Member States are the ones that can play a key
role in combating this crime. If we want to achieve a strong preventive effect, the Member
States must make it a criminal offence for anyone to knowingly use the services of victims
of trafficking.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Trafficking in human beings is an abomination
that the European Union unfortunately cannot ignore. Whatever the motives, be it sexual
exploitation or work, it is considered unacceptable by the Union’s authorities. That is why
Europe has already, for some time, had a broad range of legislation to combat this
phenomenon. This new directive, for which I voted, replaces the former framework decision,
in accordance with the new powers in this regard. By bringing together the acquis
communautaire in this area and concentrating it within a single text, this directive is destined
to play a major role in the fight against human trafficking. It defines the principles on which
the Member States’ legislation must be based, lays down the applicable penalties, establishes
the responsibility of legal persons, protects victims against any prosecutions that their
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status may have brought about, introduces measures for assisting and protecting victims
and contains some specific provisions for women and children.

Liam Aylward (ALDE),    in writing. – (GA) Hundreds of thousands of people are trafficked
in the EU each year for the purposes of, among other things, sexual exploitation, forced
labour, the illegal trade in organs and begging. This modern form of slavery is a terrible
crime and a gross violation of fundamental human rights.

I welcome what the report says about putting more stringent measures in place to prevent
trafficking, imposing stricter penalties on traffickers and providing better protection for
victims. This modern form of slavery must be combated; provision must be made for
support, protection and enhanced assistance to victims; and prevention and monitoring
must be strengthened.

International criminal organisations must be combated, and cooperation at EU and
international levels must be established to do this properly.

I welcome what the report says about imposing stricter penalties on traffickers and about
the seizure of assets. Children are most at risk from human trafficking, and there must be
help and protection available for all victims of trafficking, especially children.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I support this report. Trafficking in human
beings is a serious crime and a severe violation of fundamental human rights. This crime
is widespread across the world and may take many forms, relating to sexual exploitation,
forced labour, the illegal trade in human organs, illegal adoptions, etc. We therefore urgently
need to take active measures to support a strategy on fighting trafficking in human beings,
in which significant attention would be paid to combating and preventing trafficking in
human beings.

Furthermore, it is necessary to ensure effective systems of assistance and support for victims,
providing for the right to compensation, necessary medical treatment and free legal and
psychological assistance, with special attention being paid to children. The strategy on
fighting trafficking in human beings should also include social dimensions and the
dimensions of immigration, asylum and reintegration policies. Moreover, in order to reduce
the scale of offences, it is necessary to provide for effective and appropriate penalties for
those who violate the provisions of the directive.

Slavi Binev (NI),    in writing. – (BG) I supported the report because human trafficking is
a serious problem which we need to tackle, and the measures set out in the Treaty of Lisbon
are not forceful enough to overcome criminality in this area. Human trafficking is a kind
of slavery, and Europe must protect its women, its children, its citizens, against this threat
using all available means. It is a grave offence and a huge infringement of fundamental
human rights which forces people into dependence through threats, violence and
humiliation, and should be subject to a minimum sentence of 10 years. In addition, in my
opinion, we need to adopt a victim-based approach which incorporates the identification
of all potential categories of victims and special measures aimed at protecting them,
focusing, in particular, on children and other risk groups, as Edit Bauer mentioned in her
report.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) Today, the European Parliament adopted
an historic and particularly important directive strengthening the fight against trafficking
in human beings. This directive is a very important step towards combating the scale of
this terrible crime, laying down more severe penalties and sanctions, and further enhancing
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prevention and victim protection. I voted for this report because there must be a stricter
response to human traffickers and the terrible crimes they commit, and harsher penalties
and sanctions must be adopted so that their levels reflect the gravity of the offence
committed and that they would act as an effective deterrent to such acts. The new directive
contains a very important provision whereby, in addition to penalties, the Member States
should include such sanctions as the seizure of property and take the necessary measures
to seize and confiscate instrumentalities and proceeds from offences, as only then will
these offences no longer be economically viable. I would like to draw attention to the fact
that with the increase in the scale of these offences in Europe, the EU’s approach must be
more oriented towards human rights, with most attention being paid to preventive actions,
victim protection, return and reintegration policy and social issues.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) Creating an Anti-Trafficking
Coordinator position at European Union level would enhance the coherence of the actions
taken in the battle against this modern-day slavery. Cooperation between states on this
issue, especially at EU level, is good. However, on many occasions, they lose sight of the
action involved in reintegrating into society those who have fallen victim to human
trafficking. Education and prevention campaigns must obviously be focused in the less
developed states in the European Union where broad sections of the population are
vulnerable due to material shortages.

In order to have a better and more precise picture of this phenomenon, harmonised data
must be collected which should include information on the number of people trafficked,
including data on gender, age, the nationality of the victims, as well as the form of trafficking,
the types of services for which the victims were used, the number of traffickers arrested,
prosecuted and convicted and the mechanisms for referring these cases to the national
asylum authorities. The extent of human trafficking is huge at the moment, but we do not
know the real scale of this phenomenon due to a lack of precise, centralised EU data.

Vito Bonsignore (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I would like to congratulate Mrs Bauer and
Mrs Hedh on tackling the difficult task of preparing a report on such a topical issue.
Trafficking in human beings is one of the greatest evils of our times, on a par with slavery;
it reduces its victims to a state of exploitation and dependency by ruthless criminal
organisations.

Unfortunately, this is a phenomenon of vast proportions; we do not know exactly how
vast due to a lack of information. We therefore need to carry out specific studies to discover
its true extent. At the same time, Europe needs to promote policies allowing for greater
cooperation in the criminal and judicial fields. These can be implemented under Article 79
of the Treaty of Lisbon, which identifies the legal basis within the framework of the common
immigration policy.

To conclude, I agree with the rapporteur’s request, namely: to increase penalties for
traffickers in human beings and confiscate their assets; to make it a criminal offence for
anyone to knowingly use the services of trafficking victims; and to provide greater assistance
for victims.

David Campbell Bannerman and Nigel Farage (EFD),    in writing. – UKIP condemns all
forms of human trafficking as a modern-day version of slavery, and calls for the toughest
penalties within the UK on such activity. However, UKIP voted against this report as we
cannot legitimise giving more power to the EU on matters such as criminal law and border
protection. This proposal was for the EU to decide minimum sentences in Member States
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for a crime, and that is simply not a matter for the EU. It should be up to elected national
governments to decide such penalties individually and to work with other countries to
help stamp out human trafficking. The EU also exacerbates the problem of people
trafficking. As there is freedom of movement within the EU and open borders, along with
a single currency, organised crime is allowed to operate much more effectively unchecked.
If Member States had proper border controls and checks, this would go a long way to help
disrupt the operation of such evil criminal organisations. The EU is actually part of the
problem, not the solution.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this directive
because increasing efforts to combat human trafficking is a fundamental element of it. The
EU’s response to this now covers prostitution and other forms of sexual exploitation, the
exploitation of workers through forced labour and begging, organ trafficking, illegal
adoption, forced marriage, drug trafficking and even the exploitation of an individual to
commit petty theft or robberies. In my view, the document strengthens crime prevention,
particularly by creating legal offences, or by using penalties, the confiscation of goods, or
the permanent closure of establishments used for criminal purposes, in the case of human
trafficking. I believe that there will also be better help and assistance to victims through
provision of the required accommodation, legal advice, and material, psychological and
medical assistance.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Human trafficking is the modern form of slavery
and the second most lucrative activity for organised crime throughout the world. This
directive is the first legal instrument adopted on this subject, making use of the new
possibilities opened up by the Treaty of Lisbon, and it has defined a common approach in
the fight against human trafficking and in the protection of its victims, filling a significant
gap in the previous legal framework. It has been possible to reach a balanced compromise,
creating an instrument capable of dealing more effectively with this type of criminal activity,
and creating more rigorous policies and making penalties more severe, including prison
terms of five to 10 years and the seizure of the proceeds of crime. At the same time, it
strengthens the areas of prevention and victim protection, paying particular attention to
children and other vulnerable groups.

I also support the proposal to create a coordinator of the fight against trafficking in the
EU, although any duplication of roles with the other already existing bodies, such as the
European Police Office, should be avoided.

Marielle De Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Trafficking in human beings affects many
hundreds of people every day in Europe, most of them women and young girls. There was
an urgent need, therefore, to plug the legal gap that exists in some European countries,
such as Spain, where, incidentally, the largest brothel has just opened a few kilometres
from the French border. Hence, the European Union has finally equipped itself with an
instrument for creating an environment that deters traffickers, and for making sure that
trafficking victims are given assistance and protection. From now on, common rules will
define the offences and penalties applicable to traffickers. This marks a further step towards
the protection of human dignity and an end to human beings being treated as commodities.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The trafficking of human beings today is, for its
victims, an inhumane modern-day form of slavery. For its perpetrators – criminal
organisations involved in prostitution and sexual exploitation, illegal adoption, forced
labour, illegal immigration and illegal organ trafficking – it is an extremely lucrative activity.
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Since various European countries are the ‘destination’ for such networks, I welcome this
initiative to create a common framework for preventing and combating human trafficking
at European level, an approach which stems from Parliament’s proposal for a resolution,
on which we voted on 10 February 2010.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Human trafficking is a serious violation
of human rights and is very profitable for organised crime. The importance of this form
of modern slavery is huge, even whilst we do not know its true extent.

The Treaty of Lisbon has strengthened European Union policy in the area of cooperation
between judicial authorities and the police on criminal matters, including the fight against
human trafficking. Having become colegislator in this area, the European Parliament will
have an important role to play from now on.

I welcome the passing of the measures adopted in this report with regard to the need to
gather data on the number of trafficked persons and the sex, age and nationality of the
victims, the means by which trafficking takes place, the type of services which the victims
ultimately end up providing, the number of traffickers arrested, tried and convicted and
the national referral procedures for national asylum authorities.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We know that it is not enough to adopt
legal instruments to combat human trafficking and protect its victims. The fight to eradicate
human trafficking must be seen as a priority in the struggle for the respect of human rights.
Political will is required for this to happen. However, above all, it is also essential to act on
prevention, something which requires other economic and social policies, and implies the
end of capitalist exploitation and neoliberal policies.

Conditions must be created which release the individuals involved from poverty, by
promoting policies for the fair redistribution of wealth, by guaranteeing access to essential
public services, and by promoting the creation of jobs with rights and pay levels that afford
a decent living.

For these reasons, the adoption of this document is only one step in the long, hard fight
which must continue if we are to end human trafficking.

Nathalie Griesbeck (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Last week, we adopted a report on the
proposal for a directive on preventing and combating trafficking in human beings, and
protecting victims, and I am very pleased with the result of this vote. Firstly, the definition
of ‘trafficking in human beings’ will now be much broader and will include trafficking into
the sex industry, labour exploitation, especially in the agricultural sector and domestic
service, and forced begging. Secondly, our text establishes sanctions and minimum penalties
for traffickers. Thirdly, our text provides for a whole range of assistance and support
measures for victims, and we must not forget that there are reportedly several hundreds
of thousands of victims in the European Union each year. Time has proven that the existing
framework was not effective enough. The text we adopted last week demonstrates that the
will is there to step up our action to protect citizens and to prosecute traffickers throughout
Europe.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) Trafficking in human beings is a modern
form of slavery. For criminal gangs, it is also an extremely profitable business which can
take on may different forms, such as sexual exploitation, forced labour, trafficking in human
organs, begging, illegal adoption and domestic servitude. This text is the first binding
European legislation on the subject. It strengthens both protection for victims and sanctions
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against perpetrators. The gender perspective that underpins the text is to be welcomed, as
it is often women who are the victims of human trafficking. Another important point is
that victims will not be prosecuted for crimes committed as a result of trafficking, such as
breaking immigration laws. I supported this text.

Timothy Kirkhope and Marina Yannakoudakis (ECR),    in writing. – The ECR Group
strongly believes that in the 21st century, it is simply abominable that slavery still exists
on our Continent, and believes that people-trafficking will only be combated if all nations
work together at the highest levels to prevent it. Current EU legislation is out-dated and
far from effective; the ECR Group supports its revision. The ECR Group today voted in
support of this directive, which focuses on cross-border cooperation to prevent and combat
this heinous crime of trafficking human beings.

The ECR Group did request split votes on Articles 4(1), 4(2) and 15(4) and voted against
these specific articles, as it does not believe that the EU should set maximum criminal
penalties; nor does it believe in specifying a criminal offence, as is done in Article 15(4).
The ECR Group supported the resolution overall and the text amended by the LIBE and
FEMM committees.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Trafficking in human beings is a modern form
of slavery and a severe violation of fundamental human rights. Trafficking in human beings
is also one of the most profitable activities of criminal organisations.

The entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon gave the EU greater powers in the field of
judicial and police cooperation in criminal matters, and the report adopted today, on the
proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on preventing and
combating trafficking in human beings, and protecting victims, represents the European
legislator’s commitment in this area. The text identifies minimum rules for defining criminal
offences and imposing sanctions on traffickers, and introduces common rules to improve
prevention and the protection of victims, who shall have to receive assistance, including
legal representation. Trafficking in human beings, a phenomenon closely linked to organised
crime, in the same way as drug trafficking and money laundering, must be combated with
strong and effective measures. Experience gained over the last few years has shown that
judicial and police cooperation and a high level of harmonisation of individual national
laws are both essential for combating these types of crime.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – Trafficking in human beings is a modern form of
slavery, a serious crime and a severe violation of fundamental human rights which reduces
people to a state of dependency via threats, violence and humiliation. Trafficking in human
beings is also an extremely profitable business for organised crime, with high profit
possibilities and limited risk-taking. It may take many forms such as sexual exploitation,
forced labour, illegal trade in human organs, begging (including the use of a dependent
person for begging), illegal adoptions and domestic work. The scale of this phenomenon
is impressive, but certainly not known in full. The Treaty of Lisbon has strengthened EU
action in the field of judicial and police cooperation in criminal matters, including in
combating trafficking in human beings. I welcome the fact that the European Parliament
has become colegislator in this area and has a full role to play. I supported this report.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The recent findings of the International Labour
Organisation revealed that, throughout the world, there are at least 2.45 million people
subjected to forced labour as a result of human trafficking. This phenomenon has been on
the increase in recent years and now also occurs in European countries. This is why I believe
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that this is a scourge which must be fought robustly in the EU, without neglecting the
proper help and protection for victims. This is why I voted as I did.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) It is clear that trafficking in human beings
is a serious crime and a serious infringement of fundamental rights. It is clear that everyone
will vote for a stricter law against trafficking in human beings. It is clear that A. Mirsky will
be in favour of a stricter law, together with other Members. This is a win-win subject.
Everyone is in favour and, as a result, this will be a ‘plus’ for the report’s authors. Perhaps
a more important topic could be found? In this way, another 100 reports could be written,
about vice, about terrorism, about killing, about fanaticism, about fraud, about robbery,
about rape, about insults. About, about, about ... Is this the job of a Member of the European
Parliament? I am voting in favour. Is there anyone who will be against?

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Officially, slavery no longer exists. Unofficially,
however, it is very much in existence in the form of human trafficking. This form of crime
in particular has, for many people, become a lucrative business with billions being made
in profits. When it comes to combating human trafficking, we are lagging far behind
organised crime. Only a combination of different measures can ultimately achieve the goal.
On the one hand, the security apparatus, which, in recent years, has been starved of funds,
must be topped up again. Within the EU, only the spin-offs of human trafficking can really
be combated, but we need to remove what underpins this. Subsidiary areas, such as begging,
would be relatively easy to combat by imposing a general ban on begging throughout the
EU.

On the other hand, cooperation with the countries of origin, for example, for forced labour
and forced prostitution, is essential. Therefore, information and awareness campaigns via
the education systems in the countries of origin, transit and destination are an important
tool for combating human trafficking. Some of the fundamental considerations in the
report are right, but in other areas, I cannot give my consent without reservations. I therefore
abstained from the vote.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Romanian children are being brought to central
Europe and forced to steal and beg, and elderly and disabled people are also being forced
to beg. Meanwhile, the heads of the begging mafia are living in luxury villas. Human
trafficking is a lucrative and fast-growing business. According to Europol, there are hundreds
of thousands of victims in the EU alone. Therefore, the stepping up by the EU of the fight
against human trafficking is to be welcomed. A particularly positive aspect is the fact that
organised begging is also being addressed for the first time. Left-wing romantics often shut
their eyes and would have the public believe that these people are begging voluntarily and
that there is no such thing as begging tourism or the begging mafia. However, some of the
proposed measures go too far. Instead of placing the countries of origin under obligation
with regard to the destruction of mafia structures and providing victims with local help
and the opportunity for training and, therefore, a future in their own country, the EU is
moving in the direction of residence permits and exemption from punishment for victims
of human trafficking. This is sending the wrong signal: these people are already being lured
to Europe with false promises. Residence permits in the context of victim protection and
exemption from punishment if someone is caught stealing will be all the more of an
incentive for someone to place themselves in the hands of the mafia. I have therefore
abstained from voting.
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Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) My decision to vote in favour of report
A7-0348/2010 is justified by the essence of the human being as such. The protection of
individual freedom is a fundamental right to be fought for, insofar as violations of human
rights that reduce people to a state of dependency via threats, humiliation and violence are
a heinous and very serious crime. Unfortunately, in recent years, trafficking in human
beings has become an extremely profitable business for organised crime, with excellent
profit possibilities and limited risk-taking, which is why this phenomenon is growing at
an uncontrollable rate. As a result, the European Union is taking steps to prevent and
combat the phenomenon by applying rules on the definition of criminal offences and
sanctions in the area of organised crime. I consent to the fight against this phenomenon
because I hope to see the development of an action aimed at combating trafficking in
human beings, the development of a victim-focused approach, with special attention given
to women and children, and, lastly, the targeted organisation of information and awareness
campaigns run through the education and school system in the countries of origin, transit
and destination for trafficking.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) A policy to prevent and combat
human trafficking is a fundamental issue at the heart of the EU. I share the objective of
creating tougher rules in this area, an environment which is hostile to human traffickers,
greater protection for victims and more rigorous prevention measures. I thus agree with
the European Parliament proposal to create an Anti-Trafficking Coordinator. I also wish
to emphasise the positive nature of the proposed penalties, particularly a prison term of
up to 10 years and the possibility of ‘seizing the assets’ of the criminal, as well as of the
Council proposal which urges Member States to use the seized assets for the purpose of
assisting and protecting the victims, including compensating them.

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) Human trafficking is a clandestine activity
carried out on a global scale, as well as being a serious violation of human rights and a
social phenomenon with repercussions for the whole of society. Human trafficking involves
strategic risks affecting stability and socio-economic development leading to: destabilisation
of the labour market; the growth and diversification of organised crime; economic
destabilisation resulting from the scale of money laundering; demographic destabilisation;
a rise in public sector corruption; and destabilisation of internal economic investment. In
Romania, approximately 780 victims were registered in 2009. At least 416 of these were
victims of forced labour and at least 320 were victims of forced prostitution. The victims
identified last year also included 176 children trafficked for forced labour and prostitution.
Member States must provide funds for assisting and protecting victims, including for the
provision of compensation to victims and the cross-border enforcement of EU
anti-trafficking law. In the case of child victims, primary consideration must be given to
the interests of the child and harsher penalties must be imposed on traffickers. The
amendments made will help create a hostile environment for traffickers, protect victims
and prevent this activity more effectively because fundamental rights must be respected.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the resolution as I believe that
it is essential for there to be a coordinated and consolidated European Union strategy
against human trafficking. Having become colegislator in this area, the European Parliament
will have an important role to play from now on. I believe that, in line with the resolution
adopted on 10 February 2010, the approach taken in combating human trafficking must
prioritise a global view of the phenomenon and focus on the defence of human rights.
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Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I congratulate Mrs Bauer and Mrs Hedh on
their excellent work: the text adopted today will make the sanctions against traffickers
tougher; it will provide greater protection for victims and will strengthen prevention.

Prostitution, exploitation of children, forced labour: it is calculated that, each year in Europe,
hundreds of thousands of people are sold as though they were objects. The EU considers
that the main victims of trafficking are women and children, exploited for the purposes of
prostitution (43%) or of forced labour (32%). There are many other reasons, besides
prostitution and forced labour, for the exploitation of human beings: forced begging, illegal
adoptions, organ trafficking, and so on are all cases covered by the text of the directive.

Under the new rules, victims will have to be given assistance and, in particular: appropriate
accommodation and material assistance, necessary medical treatment, including
psychological assistance, counselling and information, and translation services where
appropriate. Legal representation must be provided free of charge, at least when the victim
does not have sufficient financial resources. Victims of human trafficking should also have
access to witness protection programmes, if deemed necessary by the national authorities.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – This legislation represents an important
step forward in combating this inhumane and degrading crime, and we welcome its
adoption today. However, the aim of the directive was to address prevention, prosecution
and protection, and the Greens regret that the provisions on victim protection are not as
strong as we believe is possible and necessary. The position of victims and their legal status
or their rights to legal assistance could, and should, have been much stronger. Hopefully,
the Commission will now come forward with a proposal to revise the directive on residence
permits for victims of trafficking so that we get a truly holistic approach to tackling this
hideous crime, as envisaged from the beginning. I am also glad that there is no direct
reference requiring Member States to take legal measures to penalise those who use services
(for example, dining in a restaurant in which victims of trafficking are working). Besides
the intricacy and legal uncertainty of differentiating the ‘what, who and when’ in all of this,
such measures actually risk bringing victims of trafficking further outside the reach of the
authorities.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) We have just adopted by an overwhelming
majority the report on the proposal for a directive on preventing and combating trafficking
in human beings, and protecting victims. This is an historic vote for several reasons. In the
first instance, it is the first time in the European Union’s history that binding European
legislation has been adopted to combat human trafficking. In the second instance, the
European Parliament and the Council reached an agreement at first reading, which means
that the provisions of this directive will be implemented as quickly as possible. Lastly, this
directive introduces heavier penalties for traffickers (five years minimum) and strengthens
protection and assistance for victims. The new rules will apply to trafficking into the sex
industry and to labour exploitation in sectors such as construction, agriculture and domestic
service. I am therefore delighted with the result of this historic vote.

Angelika Werthmann (NI),    in writing. – (DE) The illegal trafficking in human beings
really should be viewed as present day slavery. It is the third fastest growing criminal
industry, with a volume of around EUR 23 billion a year. The Treaty of Lisbon strengthens
the actions of the EU in the area of judicial and police cooperation in criminal matters –
including human trafficking. We therefore need to increase the penalty for human traffickers
and enhance our support for victims accordingly, particularly for children.
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Report: Nathalie Griesbeck (A7-0346/2010)

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I voted in favour of this resolution which
approves the conclusion of the agreement with Georgia on readmission of persons residing
without authorisation, which will push out the frontiers of the area of liberty and security,
extending it beyond the European Union and encompassing this neighbouring country. I
am convinced that this agreement is a step forward in the relations between the European
Union and Georgia, it shows the European aspirations of Georgia, and will thus represent
a strong signal on the part of the European Union. It will promote friendly relations,
stability, security and the wellbeing of citizens, which is so much needed in the region.
Moreover, it will encourage Georgia to implement the reforms needed in the area of
freedom, security and justice. I strongly support the EU-Georgia agreement on readmission
of persons residing without authorisation as a sufficiently sound framework is in place in
Georgia to ensure that the rights of those persons treated under the agreement will be
respected.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) EU enlargement in 2004 and 2009
encouraged the EU to create a new framework for a collaborative partnership system with
its neighbours to the east and the south located at the EU’s external borders, promoting
their security, stability and development and preventing new divisions on the European
continent. I voted in favour of this agreement. The European Union must pursue its
engagement with the countries of the South Caucasus and protect this area.

This region has strategic importance for the European Union, which can assist this region
in its economic and commercial development. Above all, the EU’s action must be marked
by encouragement, based on principles of good governance and absolute respect for human
rights and democracy. I feel that this agreement with Georgia on readmission is relevant
from a regional point of view and will also support EU efforts to enhance cooperation with
other countries in the region.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The two issues of facilitating the issuance
of visas for Georgian citizens and approving an agreement on readmission of persons
residing without authorisation were voted on during the plenary sitting of the European
Parliament on Tuesday, 14 December. My colleague, Nathalie Griesbeck, was rapporteur
on both of these agreements that concern the movement of persons between the EU and
Georgia. This agreement with Georgia is aimed at shortening the visa application process,
simplifying the paperwork required, and even exempting some categories of individuals,
such as students, journalists and retired persons, from the requirement to obtain a visa.
We voted at the same time on the agreement on readmission, in which the EU and Georgia
have mutually undertaken to readmit their own respective nationals residing without
authorisation. Both these agreements are a sign of the will of the EU and Georgia to
cooperate in the areas of freedom, security and justice.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The actions of the European Union
must be based upon the principles of good governance and respect for democracy and
human rights. In relations with the region of South Caucasus, the EU must be a partner to
it, assisting with economic and commercial development, with security, with stability,
with the promotion of prosperity, and with conflict resolution. On this basis, I voted in
favour of the agreement with Georgia on the readmission of persons residing without
authorisation, as I believe that it is a contribution towards the achievement of the above
objectives.
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Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Prague Summit Joint Declaration of
7 May 2009 establishing the Eastern Partnership has underlined the importance of
promoting the mobility of citizens in a secure environment, through visa facilitation and
readmission agreements. This readmission agreement is therefore a necessary complement
to the adoption of the visa facilitation agreement reached with Georgia, which would
necessarily have to be accompanied by an improvement in the security conditions necessary
to combat cross-border crime and illegal immigration. I hope that, based on this agreement
and in the spirit of joint commitment, the EU and Georgia can effectively fight illegal
immigration and contribute to the development of democracy, the rule of law, human
rights and civil society in that country.

Bearing in mind the results of dialogue over human rights between the EU and Georgia,
which took place this year, the fact that Georgia has ratified a number of relevant
international conventions on the protection of fundamental rights, its Membership of the
Council of Europe and its participation in the Eastern Partnership, which is based on
commitments to the principles of international law and to fundamental values, I voted in
favour of signing this agreement.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Georgia’s increasingly close relationship with the
European Union, evident in a range of recent activities, is to be welcomed. The agreement
on the readmission of persons residing without authorisation is an important stimulus to
the strengthening of relations between Georgia, its neighbouring countries and the European
Union, as well as to the fight against illegal immigration. The incentives for reforms in the
spheres of security, freedom and justice could bear ample fruit if there is a spirit of
commitment on both sides.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – I welcome this report which is the sister of the report
on the issuance of visas between the EU and Georgia. The package should ease travel and
improve the EU’s relations in this part of the world.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Georgia has made significant efforts to develop closer
relations with the European Union, as is evident in a range of recent activities. This
agreement on the readmission of persons residing without authorisation is essential as a
stimulus to relations between Georgia, its neighbouring countries and the European Union,
as well as to the fight against illegal immigration. It is, however, essential that there continue
to be incentives for reform in the spheres of security, freedom and justice in Georgia.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) I am in favour, because I strongly hope that
when Mr Saakashvili goes into hiding from the Georgian Public Prosecutor on the territory
of the European Union without a residence permit, he will, in accordance with the
agreement, be expeditiously extradited to the Georgian authorities without complications.
This agreement is truly very necessary. I am in favour.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) The facilitation of the issuance of visas to citizens
of non-EU states should not be granted too hastily. Before doing so, it must be examined
as carefully as possible whether appropriate readmission agreements for bogus asylum
seekers and economic migrants could prevent the abuse of the system. The problems with
the Schengen Information System II must also finally be resolved. Finally, it must not
primarily be asylum seekers, or even criminals, that benefit from visa-free travel.

A great deal will de facto depend on whether, and to what extent, the agreement is actually
implemented. It will, in any case, increase Georgia’s cooperation with the European Union.
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In my opinion, the readmission agreement is not restrictive enough and therefore, I
abstained from the vote.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) Over the last few years a series of highly significant
political acts, such as Georgia’s accession to the Council of Europe and to the European
Convention on Human Rights, have brought it closer than ever before to the European
Union. I voted in favour of the draft Council decision concerning the conclusion of the
Agreement between the European Union and Georgia on the facilitation of the issuance
of visas because I believe it is extremely important for Europe to implement a
neighbourhood policy with its neighbouring countries, especially with regard to ‘hot spots’
such as the Caucasus, where the interests of the EU itself are reflected in an important trade
partnership. Furthermore, reducing the bureaucracy and controls with regard to a
neighbouring country can only improve relations with that country, creating the conditions
for greater control of the area and, hence, for more security, development and stability.
The two agreements concluded – on the readmission of persons residing without
authorisation and on the facilitation of the issuance of visas – will be absolutely instrumental
in achieving these objectives.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The process of strengthening relations
between the European Union and the countries of the Southern Caucasus, including
Georgia, is vital if we are to create a solid, coherent and effective foreign policy.

I support the agreement between the European Union and Georgia on the readmission of
persons residing without authorisation. I would highlight the following positive measures:
the readmission obligations defined within the agreement have been drawn up on a fully
reciprocal basis, and cover its own nationals, third-country nationals and stateless persons.
The obligation to readmit its own nationals includes former nationals who have given up
their nationality, who have lost their nationality or who have had their nationality taken
away, without having acquired the nationality of another state. The obligation to readmit
nationals also covers family members – spouses and minors or unmarried children – who
do not have the right of residency in the requesting state, irrespective of their nationality.
There is also what is called the fast-track process, agreed in relation to people intercepted
in the ‘border region’, that is to say, within an area that extends up to 5 kilometres from
ports, including customs zones, and international airports in Member States or in Georgia.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I fully agree with the rapporteur Mrs Griesbeck’s
assertion that information campaigns are essential in Georgia in order to inform people
of the new situation and to allow them to take advantage of the new possibilities. In addition,
the changes in the visa policy should also appear as soon as possible on the European
institutions’ websites.

I also agree with the rapporteur’s recommendation that the European Parliament’s
Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs and the European Commission,
which is responsible for monitoring the application of these agreements, should, after they
have been enacted, identify any obstacles or asymmetrical barriers to their proper
application and to the reciprocity of procedures, both at consular service level and at the
borders to be crossed.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of signing this agreement as I
believe that, combined with the agreement on facilitating the issuing of visas, it constitutes
very significant progress in relations between the EU and Georgia, signalling an important
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stage in its integration into Europe and, at the same time, providing an incentive for the
country to promote the necessary reforms in the areas of freedom, security and justice.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – We voted against this agreement because:
it aims to return people to a country where, according to the UNHCR Global Appeal
2010-2011, around 212 000 people were internally displaced for more than 16 years,
living in need of shelter and means to become self-sufficient, where sexual and gender-based
violence is rife in all parts of society and police ill-treatment is tolerated; it also applies to
those former residents of Abkhazia and South Ossetia who do not have any de facto links
to Georgia; it does not include strict safeguards concerning the violation of fundamental
rights and guaranteeing high standards of reception, which are poor in Georgia; it contains
numerous loopholes and ambiguities which might be clarified in the Joint Readmission
Committee in which Parliament regrettably has no say, which would be entirely legitimate
regarding its new competences; it does not guarantee adequately the protection of personal
data – data can be forwarded to ‘other bodies’ without requiring the consent of the person
involved.

Report: Petru Constantin Luhan (A7-0309/2010)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the principles espoused
in this report, which reinforce the idea that the European Union can only be competitive
globally if it mobilises the convergence of its regions and Member States. I agree that,
despite all progress, regional disparities need to be reduced in order to strengthen the
internal market and the Europe 2020 strategy, which will only be able to have tangible
results if the starting point in all regions is taken into consideration. Although, on the one
hand, I agree that many regions still need investment in infrastructure and accessibility,
on the other, I would stress the importance of investment in research and innovation, with
the participation of all levels of government and private operators being fundamental to
this, so as to improve the absorption and application of funding. In order for this idea to
be implemented, a clear notion of partnership on the part of the Commission is required,
and EU support for the competitiveness of small and medium-sized enterprises needs to
be reviewed and consolidated.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing. – I supported this resolution as it provides
a very much needed framework highlighting the integrating role of cohesion policy and
the contribution it makes to increasing the EU’s global competitiveness. Cohesion policy
is the EU’s key policy for enabling the regions to face growing challenges, such as climate
change, population ageing, social migration, energy, or the economic and financial crisis,
in the best possible way and, hence, to help increase the EU’s global economic
competitiveness. I support the rapporteur that this could be achieved by ensuring common
living standards for all EU citizens and supporting development by harnessing local and
regional specificities, thereby generating added value and economic productivity.

It is important to stress that once the objective has been met of ensuring a similar quality
of life by enabling access to infrastructure and quality services, the regions can concentrate
on measures aimed at developing local economic potential, with an important stage being
the development of local research, development and innovation policies and the appropriate
regional infrastructure.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The adoption of the territorial, social
and economic cohesion package has a key role to play in the task of setting the European
Union’s priorities and objectives, thereby guaranteeing personal and economic development
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and also promoting solidarity between Member States. I support the importance of
promoting economic, social and territorial cohesion through infrastructure development
to help ensure the success of the EU 2020 strategy in circumstances where this new strategy
will be addressing bottlenecks in economic development.

Furthermore, competitiveness can only be achieved through the promotion of research,
innovation and technological development and the provision of correspondingly high
quality vocational training for European citizens. I voted for this report as I consider that
the cohesion policy has proved to be an effective instrument providing a flexible solution
to the socio-economic challenges presented by the economic and financial crisis.

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the fine own-initiative
report on achieving real territorial, social and economic cohesion within the European
Union by my excellent Romanian colleague, Petru Constantin Luhan. I back the report
fully in its assertion that ‘the achievement of economic, social and territorial cohesion is a
necessary condition but that it is not sufficient to guarantee economic competitiveness at
world level, which requires significant investments in key areas such as energy, the
environment, infrastructure, education, research and development, creative industries and
services, logistics and transport’. This sums up in a nutshell the major plan for investing
EUR 1 000 billion that I have been calling for since the beginning of the current term of
office and which is an essential condition for our continent’s development through
competitiveness and for equal opportunities for European citizens wherever they are in
the Union.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) The European Union can be competitive
only insofar as internal policies bolster its capacity to respond to today’s challenges. A
sustainable regional and cohesion policy is essential to remove obstacles to economic
development and increase competitiveness in the internal market and globally. The
importance of a coherent and coordinated regional policy in the European Union is clear.
The financial and economic crisis, as well as the gas crisis that had previously dominated
Europe, proved that the lack of a suitable regional policy is affecting the whole of Europe.

I believe that cohesion policy is the EU’s key policy for enabling the regions to overcome
the problems that have arisen. I agree with the rapporteur that the development of territorial
cohesion policy will have a direct impact on whether the goals set in the EU 2020 strategy
are achieved and that it is necessary to analyse as soon as possible whether the support
provided by the EU to specific regions builds on concrete results that will ensure the
sustainability of regional policy.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) At a time when the territorial disparities
between the different regions of the European Union are becoming more marked, one of
the most effective tools for fulfilling the ambitious objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy
is a smarter EU cohesion policy that relies strongly on innovation, research and
development, whilst catering for the specific situations in the regions. Mr Luhan’s report
confirms this approach and presents EU cohesion policy as one of the key factors in our
regions’ economic vitality. This policy brings us closer to a more ‘sustainable’ European
economy.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing. – (LT) I voted for this report because we must
debate the measures adopted at European and national level on social and territorial
cohesion which aim to fulfil the objectives of EU policies, including that of increasing
global economic competitiveness. Actually, cohesion policy is the EU’s key policy for
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enabling the regions to face the challenges arising from the economic and financial crisis,
climate change, ageing of the population, social migration or energy. These goals can be
achieved by supporting development at local and regional levels and, of course, by ensuring
common living standards for all EU citizens. I would like to stress that Europe is united
and so it is very important to reduce disparities in the level of development of the European
regions and to ensure economic, social and territorial cohesion. Furthermore, cohesion
policy should be more results-oriented and it is important to aim for even more effectiveness
and usefulness, because only then will this policy become more convenient and useful for
consumers. In order to achieve the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy, we must
implement cohesion and regional policy and ensure that this policy is independent and
covers all European regions.

Vito Bonsignore (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I congratulate Mr Luhan on his work in drafting
this report, which I endorsed. I am convinced, in fact, that an effective cohesion policy that
can reduce economic, social and territorial disparities can help to increase global economic
competitiveness. In this context, regions that can rise to future challenges in the best way
possible, thereby increasing competitiveness and steering Europe towards a sound economic
recovery, become increasingly important.

In the light of the financial crisis, which continues to affect the whole of Europe, and in
view of the objectives of the EU 2020 strategy, I feel it is useful to strengthen the Cohesion
Fund and the structural policies through the greater involvement of the regions. Lastly,
cohesion policy is essential for achieving the Lisbon Strategy objectives, but to consolidate
these results, continued investment needs to be made in infrastructure, as a basis for
increasing Europe’s economic competitiveness.

Nikolaos Chountis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The main objective of the report on
achieving real territorial, social and economic cohesion within the EU is to increase the
global competitiveness of EU companies. The whole premise of the report is wrong, because
it considers, without further analysis, that competitiveness and cohesion are not
contradictory and incompatible concepts. In fact, competitiveness, as it operates today,
including at European level, means lower wages and cuts to the workers’ rights and
increasing privatisation for the benefit of big business; at the same time, it is out of kilter
with the concept of economic and political cohesion. The report describes the problems
faced by the regions in the EU, but is unable to propose convincing and viable solutions,
remaining faithful instead to the Lisbon and EU 2020 strategies.

Finally, it considers that the economic crisis and the disastrous consequences of it, which
are affecting most European regions, is yet another problem which the regions need to
deal with, but avoids mentioning the causes of it. In this way, it basically covers up the
inadequacy and weakness of European cohesion policy before the crisis. That is why I voted
against the report.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Union’s cohesion policy has shown itself to be
essential to reducing development disparities between the various European regions. There
is a need to ensure horizontal and vertical coordination between the various levels of
governance in order to achieve common standards of development, and economic, social
and territorial cohesion. Support for research, innovation and education is an essential
measure for ensuring an inclusive labour market, and it needs to be accompanied by policies
at regional level. The active role of local and regional authorities is crucial for ensuring
greater economic competitiveness within the global market.
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José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Treaty of Lisbon establishes as one
of its founding values the promotion of economic, social and territorial cohesion within
the EU, and solidarity between Member States (Article 3 of the Treaty of Rome).

The main objective of cohesion policy is to promote balanced development between the
271 different regions of the EU, through the reduction of disparities between these regions’
levels of development. Special attention is paid to the less favoured regions, such as rural
areas, areas affected by industrial transition, areas with severe and permanent natural and
demographic limitations, and island, cross-border and mountain regions.

With regard to this, I have been arguing for the need to align cohesion policy with the
strategic objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy, and to encourage transparency in the
allocation of funding. In my opinion, all information relating to the adoption and
implementation of cohesion policy funding plans should be made available in real time
on a website accessible to the general public, divided up by the most detailed NUTS
classification possible: for example, implementation by NUTS level 3 should be presented
wherever this designation exists. That is what I advocate in my opinion annexed to the
Cohesion policy: Strategic Report 2010 on the implementation of the programmes for
2007-2013.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The reality experienced today in the European
Union is the strongest and most straightforward rebuttal of the assertion made in the
report, that cohesion policy has responded effectively to the socio-economic difficulties
caused by the crisis. Another idea runs through the report: the association of cohesion
policy with the so-called ‘Europe 2020 strategy’. It is well known that the Europe 2020
strategy, heir to the old Lisbon Strategy, follows the same political line of liberalisation,
privatisations and flexibilisation of the labour laws. These guidelines, which have to be
followed, do not contribute to cohesion: on the contrary, they accentuate disparities
between countries and regions, and within each country. The redistributive function of
the EU budget – essential for putting the principle of cohesion into practice – is seriously
compromised by the smallness of its role.

To this must be added the costs, to the most vulnerable economies within the EU, of entry
into the single market, of Economic and Monetary Union and of the deregulation of
international trade, aspects ignored by the report. The recovery of production in each
country and region, the sustainable use of resources and the conservation of the
environment constitute strategic channels for the economic development of each country,
together with the creation of jobs with rights, and the strengthening of the network of
public services and the social functions of the state.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing. – (LT) I agreed with this report because, in accordance
with the spirit of the treaties, a cohesion policy which aims at reducing disparities in levels
of development and prepares the regions to meet long-term and short-term challenges
(globalisation, demographic change, the depopulation of rural areas, climate change and
biodiversity protection), by taking into account their specific strengths and weaknesses,
has proved to be essential in the process of European integration. A strong and well-financed
cohesion policy is a precondition for delivering the objectives of the EU 2020 strategy. All
regions should develop harmoniously. I am pleased that there are calls for the Commission
to examine and propose working methodologies that promote urban-rural partnerships
,  combat the depopulation of rural areas and, at the same time, stimulate sustainable urban
development, since nearly 80% of the EU population lives in urban areas. Urban and rural
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areas play a dynamic role in regional economic development. In the next programming
period, there is a need for investment in urban as well as sub-urban projects and for better
coordination with rural development programmes. There is a need to promote
entrepreneurship and support small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), recognising
the key role they have played in fostering economic competitiveness and creating jobs,
and we must facilitate access to funding, especially for SMEs, and ensure simplified access
to risk capital and micro-finance. The Commission shall continue to simplify the procedures
for utilising both the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund in order to reduce the
administrative burden on funding beneficiaries.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing. – An improved quality of life through the creation of
secure and better quality jobs and ensuring access to infrastructure of all types – be this
transport, social or educational, or relating to research, development and innovation – has
been the main reason for the public supporting the process of European integration.
Cohesion policy can ensure the cohesive development of the EU through its specific
objectives and instruments, hence satisfying the economic and social needs of the European
public. At the same time, the EU Member States are being directly confronted with the
effects of globalisation. This report, entitled ‘Achieving real territorial, social and economic
cohesion within the EU – a sine qua non for global competitiveness?’ is intended to spur
debate among the Members of the European Parliament on the interdependence and
complementary nature of the measures adopted at European and national level to fulfil
the objectives of EU policies, including that of increasing global economic competitiveness.
The report seeks to provide a framework highlighting the integrating role of cohesion
policy and the contribution it makes to increasing the EU’s global competitiveness. I
welcome the report and the debate.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report is primarily concerned
with regional and European competitiveness and increased productivity. It is completely
in line with the Europe 2020 strategy. This means that the impact of the only interesting
point made in the report, on ‘quality public services for all citizens wherever they live and
work’ is cancelled out. I voted against this text.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) It has been through strong cohesion policy that the
Union has succeeded in reducing development disparities between the various European
regions. It is essential that it continues to ensure coordination between all levels of
governance, in order to achieve the objectives that the EU favours with regard to
development, and economic, social and territorial cohesion. Aid for research, innovation
and education is an essential measure for ensuring a labour market for all. They need to
give everything in order to ensure greater economic competitiveness within the global
market.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing. – (LV) I voted in favour because I support cohesion,
if only so that all Latvian bribers will be locked up in gaol and therefore no longer in a
position to interfere with the proper application of the EU Structural Funds. In this respect,
we must put cohesion into practice at the level of the Public Prosecutor, the police and the
courts, not only in Latvia, but also throughout the territory of the European Union. In this
way, the billions of euro will be applied, firstly, as intended; secondly, in compliance with
deadlines; and, thirdly, in the interests of citizens, and not in the interests of individual civil
servants and political groupings. I am in favour of cohesion.
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Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing. – (DE) Cohesion policy is a key concern of the EU in
order to balance out the relationship between the richer and poorer regions. It is also
intended to enable the results of uneven economic development to be levelled out.
Accordingly, it should also be possible to ensure that common standards of living can be
achieved. Particularly in a globalised world, a great deal of importance should be attached
to the competitiveness of the regions. I am voting against the report, as it is not clear to
what extent the regions of the individual Member States already have the necessary expertise
at their disposal.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The report on territorial, social and economic
cohesion seeks to provide, in my view, a comprehensive framework highlighting the
integrating role of cohesion policy and the contribution it makes to increasing the EU’s
global competitiveness. My vote in favour of the report is intended to spur debate in Europe
on the interdependence and complementary nature of the measures adopted at European
and national level to fulfil the objectives of EU policies, including that of increasing global
economic competitiveness. An improved quality of life through the creation of secure and
better quality jobs is one of the main reasons for the public supporting the process of
European integration. Territoriality must be protected and developed via a social action
to ensure the full integration – including the economic integration – of the public. Cohesion
policy can now ensure cohesive development through specific objectives and instruments
that satisfy the economic and social needs of the public.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) This particular own-initiative report,
which I voted in favour of, follows on from a long hard debate on what is a very sensitive
topic for Greece. It is true that progress to date in political cohesion has helped to reduce
the equality divide between the regions. However, the economic times have changed and
cohesion policy needs to adapt to them. As the most important Community instrument
of solidarity between the poorest and richest areas of the EU, the new role of cohesion
policy should be to step up efforts to prevent the creation of nouveau pauvres economic
islands or regions within the European structure. We therefore face a clear and specific
challenge.

There are two points to which Greece will need to pay particular attention: 1. The cohesion
policy Objective 1 regions; this point has to do with convergence in terms of gross national
product, which needs serious strengthening. 2. Regions which are being phased out (which
include Attica); these will need to be examined case-by-case on the basis of their most
recent economic data, as the economic crisis may have reversed the data for previous years.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE)  , in writing. – (PT) This report results from an initiative
by the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) during the course of
the debate on the future of cohesion and regional policy. The strengthening of the territorial,
social and economic cohesion of the European Union is one of the directions that needs
to be taken to contribute to global competitiveness.

I agree entirely with the fundamental objective of this report, which is to emphasise the
role that cohesion policy plays in reducing economic, social and territorial disparities,
creating new jobs, increasing growth and building infrastructure. Territorial and social
cohesion should be the foundations of the architecture of a new policy that is able to ensure
sustainable growth and increased competitiveness at global level.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I congratulate the rapporteur Mr Luhan on his
excellent work and I agree with him that the need to improve quality of life through the
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creation of secure and better quality jobs and ensuring access to infrastructure of all types
– be this transport, social or educational, or relating to research, development and
innovation – has been the main reason for the public supporting the process of European
integration.

I completely agree with the idea that cohesion policy is the EU’s key policy for enabling
the regions to face these challenges in the best way possible and, hence, to help increase
the EU’s global economic competitiveness, by ensuring common living standards for all
EU citizens and supporting development by harnessing local and regional specificities,
thereby generating added value and economic productivity.

Marit Paulsen, Olle Schmidt and Cecilia Wikström (ALDE),    in writing. – (SV) We
support our common cohesion policy and believe it is important for European integration.
At a time of considerable tensions within the EU, it is important to stick together. However,
we believe that regional policy should primarily be the responsibility of the regions and
the Member States and that the EU’s support should focus on the poorest regions and on
various programmes for territorial cooperation.

Rovana Plumb (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The report highlights the achievements of the
cohesion policy, which is essential to the successful implementation of the EU 2020 strategy
as an instrument for eliminating the disparities between regions. Approximately
EUR 86 billion has been allocated to research and innovation for the 2007-2013 period.
In the future programming period, it is necessary to promote and apply successful models
in the ‘knowledge triangle’ to ensure the sustainable development of regional strategic
framework programmes for research and innovation

The rapporteur calls on the European Commission to submit concrete proposals for
defining and implementing consistently the objective of territorial cohesion, emphasising
the importance of the principle of decentralisation down to local authority level (the
‘bottom-up’ approach), with a view to improving the level of absorption of funds (it is
counterproductive that regions administer, on average, only 30.5% of the overall budget
allocated to the cohesion policy, with the remainder being administered by central
governments).

Consequently, in future, the partnership principle must be significantly strengthened. The
report recommends that Member States and the European Commission pay greater attention
to supporting major projects covering two or more operational programmes with a
considerable impact at European level, which will generate added value, create high quality
jobs and safeguard the regions’ sustainable development.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) European Union cohesion policy is crucial to
enabling the regions to face the challenges of the new international situation. By supporting
development, reinforcing local and regional specificities and ensuring that the gaps between
Europeans’ living standards are narrowing, we are consolidating the European project.
However, there is a need, through policies and measures at regional level, to strengthen
support for research, development and innovation, together with the development of
education and the skills needed by Europeans to ensure an inclusive labour market.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) This House has today adopted the
own-initiative report highlighting the role that cohesion policy plays in reducing economic,
social and territorial disparities, creating new jobs, increasing growth, building infrastructure
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and ensuring the cohesive development of the EU through its specific objectives and
instruments, thereby satisfying the economic and social needs of the European public.

Cohesion policy was one of the first policies to embrace its regional dimension, representing
its added value and helping to ensure its effectiveness and sustainability. The manner in
which each Member State harnesses the opportunities provided by belonging to the single
European market depends on its maturity and level of development, which differ from one
country to the next. It follows that each Member State is responsible for pinpointing the
most effective measures for enabling its economy to function within this global system.
The report proposes new guidelines for the future architecture of the policy, for enhancing
its performance, and for guaranteeing strong, sustainable growth and increased global
competitiveness.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (ES) Throughout the production of this
report, our group often expressed fundamental disagreement with the line suggested by
the author. Ultimately, therefore, we had no option other than to vote against it.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) In recent years, money from the
Cohesion Fund and the Structural Funds has contributed to the dynamic development of
many towns and a significant proportion of rural areas. Cohesion policy is tangible evidence
for EU citizens of the positive impact of actions taken at EU level on local communities
and their regions. We are slowly exiting the crisis which has given rise to additional
inequalities within the EU. Cohesion policy has turned out to be a flexible instrument which
has managed to respond to the specific needs of individual regions and, to a certain extent,
cushion the negative effects of the crisis. Cohesion between regions is a unique kind of
added value which has a positive impact on the EU’s economic competitiveness. By bringing
the level of development of the regions closer together and ensuring a similar quality of
life and equal access to infrastructure, the EU can face up to global challenges. It will be
able to concentrate more on investments in innovation, research and development.

A sustainable, green, knowledge-based economy will mean we are more competitive, since
competitiveness will increase if unemployment falls in the regions and if we support the
creation of a well qualified and mobile workforce, both in urban and rural areas. Support
for small and medium-sized enterprises, which employ the majority of the EU’s citizens,
is a key issue. We need a strong cohesion policy, which, in turn, requires an appropriate
budget, at least at its current level, in order to meet its ambitious targets.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Economic, social and territorial cohesion is a
necessary condition of competitiveness at global level, but is not sufficient to ensure it.
European cohesion policy aims to reduce regional disparities, taking into account the
impact of global challenges, such as climate change, demographic change, problems relating
to energy and the protection of biodiversity, as well as the new challenges resulting from
the economic and financial crisis. I therefore support the text put forward by the rapporteur,
my colleague in the Committee on Regional Development, which reiterates the idea that
cohesion and competitiveness are not contradictory or incompatible, but possess
complementary elements.

Competitiveness within the European Union may only be achieved through sustainable
economic growth, which will see cohesion policy contributing to the successful
implementation of the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy, and to responses to societal
and economic challenges. The regional dimension should therefore not be forgotten, but
rather encouraged, whether through greater participation by regional and local entities,
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or through an increase in the role of urban and rural areas, as it is only through the
stimulation of regional competitiveness that we will have solid competitiveness at global
level.

Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing. – This report sets out Parliament’s plans to better
coordinate EU structural funding and European innovation spending as a way of tackling
differences between levels of development in regions across the EU, and to sustain regional
competitiveness. I support these calls, along with further calls to simplify the procedures
relating to this funding, in particular for SMEs, which we should be assisting in the current
economic climate by reducing the administrative burden placed upon them. This report
also lays down important markers underlining the importance of the principle of
decentralisation (the ‘bottom-up’ approach) with a view to improving the ‘partnership
principle’ with local authorities who are often best placed to recognise the needs of citizens
across the EU, and especially in Wales.

Anna Záborská (PPE),    in writing. – (SK) When we talk about cohesion in this Parliament,
we talk about wish-lists. Our voters and we ourselves would like to live in a Europe where
everyone is successful, no one is poor and there is no shortage of jobs. This report therefore
rather resembles a list that a child might send to Father Christmas. The undisputable benefit
of the report is that it includes perhaps everything we would like to see under the Christmas
tree – if not this year then perhaps in 2020. There is only one problem here. All of these
things cost money. Just as in a family with young children, we must decide on our priorities
here as well. I cannot help thinking that this is the original role of this Parliament. The
submitted report bears rather sad witness to the fact that not even the crisis will help us to
perform this role any better.

We always have too many priorities. There is, however, only one budget in every family
and gifts are purchased out of what remains once the family has been fed and clothed, and
all of the housing and energy bills have been paid. The support we so magnanimously
demand for this or that represents money taken from the pockets of taxpayers; mothers
and fathers who decide every month what is their real priority and what will have to wait.
We must not forget this.

11. Corrections to votes and voting intentions: see Minutes

(The sitting was suspended at 13:10 and resumed at 15:05)

IN THE CHAIR: JERZY BUZEK
President

(The sitting was opened at 15:05)

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

13. Question Hour with the President of the Commission

President.   – The next item is Question Time with the President of the Commission. I
would like to welcome President Barroso to our monthly Question Time. We are ready to
begin taking questions. The rules are the same as ever: one minute for a question, one
minute for an answer and, in the event that any of the political group chairs wish to ask
an additional question, another question and answer lasting 30 seconds each.
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Ioannis Kasoulides,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – On behalf of Mr Daul, the chair of our
group, I want to ask the following question. The EPP Group would like to know your views
pertaining to the current efforts to resume direct negotiations for the settlement of the
Palestinian question. The United States has abandoned efforts to convince Israel to extend
the moratorium on settlements in East Jerusalem and the West Bank, probably because
they are leading nowhere.

What efforts are to be undertaken by the EU separately, or in conjunction within the
Quartet, to get the negotiations under way? In view of the present developments, how
should one read the reiteration of the EU’s readiness to recognise an independent Palestinian
state when appropriate?

What is the assessment of the humanitarian situation in the Gaza Strip after the decision
taken by Israel in June 2010 to ease the closure of the crossings and the efforts for the
liberation of Gilad Shalit?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – As you know, the European Union
strongly supports the resumption of direct talks. Yesterday, the Foreign Affairs Council
expressed the European position, regretting that Israel was not able to accept a new freeze
of settlements as requested by the European Union, the United States and the Quartet.

I would add that the situation is disappointing, particularly because creating the necessary
conditions for a two-state solution is not only in the interests of Palestine, the region and
the international community at large, but also, I believe, in the interests of Israel itself.

Concerning negotiations, the Foreign Affairs Council also agreed yesterday on intensifying
coordination with the Quartet and the United States. Special envoy Senator Mitchell will
shortly meet Catherine Ashton to debrief her on the current state of affairs. The European
Union will convey its full support for the peace process and its full engagement in the
region. I believe the Quartet could be revitalised, with the European Union working very
closely with the US.

High Representative Ashton has been in touch with key players in the region, and we are
also looking forward to the Arab League meeting this week. We need to give negotiations
a new chance, a new impetus, because stalemate should not be an option. I am convinced
that the way forward will be found with the United States.

Ioannis Kasoulides,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – I would like to ask again about the
humanitarian situation in the Gaza Strip following the opening of the closures, and what
is happening with Corporal Gilad Shalit.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – The situation in Gaza is not tenable.
Economic recovery is crucially needed but, unfortunately, we have not seen the fundamental
change of policy in Gaza that the European Union has asked for over the last months.

That is why, last Monday, the European Union agreed on a three-pronged approach to
support exports from Gaza, following a request from Prime Minister Fayyad. I recently
received Prime Minister Fayyad and we spoke about this. Gaza should be viewed as a very
important component of Palestinian state-building.

Martin Schulz,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Barroso, the European
Council is meeting on Thursday and Friday. I would like to ask you the following questions:

Firstly, do you believe that the introduction of Eurobonds can help to stabilise the euro?
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Secondly, do you share the view of Chancellor Merkel that Eurobonds are not necessary?

Thirdly, in the event that your opinion differs from that of Mrs Merkel and you are in favour
of Eurobonds, what do you intend to do in the Council this coming Thursday?

Fourthly, are you in contact with the Eurogroup President, the Prime Minister and finance
minister, Mr Juncker, and, as President of the Commission, will you support him?

Fifthly, in the event that Eurobonds do not get the go ahead, will you inform Parliament
immediately afterwards of the way in which you, as the Commission, intend to respond
to a possible negative decision?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – Eurobonds are an interesting idea.
In fact, the Commission considered them already in 2008, in our document ‘EMU@10’ –
the EMU’s 10th anniversary. However, in the meantime, with a view to addressing this
crisis, we have created the EFSF and the ESFS. These instruments are far from exhaustive.
If need be, they can be improved and adapted much more quickly than any alternatives,
interesting as they may be. At present, I think we must ask ourselves a simple question: is
the crisis best addressed with instruments that are consensual, or by opening yet another
discussion on which there is no consensus? As your question suggests, there is indeed no
consensus on the proposals made recently by Prime Minister Juncker.

I think the answer today is obvious. We should concentrate on what can build consensus
in the euro area, because not having this consensus will be detrimental for the markets’
perception of the euro area. Let us not kill the very interesting idea of Eurobonds for the
future, but let us concentrate, at this stage, on what we can do quickly and decisively.

Martin Schulz,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Barroso, you have
answered my questions with your inimitable diplomacy, but I do not want to let you get
away with this. I will therefore ask you very specifically: in his role as President of the
Eurogroup, Prime Minister Juncker has announced that he intends to take the initiative in
the European Council with regard to the introduction of Eurobonds. Will you support him
in this? Furthermore, are you likely to try to convince Mrs Merkel and Mr Sarkozy to join
the majority of the euro states, or, when Mrs Merkel and Mr Sarkozy say ‘we do not want
that’, will you say ‘okay, because two parties say ‘no’, we will dispense with the idea’?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – I am going to give a very candid
answer. I do not believe at this stage that there is the slightest possibility of getting an
agreement on Eurobonds.

There is reluctance on the part of several Member States regarding that proposal. That is
why I think we should work to reach the largest possible consensus with the current
instruments. I have said to you very frankly – and particularly to Martin Schulz – that I
found the idea interesting and attractive. In fact, the Commission has made several proposals
before – in the time of one of my illustrious predecessors – but at this stage, the conditions
are not right for getting an agreement.

Guy Verhofstadt,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – I have a specific question but I want to
say, Mr Barroso, that you have the right of initiative with the Commission. You can come
forward with a proposal on Eurobonds, and that was what Mr Schulz was asking. OK, so
you do not use that right, and that is a problem for the moment on this issue.
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I have a specific question on the 2009 discharge. There is a declaration of assurance by a
Director-General of Regional Policy, who says, and I quote him, that for 38 out of 79
programmes, the Directorate-General does not have reasonable assurance on the legality
and regularity of the underlying transactions in relation to reimbursements in 2009 of
expenditures declared. This prompts the question as to who is in a position to provide this
reasonable assurance. The declaration continues that, for the 41 remaining programmes,
significant deficiencies have been identified at an early stage, before any reimbursement
in 2009.

So my question to you is, assuming that you take political responsibility for this declaration
with all its ramifications, what will be your line of action towards the Member States?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – In answer to your comment, Mr
Verhofstadt, let me tell you first of all that the Commission has already used its right of
initiative. You will remember that, when we launched this mechanism, Olli Rehn and I
introduced the possibility of collective guarantees, which was more or less going in the
direction of Eurobonds. It was flatly rejected by the Member States.

We could now put forward new proposals, but at this time, I do not think that it is
responsible to put forward formal proposals again when we are in such a sensitive situation.
It will only divide the euro area and the European Union. But the Commission has already
made proposals. They were on the table and were rejected. That is the reality.

Regarding the financial perspectives, I have already made a commitment to putting forward
the proposal for a specific kind of Eurobond – euro project Eurobonds – and, even though
I have already heard some negative comments from some capitals, I am still hopeful that
this will come into being.

Regarding your question, I think we have to ask more of the Member States. As you know,
with the exception of four or five Member States, they are not ready to give their declaration
of assurance. It is true what our Director-General said – as you mentioned – that sometimes,
the Commission does not have all the necessary instruments to engage with the Member
States as early as possible with regard to the way in which European Union funding is spent
at national level.

José Bové,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Mr President, Mr Barroso, a year ago,
you told me that GMOs had polluted your first term of office and that you wanted to refer
the issue back to the Member States.

A few days ago, 1 200 000 signatures were collected from European citizens asking for
an independent expert report on GMOs. A few days ago again, the Environment Council
rejected Commissioner Dalli’s proposal by a very large majority. The opinions of both
Council’s and Parliament’s legal advisers have also been negative. Lastly, you have witnessed
the scandal at EFSA with the Banati affair and the questions raised by the panel. What is
more, EFSA itself has decided to issue new assessment guidelines.

What I would therefore like to know is are you willing to stay all new authorisations and
all renewals of authorisations, such as that of MON810, until the new EFSA rules have
come into force? New assessments and authorisation renewals should be processed
according to the new rules.

Finally, are you willing to relaunch the debate so that we can get an independent assessment?
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José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – (FR) Mr President, as regards the
initiative, you know that this new system has not come into force yet. However, we are
naturally following all citizens’ initiatives on this issue with great interest. In fact, the
commissioner responsible met with the sponsors of this initiative even though it has not
yet been formally approved.

As regards the present question, we will be continuing to apply the legislation in its current
form. We do not have a better alternative to EFSA. This is an independent agency which
was set up to provide opinions. The agency gathers expert information on this subject and,
of course, we need to abide by the opinions it issues. We are therefore going to continue
abiding by Community law on this subject. The Commission cannot decide to suspend
the application of Community law.

I have already told you quite openly that I am not happy with the system governing GMOs
in Europe. I am not happy with it because I do not think it is clear enough. However, this
is the system that I am obliged to adhere to.

José Bové,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Thank you for your answer. However,
EFSA has already put in place new guidelines that are much stricter. Are you willing to
agree that all new authorisations that have been granted over this latest period and the
issue of MON810 should be reviewed in the light of these new guidelines?

We cannot accept assessments today that were carried out on the basis of old rules. That
is why I am asking you this question very precisely and I would like you to start this whole
debate again from scratch, instead of waiting until 2012. Directive 2001/18/EC is due to
be updated in 2012: the process needs to be brought forward.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – (FR) As always, we take into
consideration the proposals and suggestions of the independent agency, the Parma-based
European Food Safety Agency. Therefore, if the agency puts forward a new guideline, we
will study it very attentively.

That is as much as I can tell you at this stage. However, the legal framework governing the
approval of GMOs has not yet been changed. Therefore, I must stick to the present system
until it is changed, but we will be ready to consider all new guidelines and study them
extremely carefully.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (PL) Mr President, Gazprom and
the Nord Stream consortium have been laying what is known as the Northern Pipeline
since 9 April. I do not wish to focus on the environmental aspects of this project, since this
House has also already debated them. I merely wish to draw your attention to one issue –
the pipe which has been laid makes it significantly harder for large ships to reach the Polish
port of Świnoujście. This port is a major source of work for many Poles in western Poland,
a region affected by a level of unemployment which is often fairly high. Poland has raised
this issue in bilateral talks, but I have the impression that we are also dealing here with
problems relating to competitiveness. The port of Rostock is right next door, over the
border in Germany. I hope it will enjoy rapid growth, but I would like all ports in Europe
to be treated equally, so that they really can compete and so that the technical solutions
adopted by one of the Member States do not obstruct the development of a port in another.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – I am aware that there have been
concerns at some point that access to the Polish ports concerned would be restricted.
According to the information available to the Commission, however, the German Stralsund
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mining authority included a requirement for the Nord Stream company in its permit to
prepare a revised risk analysis for a section of the pipeline in German territory, as plans
were presented at that stage by the Polish side to adapt both ports for ships that would
need a deeper water depth to float. As a result of the analysis, the pipeline will be laid in
the seabed with a covering of half a metre for about 20 km.

In addition, the analysis of the planned route of the German EEZ led to the decision to opt
for an alternative track over a length of 12 km. The final permission was granted by the
Federal Office for Shipping and Hydrography in February this year.

According to the information available from the German authorities and the developer,
both of the above measures were taken in order to ensure unrestricted access to the Polish
ports after construction of the pipeline. I am sorry that this is very technical, but it is the
best information we have.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (PL) Mr Barroso, you have proved
many times that you treat Member States fairly. I hope that in this matter, the European
Commission will treat my country in a similarly fair manner. I would merely like to draw
your attention to the fact that you yourself admitted that you are relying predominantly
on data presented by the German side. I would appeal to the European Commission to
take the advice of independent experts, too, on this matter, although I would continue to
stress that I have great faith in your fair approach to all European Union Member States.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – Thank you for your comments, Mr
Kamiński. The Commission is indeed following the issue of Nord Stream very closely. We
are aware of the sensitivity of the issue with regard to the environment and from other
points of view, so we will be following it with great care.

Lothar Bisky,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Barroso, in
response to Mr Schulz’s questions, you said that the Eurobonds proposal will probably
not be successful. Previously, we were told that nothing would come of the financial
transaction tax, and other proposals have also come to nothing. We are now in the third
year following the financial crisis and I am now asking myself whether you would be able
to agree to boosting the euro rescue package – that would, of course, be an additional
measure – or whether we have to expect that, by the weekend, yet another set of proposals
will be rejected by you and others. My question is: how expensive is this delay, especially
as it is clearly costing a lot of money?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – One thing we have to tell the European
Heads of State and Government is the following: this week, when we meet – because the
Commission President is also present as a member of the European Council – we will not
just be addressing one another or addressing politics or the economy, we will be addressing
the markets.

These are extremely sensitive issues, where I believe we have to show some kind of restraint
in the comments made.

Because I have a duty to be transparent with all of you, I have already responded very
honestly to the question put by Mr Schulz. We have seen some interesting Eurobond
proposals. I think we should not kill the proposal, but it is obvious that there is no consensus
at this stage. I will not insist on what, for me, is obviously a divisive issue at this stage. We
have instruments now that were the object of a consensus, which we can work on to try
and find a coherent, robust action to protect the euro area and the European Union.
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Lothar Bisky,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Barroso, I just
have a brief additional question: are there any other instruments that are still under
discussion? I feel rather poorly informed in this regard. Something needs to be done, and
we are probably in agreement that the instruments that we have at our disposal should
actually be used.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – We are discussing many issues and
many possible alternative instruments. The last Euro Group considered different options
and different ideas, and the Commission is in touch with all the parties involved.

I myself and Olli Rehn have not only been consulting Member States, but also the President
of the European Central Bank, the Executive Director of the IMF and other very important
players in this field, but I do not think it is wise, as sometimes happened in the past, to
make very important announcements that are not followed by concrete consequences.

Next time, we have to do exactly the opposite and come up with real conclusions when
we are ready. That is why the Commission is working very actively with all Member States
and with other institutions to give a comprehensive response as soon as possible.

Nigel Farage,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – Mr Barroso, the recent WikiLeaks storm has
led to mixed feelings, with some people saying transparency is good and others saying
perhaps the leaks will damage international diplomacy. However, I was particularly amused
by the references to you in WikiLeaks, where it mentioned your trip to Russia and the fact
that you were ignored and excluded and the Russian view from upon high that you were
nothing more than a glorified international civil servant.

Mr Barroso, remember: we have discussed this before here. I have pointed out to you again
and again that you have not been directly elected by the people and you therefore have no
real legitimacy. Is the fact that you are unelected the reason why you do not command
more respect on the global stage, and why increasingly, the peoples of Europe are holding
you and the entire Commission in contempt?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission . – I would not expect you, Mr Farage,
to make common cause with the Russians – because that is what you are suggesting, that
you agree with them! Frankly, I was elected by this Parliament, by secret vote, so I think I
deserve the respect of this Parliament, from all Members of the Parliament.

(Applause)

The European Union of 27 democracies has an original way of electing a President of the
Commission precisely because we are not a state. I am sure you would not be in favour of
a European unified state. Since we are not a unified state, there is no direct election of a
President of the European Union. We do not have one; we have a President of the
Commission. You may like it or not – I like it more than you! – but in fact, I have been
elected by this Parliament and there is a President of the European Council who was
designated by the Heads of State and Government.

This is the way we are, and I think it is a democratic way of handling the diversity of the
European Union. I would hope that Members of the European Parliament, at least, respect
the institutions we have in the European Union, even if others do not.

Nigel Farage,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – Well, Mr Barroso, I enjoyed that enormously!
That you can stand up and boast about the fact that you were elected in secret and that
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somehow this gives you democratic legitimacy is the most bizarre concept I have come
across in my entire life.

The fact is that the Commission has the sole right to propose the kind of legislation that
is damaging Europe’s economies in the way that it is. Are there any circumstances in which
you think the peoples of Europe should have a referendum so that they can decide these
issues?

(Interjections from the floor from various Members)

President.   – Colleagues, I am sorry we are not taking comments from the floor. We would
like to go ahead with the proceedings.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission . – The election in Parliament was an
open election. However, many people consider that the freest elections are elections where
each person – or each Member of Parliament – can take decisions secretly. In totalitarian
systems, secret votes are usually not allowed, precisely because of the pressure on individual
freedoms. That is my first point.

Secondly, regarding referenda, constitutional and democratic theory allows for referenda
as well as for representative democracy. By the way, Britain is probably the country that
has done most for representative democracy. A perfectly legitimate way of making decisions
in a democracy is by representative democracy. The role of parliaments, be it national
parliaments or the European Parliament, is immensely important in democracy. Personally,
I believe that some comments made against representative democracy do not reflect a true
democratic mind when they are made so negatively.

Andrew Henry William Brons (NI).   – China enjoys a large surplus on its balance of
trade with the EU. Europe’s surplus in services is too small to compensate for this. China
achieves its trade surplus by an artificially low value of its currency, by suppressed wage
rates so that imports into China cannot be afforded and so that export prices are
considerably lower than European prices, and thirdly, by ignoring international patent
rights so that Chinese companies can benefit from research and development not carried
out by themselves.

China is rapidly accumulating foreign currency reserves and control over scarce global
resources. European countries are becoming the willing victims of a relentless global
competitor with the instrument to destruct our livelihoods. European countries must
individually – my preference – or collectively protect our industries.

Why does the Commission allow EU business and workers to suffer unfair competition
from China?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission . – Let me tell you that we will be much
more successful if we do it collectively rather than separately.

Frankly, I do not see that our individual Member States have enough leverage to impose
some kind of measures on China. The European Union collectively can engage with China,
and that is what we have been doing. We are in favour of free trade, as you know, but we
are also in favour of fair trade. When we have believed there is evidence of dumping for
instance, we have launched anti-dumping measures regarding China. It was not easy because
some Member States opposed those measures, but we took them. Every time we meet the
Chinese leadership, we discuss intellectual property rights and the need for them to respect
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some basic principles so that we can keep open trade with them. That is exactly our agenda:
to engage the Chinese positively whilst also being firm in terms of our trade interests.

By the way, this was quite clearly expressed at the last summit.

Andrew Henry William Brons (NI).   – You said that you believed in fair trade, but fair
trade is not on offer. What we have is biased trade in favour of China.

Will the Commission be successful in getting China to remove its subsidies, allow its
currency to appreciate or, for that matter, to respect international property rights which
apparently amount to something like 5% of Chinese GDP? Will it not be necessary, in the
end, to block imports of Chinese goods altogether?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – It is clear that the Commission will
be successful if it has the full support of our Member States. We are doing that and we are
very committed to reciprocity above all. The concept of reciprocity means that we want
to keep markets open. We believe it is in our interest. The European Union is by far the
biggest exporter in the world, bigger than China, and so it is important to keep markets
open. We also believe, however, that our partners have to respect some basic rules.

Regarding exchange rates, as you know, the European Union was in the front line at the
last G20 attempting to ensure that this issue is addressed constructively and cooperatively,
because we believe the matter should also be discussed when we address the problems of
major imbalances in the world economy.

President.   – We now come to the second part of Question Hour, catch-the-eye. The topic
is WikiLeaks and cyber security.

Carlos Coelho (PPE).   – (PT) Mr President, Mr Barroso, I am not going to ask you to
address the problems of United States diplomacy, nor to comment on the virtues and
failings of computer networks, on freedom of information, or on the shameful calls for
the death of Julian Assange. What I would like to say is that we do not have the right to
ignore any information that comes into the public arena.

I asked the Chair of the Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs and the
Chair of the Subcommittee on Human Rights if we could revisit the investigation that
Parliament carried out in 2007 into the activities of the United States Central Intelligence
Agency in Europe, over which I had the honour of presiding. I paid tribute to you at the
time: the Barroso Commission was cooperative and helpful, and acted with great
transparency, quite unlike the Council, which made omissions and lied in its dealings with
Parliament. The question I would like to put to you is very simple: is the Barroso
Commission prepared to cooperate in a fully transparent manner with the European
Parliament again?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – (PT) The European Commission,
over which I have the honour of presiding, always cooperates with total transparency with
the European Parliament, and will always do so in the future. I have not the slightest doubt
about this, and I thank you for your words about the Commission over which I preside. I
believe that it is important for us to observe the highest standards and principles of
transparency and fair institutional cooperation in all relations between the Commission
and Parliament.
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Edit Herczog (S&D).   – I would like to ask the same question. Europeans are digitally
dependent nowadays, and we wish to be digitally dependent, but with the proviso that we
feel safe and secure on the Internet. It has to be a priority for the Commission to come up
with proposals regarding the safety of the 500 million citizens of Europe. What are its
plans regarding keeping security and privacy together in order not to neutralise one or the
other?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – Some of those matters fall within
national spheres of responsibility, but in the areas that fall within our sphere of
responsibility, we have recently proposed some improvements. As regards legislation on
access to documents, we have put forward some proposals from Commissioner Malmström
and they are now being considered by you. We have also been making proposals on cyber
security because, as you said rightly said, we are becoming more and more digitally
dependent.

It is very important that in digital space, we have freedom, but this must, of course, be
responsible freedom, with important rights like the right to privacy being protected. Data
protection is therefore also a question of fundamental rights and we believe the Commission
has put forward sensible proposals that strike the right balance between freedom – that is
non-negotiable – and using the Internet in a responsible manner.

Graham Watson (ALDE).   – The President of the Commission has given fulsome answers
on WikiLeaks. Can I ask him about something on which his views have not yet been leaked
by WikiLeaks?

President, you answered questions on the issuance of Eurobonds to provide current spending
for governments. I understand and I share some of the concerns expressed about such a
course of action. However, do you not recognise the capacity for borrowing which exists
as a result of the sound management of the euro?

Since Mr Oettinger tells us he needs EUR 1 000 billion over 10 years for energy
infrastructure investment – that is about EUR 100 billion a year to help tackle the twin
challenge of climate change and energy security – and since that would be extremely
ambitious for the European Investment Bank to take on, could you not bring forward
proposals for the issuance of Eurobonds to finance investment in infrastructure rather
than to finance current government spending?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – Mr Watson, I did not come here to
‘WikiLeak’ with you! You already know my position on this issue. In my State of the Union
address to you, I mentioned that I will make proposals for Eurobonds, taking the shape of
project bonds specifically for infrastructure. These would not be for Member States to have
more debt or to cover excessive debt – because we have a problem with excessive debt in
Europe – but specifically to fund some important infrastructure projects, mainly with the
support of the European Investment Bank – as you correctly said.

This is very much on the agenda and in our financial perspective. In June, we will make
some concrete proposals on this issue. Let us try to build the necessary consensus, because
I think that this is one of the ways to address our current problem. There are very important
constraints on the budgets of our Member States and, at the same time, we need financing
for some truly European projects.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE).   – (ES) Mr Barroso, what I am concerned about is
the content. It seems to me that we are shooting the messenger rather than getting to the
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heart of the problem. The major issue that is behind WikiLeaks is its content, which they
are demonstrating is true.

For years, you and other colleagues of yours, such as Miguel Moratinos, have denied the
majority of its content. You have denied that there was European collusion with certain
illegal practices by the United States.

We now know that this is true, that it did happen, and we are still waiting for an answer
from many foreign ministries and, in particular, from you. I believe that it is essential that
you give an explanation regarding the content.

Following that, I have another question regarding the campaign against Julian Assange. I
think it is really important that we take into account the risks that this person is currently
facing. We cannot forget that he did something that was necessary, which was to bring the
truth to the table.

That is what I hope you will also understand, and it is what we all hope for in Parliament:
for you to give explanations, either here or in a committee that we should reactivate in
order to ascertain the real truth.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – (PT) Regarding the content, all the
information that has come to light relates to the activities of Member States, and not of
the European Commission. The Member States need to provide all the clarifications, and
I am confident that they will do so, like the democratic states that they are. I know that
initiatives have been taken in some Member States to inform the public about specific
operations of which they have been accused.

With regard to the work of the Commission, as the honourable Member, Mr Coelho,
reminded us a short time ago, the Commission has done everything in its power to provide
the maximum possible information to Parliament and to the European public. With regard
to Julian Assange, I have no comment to make. There are accusations against him of a
criminal nature, which were made by a Member State – Sweden – which is a democracy
and currently has a European Arrest Warrant out against him, which is being examined
by the British judicial authorities. The Commission clearly has nothing to say about this,
apart from the obvious: any defendant is innocent until proven guilty.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE).   – (EL) Mr President, a real war is being waged in cyberspace
at the moment. According to the press, over the last few days, thousands of hackers have
launched cyber attacks on companies which have been trying to get WikiLeaks off the
Internet or to undermine it financially and have its donations cut off.

Companies such as MasterCard, Visa and PayPal have been hit by DDOS-type cyber attacks,
with thousands of computers trying to connect to the same website at the same time,
thereby overloading it and making it crash.

We all realise that this causes problems for the public’s transactions in general. The question
is straightforward: do we consider – at European level – that we have a reliable safety net
to protect the public’s online transactions if this happens?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – I believe we are not completely
prepared for that, which is why the Commission recently put forward some proposals on
fighting this kind of cyber attack.
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It was Commissioner Malmström’s initiative, and now those proposals extend to all kinds
of cyber attacks. Regarding the cyber attacks that you have mentioned, let me tell you that
the United States State Department denies having issued any direct instructions to PayPal,
Visa or MasterCard, so I do not have any comment to make on decisions by companies to
service – or not to service – WikiLeaks. The Commission is against any kind of cyber attack
made by one side or the other in that controversial case.

Ana Gomes (S&D).   – (PT) Mr President, the publication of classified US diplomatic
correspondence by WikiLeaks and by respected international media is only possible because
of a colossal failure within the US security system, due to the excessive enlargement of the
circles of distribution of the State Department and the Department of Defence.

What consequences do you believe this failure could have for the transatlantic relationship,
specifically at the level of sharing diplomatic and intelligence information? Also, what
lessons are being learned to strengthen the security of inter-European communications
networks and the functioning of the European External Action Service, including the
Correspondence Européenne network and security against cyber attacks?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – (PT) Firstly, we believe that what
occurred in the United States could occur within practically any security system. No security
system is completely immune to the possibility of a person breaking the law.

It is true that within the US system, apparently, according to information received, hundreds
of thousands of individuals have access to extremely confidential information, but the
truth is that within systems that value freedom, which is also the case for European systems,
100% security is impossible. It is for this reason that we are determined to work with our
partners and friends in the United States to strengthen security, but always with respect
for fundamental freedoms too, and we believe that it is important to find a good balance
between these two precautions, as I said a short while ago.

It is true that, in particular, because of terrorist activity, there is a need to exchange some
extremely sensitive pieces of information. At the same time, we should do this in line with
standards of caution and, in general, while observing the principle of fair balance.

Sonia Alfano (ALDE).   – (IT) As the statements by the government representatives of
numerous States demonstrate, the extraordinary zeal with which Julian Assange is being
investigated is clearly designed to punish him and WikiLeaks for having revealed certain
top secrets to the world, such as the concerns of the US Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton,
who asked the US embassies in Rome and Moscow for information on any personal
investments of Mr Berlusconi and Mr Putin that might influence the foreign or economic
policies of their respective countries. Mr Berlusconi is described as Mr Putin’s spokesman
in Europe.

Clearly, what is taking place here is the unprecedented punishment and persecution of a
man and an organisation whose only crime is to have made the world aware of certain
grey areas that put governments in an uncomfortable position. Hence, it is our duty to
protect the freedom of WikiLeaks and to guarantee fair treatment for Julian Assange, who
should pay for his crimes, if proven, in a fair trial.

I therefore call on the Commission to state its position on the WikiLeaks affair and to
explain how it intends to monitor the situation so that this affair is not used to clamp down
on freedom of information and to impose restrictions on the Internet, which has once
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again proved to be an exceptionally powerful democratic instrument, and which must
therefore be protected.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – As I said earlier, I cannot comment
on specific cases or criminal accusations.

Regarding Mr Assange, an accusation has been made by the Swedish judicial system and
is now being considered by the British judicial system. Both Sweden and the United Kingdom
respect the rule of law. We have to let the normal process of law go on. I cannot comment
– and I should not comment – precisely because I very much respect the presumption of
innocence and everybody’s individual rights. I cannot, therefore, comment on that.

Regarding the other comments you made about some of the things in WikiLeaks, I do not
think it is right for me to comment. The comments are attributed to United States diplomats
and are therefore their responsibility. I cannot comment on them. I can only tell you our
position, which is not the same as the United States’ position. Our position – the European
position – is clear on the matter that you have asked us about. We do not have to comment
on specific leaks, whether they come from WikiLeaks or elsewhere.

Takis Hadjigeorgiou (GUE/NGL).   – (EL) Mr President, I think that we are still missing
the point. At least, I think, from your answers, that you are missing the point. First of all,
I am absolutely flabbergasted – and I would like to know if you are equally flabbergasted
– at the unbelievable silence on the part of the European bodies about this suppression of
freedom of speech. Unfortunately, the defenders of freedom of speech are all absent from
the House. They have disappeared.

My question is this: do you think this is being used to suppress the facility to transfer data?
We all shout about the right of the Chinese and the Cubans to access the Internet – and
rightly so; but what can and should we do now that this right is actually being suppressed?
What can and should the Commission do?

My question is very specific: what will you do to ensure that the European public can access
the WikiLeaks website?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – First of all, the substantive issue that
we have addressed is that freedom of expression, in all its forms, is not only a fundamental
human right, but the cornerstone of all democratic societies. It is not negotiable.

At the same time, it is also clear that there is information, be it private, commercial or legal,
which, by its very nature, is sensitive and cannot be accessible to the wider public. Data
protection is also anchored in fundamental rights. All our Member States have rules that
protect data and some kinds of sensitive information for the sake of the public, and this is
our position in terms of freedom of expression and data protection.

Regarding accusations against a specific person, I am not a tribunal. Also, the Commission
is not supposed to make comments on specific accusations against specific individuals
because the Commission is not, and is not to supposed be, a tribunal and does not make
presumptions as to the culpability of a specific individual.

Tunne Kelam (PPE).   – The new NATO concept calls for coordinating national cyber
defence capabilities to bring all NATO bodies under centralised cyber protection. How do
you see the European Commission’s role in better coordinating our national cyber defences,
which are on various levels, and enhancing cooperation with NATO? Will, for example,
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Baroness Ashton take up some cyber security issues that are covered by defence policies?
Do you need more joint EU research to define a comprehensive answer at European level
to cyber challenges?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – This is, basically, not a Commission
competence but Baroness Ashton’s competence as High Representative. She is developing
this kind of action with our main partners. At the last summit with President Obama, we
put our cooperation in terms of cyber security on the agenda.

This is an important issue, not only for NATO but also for our bilateral relations with the
United States. We are working on that. We believe there are serious cyber-security threats.
Some Member States – I presume your country also – have already been subject to cyber
attacks. We believe this is an important concern. We have to address it at European level
also, but this is a matter where Member States have some responsibilities. The High
Representative is developing efforts to establish a coherent approach to cyber security
problems. I fully support those efforts.

Derek Vaughan (S&D).   – There has been a lot of publicity on this particular issue all
over Europe. One of the things that concerns people is what this is going to mean for the
future of cyber security right across the EU. I do not believe that many people are too
concerned about the individual involved here. What they are concerned about is how this
is going to play out across Europe. I just think that it is important that the EU should have
a policy on this.

I would urge the Commission to involve as many partners in these discussions as possible,
not only at Member State level, but also at other levels of government right across the EU
so that, for example, cyber security is an important issue for regional and local governments
as well.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – I fully agree with the concern that
you have expressed. This is exactly the line we are developing.

Not so long ago, the European Union witnessed cyber attacks against public and private
organisations in Estonia and in Lithuania, in 2007 and 2008 respectively. Thousands of
cyber attacks are committed daily against European Union institutions and other public
authorities.

The Commission recently responded to this alarming situation by proposing, on 30
September, a proposal for a directive on attacks against information systems, repealing
the relevant framework decision from 2005. The overall goal of the directive is to combat
large-scale attacks originating from and/or targeting the European Union.

We are very attentive to these concerns, and we believe that the proposal for a directive is
a good one. It penalises the users of tools such as botnets for committing the offences, and
introduces a higher level of sanctions for committing the offences. It introduces an
obligation for Member States to respond to an urgent request from both the public and
the private sector via the 24/7 network of contact points within eight hours of receiving
the request, and introduces a monitoring obligation for Member States to facilitate the
collection and provision of data about cyber attacks, including the number of prosecutions
and criminal reports.
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Mario Borghezio (EFD).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the responses
concerning Mr Assange’s case and his imprisonment on account of his ideas of freedom
are reminiscent of those of Pontius Pilate.

I would like us to consider three points:

1. This is a case of fumus persecutionis, because the accusations are very weak; 2. the United
States is putting pressure on a European country to extradite, even though it has not yet
specified the legal grounds for this request; 3. a citizen’s European bank accounts have
been closed, meaning that he cannot receive any financial assistance in Europe from his
supporters.

What is more, all the statistics confirm that the European public is in favour of these
principles of freedom, that it wants Internet freedom, that it is in favour of freedom, despite
the doubts and the problems that have emerged in the wake of this initiative, which I
personally do not fully support.

Nevertheless, we would like President Barroso to state what the limits are and what the
protection of human rights and of freedom of expression is really and truly founded on.
Are we looking at a virtual Guantánamo here? Are we facing the threat of an Orwellian
total censorship of the Internet? That is the danger, and we need answers on this matter.

It is also important to keep a check on Mr Assange’s prison conditions, because in Italy,
not even Mafia members are held in complete isolation.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – I can give you some information on
the legal aspects of this case, without prejudging the position, of course, because I am not
a tribunal and cannot make a decision on that.

First of all, Mr Assange was taken into custody by the British authorities on the basis of a
European Arrest Warrant. The Swedish prosecutor issued an advertisement notice regarding
Mr Assange in the Swedish system, the Schengen system and via Interpol, and that was the
basis on which a European Arrest Warrant was issued.

Now, according to Article 28 of the framework decision on the European Arrest Warrant,
a person who has been surrendered pursuant to a European Arrest Warrant shall not be
extradited to a third state without the consent of the competent authority of the Member
State which surrendered the person. This means that, since Mr Assange was taken into
custody in the UK, the British authority competent to decide whether or not to surrender
him to Sweden would also have to give its prior consent to extradite him to a third country.

This is the best explanation I can give of the legal aspects, but I cannot make any sort of
presumption about the culpability or not of the individual in question.

Sarah Ludford (ALDE).   – President Barroso, you have made various statements, including
the statement this afternoon, about how the EU and its Member States respect fundamental
rights and the rule of law, but the inquiry on extraordinary rendition, of which Mr Coelho
was the chair and I was the vice-chair, reported prima facie evidence that around a dozen
EU and other European countries had colluded in war on terror abuses, such as
disappearance and torture. Frankly, I am afraid you gave a rather waffly answer to Mr
Coelho.

We believed that the Commission and the Council had not respected Article 6 of the Treaty
and we urged them to ascertain the truth about what had happened and to take action if
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appropriate under Article 7, which means sanctions of human rights abuses. Frankly, there
has been no result. This leaves the EU open to the charge of hypocrisy. What will you do
now to get full political and legal accountability for European collusion in human rights
abuses in the name of the so-called war on terror?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – First of all, the Commission has
always respected fundamental rights and I absolutely reject any kind of criticism that the
Commission has been involved in any kind of violation of fundamental rights. That is not
true. The Commission has a completely clean record on that matter, and we are ready to
work with the Parliament in full transparency on all those matters.

There are some matters that are the responsibility of the Member States and they have to
do their duty. The Commission cannot replace the Member States. We have a Treaty, we
have a responsibility, we have duties and we have rights. The Commission has given this
Parliament all the cooperation it has requested – and in full transparency – on the matters
that you have just mentioned.

Franz Obermayr (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, the Internet platform WikiLeaks is publishing
– to put it simply – confidential information, and, naturally, that is always very unpleasant
for the parties involved. It should also be noted that as yet, no legal proceedings have been
brought against WikiLeaks. In the meantime, a proper cyber war is raging. On the one
hand, WikiLeaks servers are being attacked and, on the other, supporters of WikiLeaks are
bombarding the web servers of Visa and MasterCard in order to bring them down.

My question, Mr President, is: will the Commission take action against such proxy wars?
You have already mentioned the activities of Commissioner Malmström. Is there already
a timetable for this and do we already have any ideas of what we will do? Is the Commission
planning – and, in this regard, I would like a clear answer please, not excuses with details
and judicial arguments – to take specific action against WikiLeaks in order once again to
act as a willing agent of the United States on the sensitive subject of data transfer and to
behave as such?

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – First of all, we are not planning any
kind of action against WikiLeaks.

Secondly, regarding the directives we have put forward, they are now going to be discussed
with Parliament. We have put proposals on the table to enhance cyber security.

With regard to some of the issues that you want me to address in detail, I think it would
be better to give you a briefing at expert level. I am sorry, I cannot give you specific answers
in one minute, but my departments are fully available to you, if you so wish, to give you
all the details about the way we see this important issue. But this is basically not a
Commission issue. This is something that happened in the United States, and which had
an impact upon the global community using the Internet, and it is a very serious and
important issue. I am not underestimating the importance of it, but we have to be clear
about what our areas of responsibility are.

I am offering to provide, in an organised manner, those Members of Parliament who so
wish with a complete briefing on the technical measures that we can take at European level.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I would like to ask you a question
about recent events involving attacks on Visa, MasterCard and PayPal by hackers, with the
intention of sabotaging their financial operations and causing financial losses.
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When these cyber attacks took place, causing fairly severe technical problems, was
customers’ confidential data secure or vulnerable? This is my first question. While these
cyber attacks are going on, carried out on ideological grounds or for the fun of hacking,
there is the chance that hackers who are only after financial gain will also get into these
systems. I would like to know whether this financial and personal information was affected
and what methods and perpetrators are involved in this and whether you have the situation
under control at the moment. I would also like to know whether the US and international
authorities are dealing with this problem as well.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. – I have no direct information on the
leaks and how far confidential information or private data was leaked. I am sorry I do not
have that information myself – I have nothing to do with that case.

It is true that this issue has raised very important issues in terms of security. We had been
working on some of those problems before this WikiLeaks case and I have told you about
some Commission initiatives. I am sure that those on the other side of the Atlantic are
concerned as well, so that is why I think we should work together on increasing cyber
security, always respecting the fundamental freedoms – because freedom of expression is
a sacred right for us in the European Union – while being clear that data protection and
privacy are also fundamental rights.

We have to find the right balance and that is why, in all our initiatives, we have to take on
board those two principles, which are sometimes difficult to harmonise but nevertheless
very important.

President.   – Colleagues, we had 21 names on the list but only 14 of you could take the
floor. I am very sorry, but the names were taken in the order on the list.

That concludes Question Hour.

IN THE CHAIR: GIANNI PITTELLA
Vice-President

14. Parliament's position on the new 2011 Draft Budget as modified by the Council
(debate)

President.   – The next item is the report by Sidonia Elżbieta Jędrzejewska and Helga Trüpel,
on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on the draft general budget of the European Union
for the financial year 2011, all sections, as modified by the Council (17635/2010 –
C7-0411/2010 – 2010/2290(BUD)) (A7-0369/2010).

Sidonia Elżbieta Jędrzejewska,    rapporteur. – (PL) Mr President, after many months of
negotiations, discussions and tension, we will have finally managed – tomorrow I hope –
to adopt the European Union 2011 budget here at the European Parliament plenary session.
I would like to start positively with what I believe to be the most interesting and effective
of the achievements of the 2011 budget, and those that are of particular significance for
European citizens.

First and foremost, I am very pleased that we managed to reach an agreement on time, that
the difficult negotiations with the Member States and the European Commission were
completed before the end of 2010, and that we managed to avoid the hazard of a provisional
2011 budget, even though each of the parties, of course, had to compromise to a certain
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extent. I would like to draw your attention to several valuable and interesting aspects
regarding the specific details of what we managed to negotiate.

First and foremost, this relates to the joint position that we drew up, and the unanimous
adoption of Parliament’s proposal of October 2010 regarding the European Parliament’s
priorities in terms of budgetary obligations. All our proposals regarding increased funding
for the budget lines which are vital for youth, education, mobility, innovation, research
programmes and for programmes relating to key issues in international affairs were accepted
by the Council and the Commission. I am pleased about this. It should also be noted that
Parliament was very realistic and disciplined in its October reading. I am pleased that the
Council and the Member States took note of this discipline and acknowledged the priorities
we proposed, and to which we have been making clear reference since March.

In summary, I am pleased that this triangle – youth, education and mobility – was
understood and properly appreciated by the Council. I hope that the Commission will
make every effort to ensure that these increased funds are used appropriately in 2011.

I am pleased that we managed to understand our own fears to a large extent. However, our
satisfaction that we managed to reach an understanding is, in very many respects, marred
by several important elements. First and foremost, during the 2011 negotiations, we saw
in practice how difficult it is to implement the Treaty of Lisbon, how many unknown areas
remain ahead of us and how much joint work we have to put in to develop practical,
pragmatic solutions arising from the new frameworks within which we are functioning.
This process has by no means finished.

It has also become painfully clear that the Member States are showing an ever-decreasing
amount of solidarity when they have to contend with a crisis, and it is precisely European
solidarity that is the first value to be lost when savings have to be made in national budgets.
I regret greatly that the Member States have suddenly become so very short-sighted and
that they want to make savings specifically on European integration. It is a sore subject.
We must return to this debate, as it is by no means over.

I would also like to ask Mr Wathelet two rather important questions on subjects that
continue to puzzle me. I would like to know whether the Council intends to adopt the
joint declaration – the draft of which we have seen, although I am unclear as to its status
– on the Multiannual Financial Framework. Furthermore, the European Commission, in
accordance with Parliament’s expectations, presented a whole series of single-page
declarations clarifying Lisbonisation, European added value and own resources. I would
like to ask Mr Wathelet, who represents the Council here, whether the Council could explain
its own position on these matters.

Once again, I would like to thank my fellow Members from the European Parliament for
their contribution and everyone from the European Commission and the Council for their
constructive approach, and I will be grateful for an answer to these questions.

Helga Trüpel,    rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Wathelet, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, as rapporteur for Parliament’s budget, I can definitely speak of a political success
in respect of this part of the budget. Parliament’s position following the vote on the budget
in October has been accepted almost in its entirety by the Council. My approach was to
tackle this budget with a great deal of responsibility, with ambition commensurate with
the Treaty of Lisbon, but also with self-restraint on our part, because, of course, we all
understand the difficult situation we are in, but are nevertheless committed Europeans.
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This was precisely the conflict of aims that we had with Parliament’s budget, as well as with
the general part of the budget. The different institutions, in other words, our own House,
but also the other small institutions such as the European Data Protection Supervisor, the
European Ombudsman and the Court of Auditors, have been given the posts that they
desperately need – not as many as they originally asked for, but a number that recognises
what they really need. Parliament’s budget – and I think this is important – has been cut
by EUR 25 million compared to what the Bureau originally asked for. In other words, this
is another clear sign of self-limitation and self-restraint, but not self-denial.

Something else that was particularly important to me was for us to use more resources to
make our buildings energy efficient. There should also be more bicycles here in Strasbourg
so that we are not reliant on so many cars, and it should be possible to provide the staff of
the institutions with cards for local public transport in Brussels. Thus, here, too, it is a
question of environmental responsibility. The salaries adjustment in accordance with the
court ruling has been properly budgeted for and will be financed by redistribution from
other parts of the budget. That means that we have reached a good compromise between
Parliament and the Council, and we have cooperated well.

However, I will now, if I may, give you my political assessment of the general budget as
budget coordinator for the Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance. The increase in
payments – 2.91% – is a very modest one, and it is a transitional budget at a time of
necessary austerity in the Member States. Parliament, however – and I still believe this is
an appropriate request – wanted a clear agreement with the Council on how the Treaty of
Lisbon, which the Council and Parliament adopted together, of course – after all, we are
not opponents on this issue – can actually be implemented. I would like to emphasise once
again that Parliament is not going beyond the terms of the Treaty of Lisbon. We are merely
demanding observance of the Treaty. However, we are also calling for the Council not to
hide behind the results of the Treaty of Lisbon. There is a danger of this in my opinion, and
it is something regarding which any self-respecting parliament must express its criticism.

We Greens are not satisfied with what we have achieved up to now. There are a few weak
statements, but that is not what we originally wanted. I am of the opinion that if we adopt
an ambitious strategy for which there are genuinely good grounds, then we must also stick
with it and not give up ahead of time. As Greens, we are pleased that we do not currently
have the money for the ITER nuclear fusion reactor, because we do not consider this to be
a real priority at this point in time and, from an environmental point of view, we believe
that we should spend more money on renewable energies and environmental restructuring,
rather than putting it into projects whose success is not assured. However, what we can
now undoubtedly see as regards the next year is that the negotiations will continue. I very
much hope that, in a pro-European spirit between the Council and Parliament, we will
then be more successful together.

Melchior Wathelet,    President-in-Office of the Council. – (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we are now on the home straight for the adoption of the 2011 budget. This
has not been a walk in the park. There have been a few pitfalls, but I hope that we are finally
reaching our objective in this budgetary procedure and that, as the rapporteur said to you
a moment ago, we will be able to approve a budget before the end of this year.

I think that that is really what drove us all on today, and here we have the proof that when
all the budgetary areas said that they really wanted to reach an agreement, they were telling
the truth. However, we perhaps also need to say that we have carried out a new exercise
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and we have inaugurated a new procedure, and I think – as the rapporteur said just now –
that everyone has had to make concessions, everyone has had to make some compromises.

On the one hand, the European Parliament has itself considerably amended the Council’s
draft on commitment appropriations. It has managed to get several projects and preparatory
actions included, it has initiated debates and questioned the funding for a large number of
policies, and it has truly played its role as a budgetary authority in full. It has also accepted
the restrictions that the Council imposed quite strictly, particularly with regard to payment
appropriations.

However, there is also the joint statement to which the rapporteur referred, and which the
Council clearly endorses, given that it is a joint statement. You will also be aware that we
have received a letter from the Prime Minister of Belgium, the current President of the
Council, addressed to the President of the European Parliament, telling us that the
representatives of the next four six-month Presidencies have confirmed that they wish to
undertake the procedure for developing future financial perspectives in accordance with
the provisions of the Treaty. In a sense, then, this is the first implementation of the joint
statement that we have adopted together regarding the development of future financial
perspectives.

On the other hand, the European Parliament has also put forward a list of requirements
concerning its own ambitions in the procedures relating to own resources, and you
yourselves have also had the opportunity to become familiar with the European
Commission’s statement, which demonstrated that, through exercising its power of
initiative, it will, in fact, move forward on this agenda and, in this way, it will implement
the new budgetary procedure, as well as the coming financial perspectives.

Concerning the 2011 budget itself, it is true that this is a strict budget, with an increase in
payment appropriations of 2.9%. In spite of that, however, we have been able to make sure
that the European External Action Service can see the light of day. We have also managed
to finance the three new financial surveillance agencies as part of this tight funding increase
of 2.91%. By mobilising the flexibility instruments, we have also been able to take into
account the political priorities that Parliament wanted to implement, providing
EUR 105 million for new preparatory actions, youth projects and mobility projects. As
you have seen, Mrs Trüpel, when we talk about Parliament’s priorities, we use exactly the
same words that you have been repeating time and again, both in the trialogues and in
your last speech.

Conducting this new procedure in the context of the Lisbon provisions was a new experience
for all of us and, as I humbly admit, for me above all. It is true, however, that this has allowed
us to have a number of meetings and discussions – sometimes heated ones – but once
again, we can say today that we have reached an agreement.

I would say that I still have a sense that too little has been done, and I have a slightly bitter
taste in my mouth, unfortunately, regarding the possibility of moving flexibility from
unanimity to qualified majority. I think that our efforts really brought us close to an
agreement, and my fear is that this possibility will not arise. I consider it a shame that we
did not seize this opportunity, either on the issue of flexibility itself or on the financing of
ITER.

This may not be a simple procedure, therefore, but if there is goodwill, and the will to
succeed on both sides, we will get there. At this point, I would also like to thank all those
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who have genuinely helped to make sure that tomorrow, hopefully, we can confirm this
agreement: President Buzek himself, who, I would say, really rolled up his sleeves during
this budgetary procedure, but also Mr Lamassoure, the rapporteurs, Mrs Jędrzejewska and
Mrs Trüpel, and obviously Commissioner Lewandowski, who, in spite of the disagreements,
came back each time with new proposals, making sure that this procedure finally reached
a conclusion.

So here is the proof that we can reach agreements, and also the proof that this new Lisbon
procedure can be a success. Despite the pitfalls and the difficulties that we faced, we
succeeded in reaching an agreement and we have this budget, which is much more than
just a budget: it will also provide concrete results for the citizens with regard to mobility,
youth, the Structural Funds that will be able to be released for those European regions that
really need them, the External Action Service and the financial agencies.

Yes, thanks to this budget, we will be able to implement policies in the service of European
citizens. That is what must drive us on, and that is what has ensured that everyone has
made the compromises necessary to reach an agreement.

Janusz Lewandowski,    Member of the Commission. – Mr President, I welcome, on behalf
of the Commission, the fact that Parliament is willing to vote on the 2011 budget, even if
not all the elements of the original package – comprising a Multiannual Financial Framework
regulation, a new interinstitutional agreement and also financing of ITER – have been
finalised.

By voting, the two arms of the budgetary authority demonstrate a sense of responsibility
in avoiding a budgetary crisis at a time when Europe is facing severe challenges and when
we face financial instability in several Member States.

I have to stress the importance of Parliament voting in the same way as was voted in the
Council, namely, to avoid further conciliation. The Council has taken steps to include
Parliament’s wishes in preparatory actions, pilots, reserves and budgetary remarks. I think
this – to vote in the same way and avoid further delays in time – is a test of the will we have
to deliver the budget, to deliver the means to European citizens to implement projects and
the programmes that could and should be conducive to growth in jobs.

In terms of commitments, the level to be voted is EUR 141.8 billion, corresponding to
1.13% of GNI, with, I think, major priorities of Parliament taken on board relating to youth,
small and medium-sized enterprises and research in headings 1a and 3b, and to Palestine
in heading 4.

To achieve these goals, we need to mobilise the Flexibility Instrument to the value of
EUR 105 million. The payments are set at the level of EUR 126.5 billion, corresponding
to 1.01% of GNI. That is the understanding of the budgetary constraints that the Member
States currently face.

The level of payments is set under the condition – which is very important for the
Commission – that they agree on a joint statement submitted to act swiftly if needed to
provide additional payment appropriations through transfers or amending budgets, in
order to avoid any shortfall in payment appropriations.

Of course, in the case of reserves, probably to be voted, I have to reiterate the position of
the Commission and we are, of course, striving to respond to the conditions set by
Parliament as early as possible.
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It is very important to have a budget in place, so that we can carry on the discussions in
the other areas without the additional complication of working under provisional twelfths.
This is really very important.

What remains is the financing of ITER, and what is connected with the financing of ITER
is the international credibility of a united Europe as a partner for global scientific and
technological projects. If we fail to agree – and this is the last moment to agree – we lose
around EUR 570 million of the 2010 margins and therefore also lose the field of manoeuvre
in the 2011 margin. So I think voting and agreeing ITER should be a win-win situation for
all of us.

What remains is also the adjustment, the transposition of the Lisbon Treaty in the form of
the Multiannual Financial Framework and the new interinstitutional agreement. I have to
praise the efforts of the budgetary rapporteur, Reimer Böge, and Minister Wathelet to find
agreement in this very area, involving also a degree of flexibility. That is right. I can hear
in Parliament, in the discussion, that this is more limited than the current system, but this
is a compromise that is really guaranteeing, in practice, the same level of flexibility that
was applied until now. Therefore, it seems to be acceptable in this time of fiscal
consolidation in the Member States.

We have to pursue our efforts in the transposition of the Lisbon Treaty via the adoption
of the Multiannual Financial Framework and the new interinstitutional agreement as
otherwise, with stalemate and delay in these areas, we are in uncharted territory, not on
solid ground when it relates to the legal conditions of our attempts for the future.

This was the Lisbon Treaty tested in practice. This was not demonstrated as originally
designed, as facilitating compromise and decision making, but I hope that we can draw
conclusions from the experience and, anticipating the vote in Parliament, we have already
started the preparations for the 2012 budget. This is a sign of our optimism. I thank all
those involved in the compromise machinery over the 2011 annual budget, Alain
Lamassoure, President Buzek, Minister Wathelet and the rapporteurs.

László Surján,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (HU) Mr President, we are now trying out the
effects of the Treaty of Lisbon on ourselves. We and, generally speaking, the European
media have often said that the powers of Parliament have increased tremendously as a
result of this Treaty. Well, it is true that the two arms of the budgetary authority are about
equally strong, but the strength of this arm cannot really be put to use, as the Treaty has
condemned us to agreement. The only case where the powers of Parliament would be more
extensive, namely, if the Council were to vote itself down in the future, is completely
unimaginable. We must all face the fact that if we carry on with one twelfths, we can only
stumble from one month to the next, and not make a European Union, and therefore,
essentially in agreement with the other groups, the European People’s Party considers it
necessary for the European Union to have a valid budget over the course of tomorrow.

The basis of this budget will be the budget submitted by the European Commission back
in the summer and deemed by Parliament to be well-founded and sound. The Council was
more or less of the same opinion, as it did not modify it much, and only lowered the level
of payments somewhat, on the grounds of the big crisis. It is a funny crisis if, apparently,
it can be solved with four billion compared to the income of the European Member States.
To be honest, this level of cut could be considered somewhat populist. What pleased me
in the final agreement, when Parliament adopted this four billion cut, was that we did not
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cut down numbers on a lawnmower principle, but instead retained the important areas
that Parliament was particularly sensitive about as priority areas.

I for one consider it very important that there has been a significant, almost 15% increase
in the funds available for cohesion policy support. It is also important that we achieve
some measure of progress. I understand the signal, Mr President, I will stop in a moment,
but I still need to say that Parliament made a big mistake at the end of the negotiation
process, and interests rooted in party politics made it bitterly difficult for us to achieve all
of our goals.

Martin Schulz,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, I would like to pick up
on what Mr Surján said. We are dealing with a new procedure in which the two parts of
the budgetary legislator, the Council and Parliament, are operating on the same level. I
would like to address all those fellow Members from the Committee on Budgets who have
complained that this debate has become politicised. I would like to say to you that the logic
of this new procedure dictates that we go beyond technical budgetary matters and discuss
real budgetary policy. With this budgetary policy, it has become clear that, in the other
authorities and in the European Council, there is an intention to use budgetary policy to
obtain a different European Union. I will therefore start with the Presidency of the Council
– with you, Mr Wathelet.

In my view, this Parliament is indebted to the Belgian Presidency, because I believe that it
has helped to achieve something that I did not believe possible three weeks ago. In the
Council, the government of the United Kingdom and the government of the Netherlands
– we must also mention them by name here – were not prepared to agree on a compromise
in respect of the involvement of Parliament in the Financial Perspective. The compromises
that we wanted with the Council were rejected. Right up to the last minute, they tried to
reach a compromise, but these two governments said ‘no’. A very intelligent solution – a
Belgian solution perhaps – was found, namely to get the governments that will hold the
Presidency in the next two years – Hungary, Poland, Denmark and Cyprus – to issue a
statement to the effect that they will involve Parliament in the development of objectives.
I assume this will be as before, in other words, on the basis of the current interinstitutional
agreement. Thus, four governments in the European Council have declared that they are
of a different opinion to the government of the Netherlands and the government of the
United Kingdom. That is a major success, because it has made it clear that the Council is
not a homogeneous whole that can dictate a uniform objective, but that there are most
definitely different opinions in the Council, for example, in the case of states like Hungary
or Poland, who fear that, with the financing of the External Action Service, ITER and Galileo
using the same budgetary resources that we have today, but with agricultural spending
frozen until 2013, cuts will have to be made somewhere at some point. Moreover, the cuts
would then be made in connection with cohesion policy. Thus, we have allies in the Council,
namely, those states that do not want these cuts, and these include, in particular, the next
two states to hold the Presidency, Poland and Hungary. In this respect, Parliament has
achieved a major success.

I do not share the opinion of Mrs Trüpel that we have given way – quite the opposite! With
regard to the second core political demand that we made, flexibility, no agreement was
reached. The matter has been deferred. Mr Wathelet, you say that there is now unanimity
and that you could have had the qualified majority. I will turn this on its head and say that
those who want to have ITER must then also ensure that there is unanimity in the Council
for cooperation with regard to flexibility, otherwise they will not get ITER.
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We have negotiated hard and in a highly controversial manner. At the end of the day, it
was never about figures, but about political will.

Finally, my third point is that, in a fierce debate, the Commission has positioned itself
between the Council and Parliament. In the Council, there is not a single government that
is prepared to discuss our own resources. We want to discuss our own resources. The
Commission has taken its position. On this issue, it has sided with Parliament. Thus, the
Community institutions are in agreement. In the spring, I expect the President of the
Commission and you, Mr Lewandowski, to put forward a corresponding proposal on the
arrangements for own resources in the EU. The Member States – the 27 governments –
will then have to take a position on this.

I am a little surprised that I am the only group chair to speak here today. I would also like
to address my fellow Members in that regard. There was, to some extent, a heated debate
between us and the budget experts. I believe that, in the end, this went in a positive direction.
I would like to thank the budget rapporteurs, Mrs Jędrzejewska and Mrs Trüpel. Through
my increased involvement with the budget at a political level, I have learnt how difficult
this business is. I would like to compliment you greatly on your work. Finally, I would like
to apologise to all those members of the Committee on Budgets who have, at times, felt
that I have provoked them. I have to say to you, however, that I considered this provocation
necessary.

Anne E. Jensen,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (DA) Mr President, I would also like to
start by thanking Mrs Jędrzejewska and Mrs Trüpel for the sound and high quality work
that they have done on the budget, and perhaps Mrs Jędrzejewska in particular, who has
had an unbelievably difficult task under the new procedure. I would like to thank the Belgian
Presidency, which made a fantastic contribution, and I also think that our chair,
Mr Lamassoure, has done some splendid work during these negotiations. The Commission
has, of course, also endeavoured to make a constructive contribution, particularly during
the final phase here.

From the point of view of the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe,
this is a good result for the 2011 budget. We have secured the necessary appropriations
for research, energy and education, and in the area of foreign affairs we have found the
money for Palestine and the banana-producing countries without making cuts in other
programmes. This budget procedure has shown that the Multiannual Financial Framework
is very strict and inflexible. We have still not solved the problem of the financing of the
ITER fusion energy project for the next few years – something that has been mentioned
by several people. The ALDE Group would like a solution to be found to this. If we are to
continue to fulfil the ambitions set out in the EU’s energy policy, we will face difficult
budget negotiations over the next few years too, unless we have an agreement that ensures
greater flexibility. I hope this will happen soon and, in this regard, I would like to thank
Mr Böge for his untiring efforts to ensure that a good solution is found.

Isabelle Durant,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Mr President, Mr Wathelet,
Commissioner, just a month ago, although we broadly had an agreement on the figures
for the 2011 budget, the four large political groups intervened very loudly and forcefully,
asking the Belgian Presidency to negotiate with the Council not only the 2011 figures, on
which there was agreement, but also a genuine political agreement for the next stage, a
political agreement which would allow us to work together, in the form of a convention
or something else – it hardly matters – but also with the national parliaments and
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governments, on the future financial framework and on own resources. Everyone was in
agreement.

We asked for this at the time, just a month ago, because we thought that we had to guarantee
the future of European finances, because we thought that we needed to come to the rescue
of the budgets of the Member States, which are all facing difficulties, and because the
European Union must have its own resources. Everyone agreed, and I would say that it
was said in a very forceful way.

One month later, where are we on this? We have gone back to square one. The 2011 budget
is about to be adopted. It ignores flexibility and ITER. I have no regrets about ITER, as you
know, but on the other hand, the Belgian Presidency – even if it has gone to enormous
effort, I admit – is sugaring the pill for us somewhat today by proposing that we make do
with a Council statement, with the wisdom of the Commission – though I hope that it will
always be on the side of Parliament; that is its proper place – and with the letter from
Mr Leterme, the Prime Minister, which actually proposes that we should respect the treaties.
It is a good thing that he is not proposing the opposite to us – that would be astonishing.

You must admit, therefore, that this is a pretty lightweight proposal, and you must realise
that we are a little frustrated. I am not even sure that the Belgian Presidency itself totally
believes what it says, although, if the ‘walk in the park’ had lasted a little longer, Mr Wathelet,
we might have been able to reach a better agreement, a stronger agreement for the future,
which would give us more chance of providing proper guarantees for the future.

You have the sense that there is too little here, and I do too. Even so, we will act properly,
and we will accordingly approve the resolution, with all its drawbacks, and as for everything
else, we have missed an opportunity, but rest assured that we will be there at the next
meeting, because the debate on the perspectives is not over.

Derk Jan Eppink,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Mr President, I shall try to be briefer than
the previous speaker. My group proposes to adopt the budget as agreed by the Council. It
offers a small increase and that is a reasonable compromise. Keep in mind that EU Member
States and citizens have to cut their budgets. Unfortunately, the debate on the budget had
a false start. The Parliament demanded an increase of 6%, which was ludicrous and showed
that this congregation was out of touch. Here, the debate was even inflamed by hotheads
who wanted to kidnap the budget to force access to own resources, in other words, EU
taxation. We have always opposed that. Lisbon is clear on it. The Parliament has a right to
advise, not a right to codecide.

The Parliament lost this battle, as we predicted. Now it is moving to the position which
the European Conservatives defended all along – a budget of 1% of GDP. The hotheads
here must cool down, particularly the Greens. Just imagine that the EU had no budget next
year while the euro was in a tailspin. Is that the image you want to offer the financial
markets? They would not be at all happy.

I would like to congratulate the governments of the United Kingdom and the Netherlands
for their principled position. I thank the Belgian Government for their role as honest broker
and I thank the Commission for its knowledgeable and cool-headed work.

Miguel Portas,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (PT) Mr President, with the adoption
of the draft 2011 budget, we come to the end of a turbulent negotiating process. First, a
few words on the budget itself. It is the result of the imposition of the governments’
increases, which were residual amounts. The proposal tabled by the governments, and on
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which we are going to vote tomorrow, is well below the limits agreed when the Financial
Perspectives for the period 2007-2013 were negotiated.

My group contested this point of view because we do not agree with continuity budgets
in exceptional times, and we do not agree with budgets that are unable to address the social
crisis into which austerity policies have plunged our countries. This alone would be enough
for us not to be able to vote for this budget. However, the underfunding has another
consequence: it will require successive corrections throughout 2011, and the governments
themselves are admitting it by signing a protocol that says exactly that.

Now, about the future: the majority of those who will vote for this budget were hoping,
at least, that this budget would not be repeated in 2012 and in 2013, but nothing could
be less certain. Despite our criticisms, my group supported Parliament’s positions
throughout the impasse, in order to avoid this very real risk. However, the final commitment
is a weak one. I guarantee you that, in 2012, we will be having a revised and extended
version of the discussion that we had this year, because a minority of governments, led by
the United Kingdom, believe the current European budgets to be excessive: they want less,
they do not want more. Moreover, these same governments also want to reduce flexibility.
These are the governments that like sanctions and detest solidarity; they are the governments
that want hyper-austerity and not social progress. It is for this reason that this Europe – a
Europe that rejects European bond issues, a Europe that refuses to tax financial transactions –
is a Europe that is set to destroy its own European project. It is not a Europe that we can
be at peace with, and so we cannot vote for this budget.

Marta Andreasen,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – Mr President, I will be brief to compensate
for the time that Mr Portas took. Many Members in this Chamber will congratulate
themselves on having obtained a 2.9% increase for the EU budget 2011. Others instead
will complain that this is not enough. I, for one, deplore the fact that this Parliament ignores
the crisis that Europeans are going through and only looks to satisfy its own ambitions. I,
for one, regret that Mr Cameron approves such an increase while imposing severe cuts in
the British budget, a situation that has started to generate civil unrest.

This money is not going to improve the economy of those Member States, nor is it going
to provide jobs for those who are losing them, but if kept in Britain, it would avoid the
need to increase the tuition fees, for example. Of course we will not vote in favour of this
budget as increased.

Lucas Hartong (NI).   – (NL) Mr President, this morning, I received an email invitation to
a cocktail party from the secretariat of the Committee on Budgets. They wanted to celebrate
the fact that the European Parliament was able to increase its budget for 2011.

If it were up to this Parliament and the Commission, a lot more money would have been
taken out of our citizens’ pockets. European taxes: a reason for a celebratory cocktail!
Member States losing their right to veto the budget: another reason for a party! Mr President,
I call that dancing on the grave of citizens’ rights! Fortunately, though, there is a cause for
celebration. The budget increase has been capped, after heavy pressure from Member
States.

Unfortunately, this still means no reduction, which is what the Dutch Freedom Party (PVV)
wanted, but the increase is not nearly as high as this House wanted. We will not have any
European taxes, to the anger of the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for
Europe, the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European
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Parliament and the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), and
Member States will retain their right of veto. So, when I raise a glass today, then it will be
to those courageous, stubborn Member States, like the Netherlands, that have refused to
agree to this Parliament’s demands. Long live Member States, long live citizens!

Salvador Garriga Polledo (PPE).   – (ES) Mr President, Mrs Jedrzejewska, Mrs Trüpel,
Mr Lamassoure, Mr Lewandowski and Mr Böge are the names behind a 2011 budget that
I believe has ultimately proved to be moderate and realistic.

The Committee on Budgets had already drawn up a draft which, in terms of commitment
appropriations, was completely in line with the financial restrictions, and left payment
appropriations open for negotiation, because as the European Commission said, there
were, and continue to be, fears regarding changes in payment appropriations in the
Structural Funds for next year.

Unfortunately, following the vote in plenary in October, we got involved in political
negotiations involving the Council, and since then, everything has gone badly: the ‘letter
from the Twelve’; the 2.9% increase in payment appropriations imposed by the Council;
the pressure on Parliament and its Members; and the final failure expressed in the
cancellation of the meeting of the Committee on Budgets that should have taken place
yesterday in order to try to reach an agreement on the flexibility and future financing of
the international thermonuclear experimental reactor (ITER).

Should we draw conclusions from this? I think we should. The Council should draw
conclusions; the subsequent presidencies should draw conclusions; the European
Commission should draw conclusions; and so should we.

I will give you a conclusion now: leave the negotiations on the EU budget for other years
and to the specialists, who are those who have taken the floor today.

I would also like to take this opportunity to welcome my fellow Member, Mr Schulz, to
the Committee on Budgets and remind him that the Committee meets in January. I hope
that then, you will come with an alternative proposal as to how to finance the ITER, having
lost EUR 571 million in the 2010 budget.

Göran Färm (S&D).   – (SV) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I am delighted that the
Council and Parliament have been able to reach an agreement on the budget for 2011 in
these difficult times. The budget is a good compromise inasmuch as we have been able to
maintain a low rate of increase but have nevertheless found reasonable resources for our
priority areas. I would like to say a big thank you to our rapporteurs, Mrs Jędrzejewska and
Mrs Trüpel, and to the Belgian Presidency, which has made a very constructive contribution.

What concerns me is the long perspectives, because, in the long term, it will be unreasonable
if the Member States assign new tasks to the EU but cannot agree on how they should be
financed. That will be a major problem in 2012 and 2013 and, of course, as we prepare
for the forthcoming financial framework, because it is now clear that a minority of richer
net contributor countries, some of which have eurosceptic governments, want to slim
down the EU budget at any price, regardless of the consequences. That is an unreasonable
position, particularly as they are pushing hard themselves for increased expenditure in
certain areas, the IT project for example, and are not able to point to where the savings
should be made either. Should we cut back on agricultural aid? Should we rein in the
Structural Funds? Some people want this, but the majority says ‘no’.
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The problems we are facing in relation to the future are actually internal political problems
within the Council and between Member States with different attitudes towards the EU
and its budget in the future. The issue that is most controversial is the question of the
flexibility mechanisms of the future. For us Social Democrats, there are two issues here.

Firstly, it is a matter of principle that we should uphold an interinstitutional agreement
that we have had since 1999 and that has worked extremely well. No parliament in the
world would accept a reduction in influence, particularly if there were no compelling
practical reasons for it. The Council has not been able to present any practical reasons for
a reduction in flexibility. The Treaty of Lisbon does not preclude a new agreement with
the same content as the current one; rather, it is a question of the political will of the Member
States.

Secondly, when the margins diminish at the end of the budget period and, at the same
time, new tasks are added, the need for flexibility will also increase. This was pointed out
by the Commission in its assessment of the current framework. Despite the fact that all
arguments speak in favour of increased flexibility and that it should be easier to apply
flexibility, the Council has gone in the opposite direction. That is unacceptable. We know
now that there are Member States that see the current dispute about reduced flexibility as
preparation for the big battle, resulting in a drastic slashing of the EU budget. If this turns
out to be the Council’s line for the future, I am afraid that we will be facing a more
permanent budgetary crisis, because we will not accept that.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue card question under Rule 149(8))

Lucas Hartong (NI).   – (NL) You have described the fact that a number of Member States
are opposed to the increase in the 2011 budget, and that, as a result, fewer projects will be
possible, as ‘alarming’. Have you not considered the possibility that those Member States
do not see that there is any need for those European projects?

Göran Färm (S&D).   – Mr President, of course, I understand that, but there is a difference
between those who are net payer Member States and those who are net beneficiary Member
States. We must understand that. You could easily say that the UK, the Netherlands, even
my own Member State, Sweden, would gain from a cut in the EU budget.

But look at those Member States who are really having problems now. Look at Greece,
Portugal and Ireland. They would lose if the EU budget were cut because it actually makes
a contribution to their economies – not least via the Structural Funds and other parts of
the budget as well – so I do not think that is a fair way to act.

Carl Haglund (ALDE).   – (SV) Mr President, at least we are now having a proper debate
with the involvement of the Council’s representative. This debate on next year’s budget
has long been about who has done what and why. In many people’s eyes, this has been a
debate between the institutions, which, in a way, is a shame, but at the same time, we can
perhaps learn something for the future.

A month ago, I was rather critical of how, in the Council, you are looking at the future and
the possibility of financing the priorities that you yourselves have presented, and by this I
am referring, in particular, to the Europe 2020 strategies, in other words, how we are to
finance the ambitious targets that we have in Europe. My criticism still stands and I therefore
think it may be interesting to look at the budget we now have in the light of this in particular.
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We have agreed on a budget with an increase of 2.91%, which I personally think is an
entirely reasonable solution. If the Council had got its way, the research appropriations
would have been cut by around half a billion euro compared with the amount originally
proposed by the Commission, and in this regard, I have not yet fully understood what the
Council was thinking. Parliament later rectified this in its own version, which is a good
thing. This means that, in many ways, we went in a better direction, and even if the figures
are the same as those the Council wanted, the content is significantly better than the
Council’s 2.91%. I think it is worth noting that, even if we keep the same figures, there have
been significant shifts in the budget.

Mr Färm took account of flexibility, and in this regard, the Council needs to consider how
it intends, in specific terms, to find the money that is needed for the future investments
that we have agreed on, because it will not be possible to find it in future years if it continues
with the logic it is currently employing.

Martin Callanan (ECR).   – Mr President, I am obviously pleased that Parliament has finally
come to its senses, accepted what, to many of us, was inevitable all along and settled for a
2.9% increase, although I have to say for many of us that does not go far enough. Many of
us would have liked to have seen a freeze – or perhaps, in our wildest optimism, a reduction
– in the EU budget because the less money that the EU spends, the less it interferes in the
lives of ordinary citizens.

This is obviously a good result for David Cameron, for Mark Rutte, but it is also a victory
for the hard-pressed taxpayers of Europe who have to pay all the bills of the EU institutions.
At a time of austerity, at a time of cutbacks in most Member States, it was frankly madness
for this Parliament to be trying to increase EU spending by 6%. I am pleased that there has
been at least some modicum of common sense.

To those who believe in the European project and who believe in European integration –
and I am not particularly one of them – you did your cause more damage than anybody
else could have done by trying to insist on this ridiculous increase in EU spending when
everybody else, every other public institution in Europe, is seeing the pain of cutbacks.
You have damaged your cause immeasurably.

Bastiaan Belder (EFD).   – (NL) During the final phase of the budget procedure, the Council
and the Commission made political statements, especially with a view to involving the
European Parliament in the financing of the European Union in the long term. I have two
questions about that.

My first question is: how are the Council and the Commission going to give concrete form
to this cooperation? Will the European Parliament have a joint deciding role in this? I very
much doubt this.

My second question concerns the European tax. In June 2011, the European Commission
wants to put forward a proposal for the financing of the European Union for the 2014-2020
period. My question about this is: is an EU tax part of that? If so, that means that the list of
possible levies which the European Commission launched in October has been made even
longer. If this is about a levy for the financial sector, then any revenue should, in my view,
certainly go to Member States, because it was ultimately they who had to save the banks.

Finally, Mr President, I fully support the position taken by the Dutch and British
governments in this conflict.
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Angelika Werthmann (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, first of all, I would like to thank
Mrs Jędrzejewska and Mrs Trüpel, who have carried out the budgetary procedure with a
great deal of responsibility and a clear focus on the priorities.

With regard to the 2011 budget: when considering the EU budget, we must always
remember that around 95% of the money goes back to benefit citizens. The best example
of this is the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. At 6%, the EU’s administrative
costs are lower than quite a few of its Member States. For many years, the EU budget
amounted to plus/minus 1% of GDP. This financed the enlargement from 15 to 27 Member
States without any additional budgetary resources. As a result of the Treaty of Lisbon, we
now have additional tasks.

Budget increases are always difficult. However, with themes such as new projects and
additional Lisbon tasks, the 2011 budget is also an investment in the future of the EU and
in the functioning of its institutions.

Alain Lamassoure (PPE).   – (FR) Mr President, given the exceptional constraints we face
this year, the agreement that has been reached on the draft budget for 2011 is the best
compromise possible. For that, we must thank and congratulate our two rapporteurs, the
European Commission and the remarkable Belgian Presidency, to which I would like to
express particular gratitude.

Mr Wathelet is a little sad; he has the impression that too little has been done. He should
see Parliament’s gesture of granting EUR 570 million to the Member States, rather than
assigning this money to ITER, as an act of gratitude to the Belgian Presidency.

Since the start of these negotiations, Parliament has been anxious to show its awareness
of its responsibilities. Now, at the end of the year, when the cohesion of the Union is once
again being called into question, the Committee on Budgets is categorically recommending
that we end the uncertainty on the 2011 budget.

However, the basic problems remain intact. In contrast to some of the national budgets,
the Union’s budget is not threatened by bankruptcy. In terms of the statutes, it is a balanced
budget, but it stands on the brink of political failure. Europe is financing its ambitions by
indulging in words. Yet verbal inflation, the inflation of grandiose and illusory objectives
is just as pernicious as monetary inflation.

The Union no longer has the means to finance the decisions that it has already taken, nor
the new competences given to it by the Treaty of Lisbon. The Union has also failed to
introduce the procedures that would allow it to ensure that, in the absence of Community
financing, major joint objectives such as Europe 2020 are incorporated in the national
budgets.

That is why Parliament attaches so much importance to the agreement achieved alongside
the Commission and the future Presidencies for finding a way to secure the financing of
future policies, via the Community budget, from new resources, which are no longer a
drain on national budgets, and via the national budgets themselves, which are 20 times
the size of the tiny European budget. In 2010, the Union has redefined its notion of financial
solidarity. 2011 must be the year in which we reinvent budgetary solidarity.

Hynek Fajmon (ECR).   – (CS) Mr President, I would like to state again clearly today that
the European Union needs a proper budget for next year. There is no reason for us to have
a provisional budget. There is equally no reason for the European Parliament to make
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budget approval conditional on any additional demands. All European countries are
currently going through a difficult period economically and need certainty in the form of
proper budgets, both at national and European level. Households, businesses and local
authorities also need this certainty.

I can therefore state here on behalf of my colleagues from the Civic Democratic Party from
the Czech Republic and colleagues from the Group of European Conservatives and
Reformists that we will support the compromise reached between the Commission, the
Council and Parliament in the vote tomorrow.

Marian-Jean Marinescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, tomorrow’s vote can bring to an
end the first approval procedure for the annual budget, in keeping with the Treaty of Lisbon.
Negotiations have obviously been difficult. Parliament has put forward extremely important
political considerations, but the Council has refused to discuss them. Parliament initially
presented a very strongly united front in maintaining its position. The Council was divided,
but had the benefit of unanimity and blocked conciliation. We are currently in the position
of agreeing on figures. The Council and Commission have accepted, through declarations,
the large majority of the European Parliament’s requests. It would have been much better
to have an interinstitutional agreement, which would have provided greater security for
the future. Unfortunately, Parliament is no longer as united as it was at the start of the
negotiations. As a result, there is a lack of funding for ITER.

I believe that it is of paramount importance for us to give the Union the budget which it
needs during this crisis period. We have the time we need before the future financial
outlooks are approved to reach an agreement on the topics which are still unresolved. The
Council needs to understand that it is not beneficial to the Union that the main European
policies will be approved through codecision, while the financial resources required to
implement these policies are decided on by only one of the parties involved in budgetary
cooperation. Parliament must be involved at the same level in both aspects: political and
financial.

Peter van Dalen (ECR).   – (NL) Mr President, many Members here are taking a hypocritical
approach in their statements on the budget. Mr Schulz makes little effort to keep his
irritation with the Council to himself. Mr Verhofstadt seems to have limited his vocabulary
to two phrases: European bonds and European taxes. Mr Daul has even suggested that the
Netherlands might as well leave the European Union. That is tough language, but it supports
only one side of the argument.

When I proposed that we should tackle Parliament’s own budget, however, these gentlemen
and their groups did not appear to have heard me. Moreover, I was given the cold shoulder
when I proposed that Members should be transparent about the reimbursement they
receive for their general expenses every month. Nor did I get any support for my suggestion
that we tackle Parliament’s luxury car fleet. When I suggested that we should prune
Parliament’s luxurious information offices, it seemed to give many Members a headache.

Voting against would therefore be a very appropriate thing to do, but my group and my
country have managed to prevent the situation from being even worse and that is why I
have abstained. Voting in favour of a 2.9% increase in the current climate would be totally
inappropriate.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE).   – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
by adopting this budget, the European Parliament is showing an enormous sense of
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responsibility. The truth is, in the face of an economic, financial and social crisis that is
slow to loosen its grip on us, it would be bad for the European Union and its citizens not
to have a budget for 2011. No one would have understood if Union institutions had sought
broad agreements for their budgets from Member States and not succeeded in reaching
minimum consensuses for these budgets.

However, I believe that, although the 2011 budget is not bad, it could have been better.
The need for unanimity in the Council for some issues made negotiations more difficult.
This was a portent of the difficulties that the Council will face in reaching agreement on
the next Multiannual Financial Framework and on new own resources, which, as we know,
require unanimity in the Council.

At this point, I would like to highlight the excellent work by Mrs Jędrzejewska as rapporteur,
and also by Mrs Trüpel, the efforts of the Belgian Presidency and the conduct of the
Commission. The priorities that we have set out are included in this budget:– I would
highlight the strengthening of support for youth, education and innovation, and research.
I would also like to highlight the preparatory action ‘Your First EURES Job’, which will
boost the mobility of young people within the EU, in the area of employment. I worked
on this proposal personally, and I hope that after acquiring legal basis, this preparatory
action will give rise to a programme with a substantial budgetary allocation. Another
positive aspect was the agreement reached for the Commission to present, by the end of
September 2011 at the latest, updated values relating to allocations for cohesion policy
and for rural development, and, if necessary, increasing these allocations.

Mairead McGuinness (PPE).   – Mr President, I would like to thank Sidonia in particular,
our rapporteur, for handling very difficult negotiations excellently on behalf of Parliament.
That work needs to be recognised, as does that of the Council.

I speak as the agriculture rapporteur, and I need the word agriculture to echo through this
Chamber because we have concerns, not just about figures but also procedure. From my
perspective, this new procedure needs fine-tuning. We could and should do our work
better. I say that to myself, but I say it also to the Council and the Commission, and I think
we need to examine and review how we have worked in the past.

We have made some gains in agriculture. They are very small, but my concerns are for the
future. I would like the Commission to talk about the massive cut of upwards of USD 800
million that there appears to be in rural development funding. I hope that that will not
actually come to pass.

I am concerned about the budget post-2013 and the possibility that agriculture could
become a sector where people raid funds for other policies unless there is agreement on
an adequate budget for all of the policies of the European Union.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D).   – (LT) For the first time since the new Treaty of Lisbon came
into force, the European Parliament has used the powers it was granted to participate fully
in the composition of the European Union budget. The unsuccessful first attempt to reach
an agreement and include the European Parliament’s legitimate demands demonstrates a
conflict that is still present among the institutions and that should not actually exist, as it
is obstructing effective interinstitutional cooperation. Presumably, it cannot be denied that
the objective of all EU institutions is to ensure that agreements which are particularly
important for the whole of the EU and its citizens are adopted as smoothly as possible. In
future, therefore, there must be fundamental changes in the operating principles of the
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institutions themselves and the inclusion of the European Parliament in all stages of
negotiations, particularly in budget adoption, must be considered as particularly important
for the implementation of the principle of representative democracy.

Riikka Manner (ALDE).   – (FI) Mr President, first of all, my thanks go to the rapporteurs
for the hard work that achieving this comprised has entailed. These negotiations have
called for some particularly mighty efforts, in the shadow of the entry into force of the
Treaty of Lisbon and the stringent budgets imposed in the Member States. For this reason,
I would like to thank all our negotiators.

This is the first time that the European Union’s budget is being decided in one reading, and,
if anything, I think that this process has further stressed the need for better dialogue between
the two budget authorities, something that Parliament has been demanding for a long time.
There need to be continuing negotiations and a harmonised approach regarding conciliation
on annual and multiannual budget frameworks, so that the institutions are able to speak
one and the same language around the negotiating table.

Now, however, we can probably be satisfied that there is a budget in place for 2011. The
uncertain elements need to be kept to a minimum in this economic maelstrom.

François Alfonsi (Verts/ALE).   – (FR) Mr President, the 2011 budget as it has emerged
from the numerous conciliation procedures between our Committee on Budgets, the
Council and the Commission does not conform to the new institutional balances defined
by the Treaty of Lisbon.

These balances have not been respected by the Council or, in particular, by the
representatives of a number of governments. In particular, it is unacceptable that
Parliament’s request to obtain a dialogue on the EU’s future own resources has come to
nothing.

Our Parliament now has a joint decision-making power in budgetary matters. It must
ensure that it is respected, and we have to realise something: genuinely balanced conciliation
procedures will probably not be possible until this joint decision-making power is exercised
in the form of a negative vote.

At some point, the European Parliament will have to choose to assert its institutional
position firmly. This issue of own resources will resurface in the coming months. If we
want to succeed, we will have to be able to see our responsibilities through to the end.

Diane Dodds (NI).   – Mr President, I cannot vote for any increase in the Parliament’s
budget, and I believe that many people in the United Kingdom will be watching the
proceedings here in utter amazement. In national economies across Europe, we have
austerity measures and budget cuts. These are the order of the day and this is what our
people have to face.

The euro is in crisis, and I want the House to note that even though my constituency does
not use the euro, we share a land border with the Republic of Ireland. The Republic
represents a huge export market for us, so this crisis hurts our people as well. Beside all
this crisis, we have a proposed 2.9% increase, limited from the 6% that Parliament already
wanted, but on a budget that the Court of Auditors has not passed for many years.

Most worryingly of all, we have a promise from the Commission to bring forward proposals
by June 2011 for an EU tax. Is it any wonder that Euroscepticism is growing?
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Michel Dantin (PPE).   – (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to join in
the thanks and congratulations addressed to those who have managed to conclude these
very difficult negotiations.

We are getting ready to approve a budget tomorrow which is a big step forward for the
Europe of mobility and the Europe of young people. Above all, this budget demonstrates
Parliament’s determination not to abandon large-scale European investments during this
crisis period.

However, I would like to share with you my concern and my displeasure about the choice
made today by some political groups and, in particular, the Socialists, whose representatives
were in government jobs at key moments, to jeopardise ITER, the only fundamental
long-term research project in the European Union in which we play a leading role.

As you know, the European Union made a commitment last June to contribute an additional
EUR 1.3 billion to this project, which is crucial for our security. It is therefore Europe’s
credibility in the world that is going to be called into question by our vote. This attitude
has meant that we have lost nearly EUR 600 million of unused money in 2010, which
could have been allocated to ITER. This is ridiculous!

Edit Herczog (S&D).   – Mr President, as a Member of the European Parliament, I feel
responsible that we have a budget. As a Socialist, I am very sorry that we would not go for
a financial transaction tax. As a rapporteur for the Committee on Industry, Research and
Energy, I would like to underline that we support the ITER project, but we do not need a
patchwork solution for one year: we need a sustainable financial solution for the next two
decades. As a Hungarian, I am very happy that the Hungarian Presidency will hopefully
not have to deal with the budget, but only to find a solution for ITER and for flexibility
during the negotiations.

Janusz Lewandowski,    Member of the Commission. – Mr President, I shall be brief as I have
already used up my time slot. In answer to Mr Belder, who may have already disappeared,
the Commission’s proposal on how to cooperate between the institutions was in direct
implementation of Articles 312, 324 and, specifically, Article 311 of the Lisbon Treaty,
for the specific procedure on the own resources decision in full respect of the fiscal
sovereignty of the Member States.

As for the own resources, this was clearly and explicitly within the mandate given to the
Commission in December 2005, which was confirmed by Parliament, to start not only
the expenditure but also the revenue side of the budget, including the British rebate. We
were delicate enough not to touch the issue of the British rebate in our budgetary review
and our eventual choice for the future is not to increase the expenditure but to change the
proportions between the national direct payment and own resources, in line with the vision
of the treaty and the founding fathers of the European Union.

Finally, a more general remark: hopefully, if we vote tomorrow, our test of Lisbon, in
budgetary terms, will be over and we will have to draw conclusions. It sends a good message
to European citizens to have a budget without any deficits or debt and to show that we are
not to be taken as a scapegoat for the failed policies in some Member States. Therefore,
now having the budget in place, we should continue our discussion on the modalities of
interinstitutional cooperation in much improved circumstances.

Melchior Wathelet,    President-in-Office of the Council. – (FR) Mr President, like the
Commissioner, I do not have much to add in relation to this discussion.
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Quite simply, having heard some Members say that they preferred not to approve the
budget in order to affirm Parliament’s joint decision-making powers, I think that all the
European institutions have much more to gain and will increase their standing if they can
actually take the European Union forward by finding compromises, instead of everyone
blocking each other and not moving forward with European projects.

I think that this is a question of logic, and today I really want to thank all those who have
chosen to build Europe and to move forward. Does the Council have everything that it
wanted? No. Does Parliament have everything that it wanted? Of course not. Are we moving
forward? Yes. This codecision procedure has functioned; it has worked. Everyone has made
some compromises. Everyone has made some concessions.

Is there still much to be done? Of course. Clearly, that is what the debate on flexibility and
ITER is all about. I regret the fact that we were not able to reach an agreement, and I have
heard it said that the proposal tabled was a step backwards. No. I repeat: we have this during
every debate, and today it is unanimity. If the aim is to move towards qualified majority,
then I think that the Belgian Presidency’s proposal must be taken up. I think that this is
essential when it comes to drafting the 2012 and 2013 budgets. I think that this mechanism
really must be promoted, since it conforms to past practices, but it at least ensures that the
2012 and 2013 budgets can no longer be blocked by unanimity. I believe that you really
must seize this opportunity.

Concerning ITER, the way in which we have used this flexibility mechanism for ITER 2010
clearly shows that we will need this mechanism and that we must take up what is before
us today.

I would like to sincerely thank all those speakers – and I will not mention them all – who
have acknowledged the work that we have done together to move forward. I would like
to thank all those who preferred the logic of progress to the logic of blocking. I think that
we really must promote this logic.

Mr Lamassoure, you spoke of budgetary solidarity. In the Council, we had almost total
solidarity, as everyone accepted the increase of 2.91%. We have gone from having a qualified
majority to having total unanimity within the Council. Joking aside, I think that all of the
statements annexed to this 2011 budget – because, yes, a budget in itself is also political,
as Parliament showed with the political priorities that it included in the budget – whether
on own resources, on European added value, on Lisbonisation – the Commission’s
declaration – or in the context of this joint statement, which is important and which has
already been followed by a letter from the Belgian Prime Minister, the current President of
the European Union, I think that all these statements show that all the stages are going in
the right direction. We are certainly not moving as quickly as everyone would like, but we
are moving quickly enough that we can say that the machine is in working order and that
it is better to adhere to this logic of progress than to a logic of blocking.

Sidonia Elżbieta Jędrzejewska,    rapporteur. – (PL) Mr President, from what the previous
speakers have said, it is clear that we are all pleased that it will be possible to implement
the 2011 EU budget efficiently and without unnecessary delays as of 1 January next year.
However, all these speeches have also made it clear that there is still a lack of certain things.
There is a lack of discussion and a lack of understanding. It is clear to me already that the
Treaty of Lisbon opens up new, uncharted territory for us and that a very difficult debate
awaits us regarding the new multiannual post-2013 European Union budget.
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This debate relates to a fundamental issue, namely, how we can reconcile the ever-greater
divergence between expectations of the European Union, or, in other words, what the
European Union is supposed to do – and we can see that the Member States and all interested
parties, including the European Parliament, expect more and more from the European
Union, since the European Union is supposed to deal with an ever-increasing number of
subject areas, and is opening itself up to new policies, new areas of activity and setting new
tasks for itself – a divergence between the aforesaid expectations and an ever-diminishing
willingness to finance these new undertakings. We must hold joint debates on this
increasingly dramatic divergence. We cannot avoid such debates, all the more so since we
are currently experiencing a financial and economic crisis, and so there is no place for
taboo subjects as far as funding is concerned. We should talk openly about all the issues:
about the EU’s own revenues, about what the EU should do, about what it should perhaps
not try to do, about what is really most important for us and to what extent these priorities
should be financed.

In summary, I think that what happened during the adoption of the 2011 budget is both
a basis for and a start of the debate, but by no means its end. I thank you for your willingness
to engage in a debate, and I hope that there will be even more of this willingness next year.

Helga Trüpel,    rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, I am pleased that I get to have the last word
in this debate today. I will start by gladly accepting Mr Schulz’s apology. He said that he
had sometimes behaved badly. It is always good when he notices that he occasionally
makes too much noise. His comment that we previously only dealt with technical budgetary
matters and have now realised that this is a question of budgetary policy is something that
I wish to firmly reject. I have been working in the Committee on Budgets for six years now
and even before this, it was always a matter of budgetary policy and not just the technical
aspect. Mr Schulz said that he has learnt a great deal over the last few weeks. I am pleased
to hear that. In that case, he will probably understand this now.

I will now turn to the anti-European tones that have just been heard in this House. I would
like to emphasise clearly once again that if – as stated in the Treaty of Lisbon – we have a
goal to discuss new own resources for Europe, this would not only be an additional tax for
European citizens, but would also mean that the payments from the gross domestic product
were reduced by the same amount. In other words, it would not simply put a greater burden
on citizens, it would also provide a more transparent system for our own resources. This
needs to be debated. I reject the attempt to manipulate opinion by implying that there will
only be additional burdens. Rather, the goal is to find an intelligent financing system. The
Council and Parliament should be prepared to do that.

My second comment, because it has simply been presented here as if European taxpayers
are always having things taken away from them by the European Union, is that there are
education programmes for European citizens, there is new infrastructure, there are new
languages and there is help for dairy farmers. In other words, what we are doing here is in
the well-understood interests of European citizens, and that needs to be said loud and clear.

What is the global role of the European Union in the coming years? We have such successful
countries as China, India, Brazil and others with which we compete at a global level. If, as
the European Union, we want to be strong and to have new products that will hopefully
also be sustainable, new production methods that are environmentally responsible, energy
generation that is genuinely based on renewable energy sources, which was once again
established as a goal in Cancún, then for this we also need appropriate resources and we
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need the European budget, which reflects our common interests. I hope that we will move
in this direction in the next few years.

IN THE CHAIR: ALEJO VIDAL-QUADRAS
Vice-President

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place tomorrow at 12:30.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Elisabeth Köstinger (PPE),    in writing. – (DE) I welcome the fact that we have finally
come to an agreement on the 2011 budget. This will ensure financial security for the
vulnerable agriculture sector. EU agricultural policy needs a stable budget framework, in
particular, during difficult times. A twelve-part budget would have caused serious financial
difficulties for many Member States which have already passed on agricultural payments
to farmers. Agriculture is heavily dependent on EU subsidies. Farming families need the
security to plan ahead for the future of their businesses. Throughout the EU, direct payments
represent 40% of farm incomes and provide financial security against a background of low
producer prices, increasing production costs and fluctuating markets. The measures which
form part of the rural development programme bring direct benefits for rural areas and
stimulate regional economies. Farms in Austria, in particular, benefit from both the 1st
and 2nd pillar measures. A total of 58 percent of Austria’s annual agricultural budget comes
from the EU. Farmers in the European Union have a wide range of responsible jobs to do
which are increasing in number. They have to produce top quality food and comply with
high standards of animal welfare while helping to prevent climate change, protect the
environment and maintain biodiversity. In order to be able to provide these essential
services, farmers must have a reliable income based on sensible, stable EU financial policy.
As far as the negotiations on the financial framework for 2014-2020 are concerned, all
aspects of agriculture must have the same level of budget funding.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D)  , in writing. – (EL) The impasse in the first stage of the 2011
EU budget caused by the intransigent stand taken by a limited minority of Member States
almost took us into the fiasco of twelfths and all that such a system implies, both in terms
of the budgets of the economically weak Member States and the possibility of serious delay
in payments of European funds. In order to avoid this fiasco, Parliament has demonstrated
the necessary sense of responsibility and is prepared to accept a budget, despite the fact
that it does not satisfy all its demands and is not up to par, as the European public might
expect if we are to tackle the economic crisis. However, the problem as to how budgetary
needs are to be addressed in the immediate future for 2012 and 2013 persists and I call
on this small minority of Member States to demonstrate a proper sense of responsibility
and to work with Parliament to find a solution that will give the EU the necessary flexibility
to address its needs and prevent a new budgetary crisis.

15. Credit rating agencies (debate)

President.   The next item is the report by Mr Gauzès, on behalf of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs, on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council amending Regulation (EC) No 1060/2009 on credit rating agencies
(COM(2010)0289 - C7-0143/2010 - 2010/0160(COD)) (A7-340/2010).
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Jean-Paul Gauzès,    rapporteur. – (FR) Mr President, Mr Chastel, Commissioner, here we
are in the third act of the financial legislation for 2010. Following supervision, following
the directive on alternative investment fund managers, we are once again looking at credit
rating agencies. I say ‘once again’ because Europe has not been slow in bringing in a
regulation in this area which was conceived in 2009 and which is now taking effect.

Credit rating agencies, in general, issue opinions, literally in the form of ratings, on the
creditworthiness of businesses and states and on complex financial products. The rating
reflects an assessment of the risk of issuers of financial instruments not being able to honour
their debts. These agencies have gradually become very important in the financial world,
for a variety of reasons.

First, ratings are taken into account in banking regulations in order to determine the
amounts of own funds that will be used to back investments. The second reason is that
ratings have been a factor in the success of issues, since they have become a major indicator
for investors.

Yet, although credit rating agencies were not the main cause of the recent financial crisis,
they did have a harmful influence. Indeed, they underestimated the probability that issuers
of certain complex financial instruments would default.

Faced with the need to restore confidence in the markets and to strengthen protection for
investors, in 2009, the European Commission proposed a mechanism for monitoring and
supervising credit rating agencies. Thus, in the same year, Regulation (EC) No 1060/2009
on credit rating agencies was adopted.

During the debates in the European Parliament preceding the adoption of this regulation,
your rapporteur stressed the need for EU-wide joint oversight of credit rating agencies’
products and integrated supervision of them. At the time, European supervision of this
type was legally impossible. However, the Commission undertook to draft a legislative
proposal along these lines, and you, Commissioner, kept this promise.

The agreement reached between the Council and the European Parliament on the
architecture of European supervision, which will enter into force on 1 January 2011, now
makes the effective implementation of rating agency supervision possible.

It is stressed in the Regulation establishing the European Securities and Markets Authority
that this authority will exercise its own supervisory powers in relation, in particular, to
credit rating agencies. That was the objective of the additional amending regulation on
which we reached an agreement and on which we will vote tomorrow.

What I wanted – and my colleagues supported this request – was for the other issues relating
to credit rating agencies, allocation of sovereign debt, remuneration schemes and
competition, to be postponed and dealt with in a study taking the form of an own-initiative
report, which will precede the legislative proposal that you are due to make in the first half
of 2011 and for which you have launched a consultation.

I believe that, by establishing European supervision of credit agencies, we are taking a big
step along the same lines as the supervision arrangements that have been implemented. I
now want to thank the Belgian Presidency for its tireless efforts on the financial dossiers,
you and your teams, Commissioner, and, obviously, my fellow Members in the European
Parliament who participated in this study and who supported our positions.
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Olivier Chastel,    President-in-Office of the Council. – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, after Mr Gauzès and a report of this kind, it is clearly a pleasure to
be among you on behalf of the Belgian Finance Minister, Didier Reynders, on the day of
the debate concerning the amendment of the regulation on credit rating agencies.

Once again, as you have just said, we are talking about a measure relating to financial
services on which the three institutions have just reached an agreement in record time.

We are also very pleased that this agreement will be voted on in Parliament tomorrow, as
agreed, between the three institutions.

The regulation will therefore be modified to allocate additional powers to the European
Securities and Markets Authority. This will allow the authority to exercise stricter
supervision of the activities of credit rating agencies throughout the Union. This is an
important step which we also think will contribute to improving the stability of the financial
markets, and which will support the development of a much more effective supervisory
framework.

Once the regulation enters into force, therefore, the authority will have powers concerning
the registration and direct supervision of credit rating agencies. It will also have the power
to determine that a credit rating agency has infringed the regulation in force and the power
to impose appropriate penalties.

Of course, a framework will also be provided for cooperation between the competent
authorities in the Member States and the European Securities and Markets Authority.
However, we are prepared to have a more in-depth debate on the issue of regulating the
credit rating agency sector itself once the Commission has provided us with its proposal
on the comprehensive review of this sector, which is set for next year. While I am obviously
hoping for a positive result from your vote tomorrow, I would particularly like to thank
the Chair of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, Mrs Bowles, Parliament’s
rapporteur, Mr Gauzès, and its shadow rapporteurs, of course, as well as Commissioner
Barnier, who, alongside the Belgian Finance Minister, Mr Reynders, carried out important
work for six months, securing swift agreements that have been transformed in this very
Parliament into real decisions in the financial sector. Anyway, thank you for your fruitful
and effective collaboration in this area. I am sure that you will continue this work during
the Presidencies to come.

Michel Barnier,    Member of the Commission. – (FR) Mr President, good afternoon to you
all. You spoke very well, Mr Gauzès, as did Mr Chastel just now, on behalf of Mr Reynders,
about the supervision and regulation of the large hedge fund and private equity sector,
today, and about this second stage of credit rating agency regulation, tomorrow, which is
clearly being undertaken with and thanks to you, ladies and gentlemen, and thanks to the
Council and to the initial work of the Commission. On the subject of regulation, Europe
is making concrete and effective progress, and it is learning the lessons of the crisis, as all
taxpayers, who are also European citizens, are demanding.

Ladies and gentlemen, the agreement on the supervision of credit rating agencies is an
important step, and I, too, would like to thank you, Mr Gauzès, and, of course, those
working alongside you, the Committee Chair, Mrs Bowles, as well as the shadow
rapporteurs, Mr Klinz, Mr Giegold, Mr Pittella and Mr Fox. In a few days’ time, this Presidency
will come to an end, having had much success and having made a lot of progress, and I
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want to give my sincere thanks to Mr Reynders and to his whole team for the good relations
we have maintained throughout the last six months.

This is a good agreement, even though I have to say that it would have been excellent if,
in the final compromise, we had taken up the rules that the Commission initially proposed
for reinforced transparency regarding structured financial instruments. However, as was
indicated in the recitals of the regulation, we will come back to this subject, if you wish,
during the next revision of the regulation in 2011.

As Mr Chastel said just now, from July 2011, this amendment to the 2009 regulation will
give ESMA, the new Securities and Markets Authority, the direct power to supervise credit
rating agencies at European level. Ladies and gentlemen, the importance of this decision
that you are taking today really must be understood. This is the first time that ESMA, this
new European authority, will have the power to directly supervise financial institutions
operating across Europe.

This amendment completes the new European supervision framework. It strengthens
ESMA’s powers considerably, as you explained very well, Mr Gauzès, and as Mr Giegold,
who is here, was also anxious to point out during the debate on supervision. This is therefore
a very important subject for you, and it is also a very important subject for us.

ESMA will become the institution responsible for registering rating agencies and supervising
them throughout the Union, and it will exercise strict control. The legislation will grant it
all the supervisory powers deemed necessary to force rating agencies to comply with the
terms of the regulation.

ESMA will be able to exercise supervision – I am thinking here of requests for information
and the power to carry out spot checks – and if it notices that a credit rating agency is
committing a violation, it will have to take the measures necessary to force the agency to
put a stop to that violation. ESMA will also have the power, strictly regulated by clear rules,
to impose fines and penalties on rating agencies which do not respect the regulation.
Clearly, this regulation also guarantees the rights of defence of rating agencies, in particular,
the right to a hearing, access to documents and other procedural guarantees. Finally, when
exercising a supervisory power, ESMA will respect the rights enshrined in the Charter of
Fundamental Rights and the other principles and provisions of European Union law,
including the proportionality principle.

The new regulation on rating agencies will also ensure a single point of contact for all rating
agencies, a regulatory framework which is harmonised across the European Union, with
equal treatment, and a more consistent application of the rules for agencies throughout
the European Union.

I therefore think that this represents a considerable gain in efficiency, transparency and
security within the general architecture that we are constructing week by week in order to
achieve intelligent supervision and effective regulation.

Mr President, I do not want to speak at great length as I did just now, but I would perhaps
like to expand on what Mr Chastel said and mention the next stage, since I myself said that
we must go further to ensure the proper regulation of rating agencies, while noting that
the agencies are not creating the problem and the turbulence on the financial markets. The
thermometer does not cause the fever, but it still needs to work properly, which was not
the case in the past, and that is what we want to remedy, so to speak, with these successive
regulations.
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The Commission is already considering the next stage: a public consultation was launched
on 5 November 2010 to broaden this debate and to collect the points of view of all the
parties concerned, and, as you know, there is nothing artificial about the debates regarding
all these regulations. Ladies and gentlemen, I truly set great store by listening to every
contribution, criticism or idea made in the context of these consultations.

We shall now consider, first, the consequences of the issuer-pays model, which is widespread
among rating agencies; second, the dependence of the banks and other institutional investors
on credit ratings; third, the rating of sovereign debt – which is not a straightforward matter;
fourth, increasing transparency in order to manage conflicts of interest better; and fifth,
creating more competition and diversity in this rating agencies market, which is currently
concentrated in too few hands.

This consultation is open until next January and, on the basis of all the responses that we
receive, and of Mr Klinz’s own-initiative report, we will take a decision at some point in
2011, but not too late, regarding the measures that we want to implement in order to
complete, through a third stage, these two regulations on rating agencies, which are now
almost implemented.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Legal Affairs. – Mr
President, as a Vice-Chair of the Committee on Legal Affairs, I would like to present some
important aspects that were the subject of the debates and amendments tabled in this
committee.

Firstly, at the present time, payment for the structured instruments evaluated by the agencies
is made by the issuing company. There can be conflicts of interest because the rated
companies are interested in having a good rating. Alternatively, it might be the users of
ratings who pay. The users’ interests are more diverse and therefore, there is not a single
interest that can lead to a conflict of interest. There are users who prefer a good rating, for
instance, when they want to sell shares, and those who prefer a bad rating, for instance
when they want to buy shares.

Secondly, the regime for the rating agencies could profit from the rules that have been
established for the auditors. The rating agencies and auditors have a lot of responsibility
for the good reputation of companies and the proper functioning of the market. Auditors,
however, seem to be subject to far stricter rules than the rating agencies.

Thirdly, the European Securities and Markets Authority, ESMA, should have supervisory
competence over the credit rating agencies in order to verify possible material discrepancies
between the ratings given by different agencies for the same structured financial instrument.
ESMA should also have greater power of enforcement.

Fourthly, the directive introduces a new principle, taken from the latest US legislation.
When an agency other than the one contracted to make the valuation can do its valuation
for the same instrument, it is subject to the contracted valuation. For this, the first agency
must disclose certain information regarding the valuated instrument. In such a way, two
beneficial effects are obtained – firstly, there is a second opinion and, secondly, the liability
that falls on the contracted agency is reduced.

Finally, I want to underline the fact that the provisions of this directive, which represents
a new regulatory frame, should only apply to the structured financial instruments, credit
rating agencies themselves being an important part of structured finance. The remainder
of the financial instruments, 150 year-old common shares or plain bonds which do not
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pose a systemic risk should not be part of this directive if you want to be tight but not to
over-regulate, if you want to be competitive but not expensive in administrative costs, and
if you want to hold capital in Europe and not drive it away to the emerging markets abroad.

Gianni Pittella,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
thanks to our now tried-and-tested cooperation, we have worked productively with
Mr Gauzès on this regulation to ensure some important advances in the rules governing
one of the most controversial areas for the stability of the financial markets.

One such improvement is undoubtedly the plan for the newly formed European Securities
and Markets Authority (ESMA) to be able to directly penalise credit rating agencies for
misconduct. This was a point that I very much insisted on. Parliament is showing in this
way that it is fighting for the creation of a strong European supervisory body that is equipped
with real powers.

We are also aware that this regulation still does not tackle all the problems in a sector
which, in recent years, has been seen to have exacerbated the crisis. The stumbling blocks
to be overcome, which are the subject of a parliamentary report already being drafted by
Mr Klinz, concern two issues in particular: the evaluation of Member States’ sovereign debt
and the general structure of a market characterised by an obvious oligopoly.

The European Union must have a clear objective in relation to these issues, namely, to
make finance less dependent on ratings. The references currently contained in the laws
and regulations on credit rating agencies must be superseded by alternative creditworthiness
standards. The United States and the G20 have already gone in that direction.

At international level we need to have the courage and the ambition to change the rules
underpinning Basel II, by which I mean the obligation to use ratings – a mechanism that
has actually led the banking sector, in the past and still today, to completely give up on
supervision, the consequences of which are plain to see.

I shall conclude with a brief reference to the issue of sovereign debt rating: this should no
longer be the responsibility of credit rating agencies, because too often they have exasperated
market sentiment with their ratings, fuelling speculation. We should give thought instead
to the possibility of a European institution – perhaps an existing institution, such as the
European Court of Auditors – playing a role in this area.

I really do hope that my suggestions will be endorsed by my fellow Members and will
receive the full, authoritative support of Commissioner Barnier, for whom I wish to reiterate
my high regard.

Wolf Klinz,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, in a few weeks’ time, we will have a new supervisory structure in Europe, which
has been shaped to a considerable extent by the European Parliament. Among these three
new supervisory authorities will be one that is responsible for markets and securities: the
European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA).

ESMA will have the last word in connection with the registration and oversight of credit
rating agencies and be responsible for ensuring that the credit rating agencies actually
comply with the new regulations. If it so wishes, ESMA can delegate this cross-border
responsibility to national supervisory authorities if these supervisory authorities are small
and only operate nationally.
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This proposal is therefore nothing more than an adaptation of the regulation of April 2009
to the new circumstances, but it strengthens the role of ESMA. It gives the new supervisory
authority more powers and – something that is completely new – it gives ESMA the power
to punish non-application of the regulation. I very much welcome this, because I believe
that strengthening the position of a new supervisory authority of European mould will
genuinely increase its credibility on the market.

I just have one point of criticism. When drawing up the regulation in April 2009, we took
a political decision with regard to how we should deal with ratings from third countries
in Europe. We said at that time that they can be used in Europe if they either comply with
the equivalence procedure or are supported by a credit rating agency that is registered and
approved in Europe, the so-called endorsement procedure.

The Commission has now changed this at level 2 and said that endorsement will no longer
be possible. Therefore, only the equivalence procedure actually applies. I consider this –
as it was undertaken unilaterally – to be an undemocratic way of going about things, and
I believe that we should stick to the decision that we made at the time in April 2009.

As the Commissioner also mentioned, there are still a lot of outstanding issues where credit
rating agencies are concerned, namely, the lack of competition, insufficient transparency,
the business model as to whether the issuer or the investor should pay, which need to be
looked at critically. There are questions with regard to the payment system and also with
regard to excessive dependency, because in reality, it is the case that, as a result of regulatory
provisions, many ratings agencies have become de facto regulatory certification authorities.
I am taking this up in the own-initiative report, and I am pleased that the Commission is
going to table a legislative proposal on this matter in the next year.

Sven Giegold,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Chastel, Mr Barnier,
Mr Gauzès, ladies and gentlemen and shadow rapporteurs, I am indeed pleased that we
have now taken this step and that for the first time, a sector of the European financial
system will be placed under direct European supervision. It is also a step towards a strong
Europe in an internal market and the firm control of a sector that contributed to the crisis.
I would like to make one more comment on this. Mr Barnier, the selection process is, of
course, currently under way for the new authorities, and the new authorities are only as
good as their staff. I can only hope that the staff will genuinely be selected on the basis of
expertise, independence from the financial industry that they are to control and the clear
desire to serve in the public interest, and that we will not see national quotas again in the
selection process that disregard these important criteria.

In addition, we still have a great deal to do in the area of credit rating agencies. We still
have no real transparency when it comes to the information with which the credit rating
agencies work and there is far too great a use of regulatory ratings in the financial sector
and in the regulations governing the financial industry. We have serious conflicts of interest,
we quite clearly have a market power of three major providers and there is no liability for
negligently issued ratings. Commissioner, it is good that the consultation is now under
way and we await the results with interest. Civil society, in particular, should be involved
in this consultation, but then you need to put forward a courageous proposal. I am already
looking forward to your proposal. Please be as courageous as you have been up to now,
and let us produce legislation together during the next year that solves the problems that
are still present on the credit rating market in a genuinely European way. We owe this to
our citizens.
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Ashley Fox,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (FR) Mr President, I would like to thank
Mr Gauzès for his excellent work on this subject. I am pleased that Articles 8a and 8b were
removed during the trialogue. Initially, the Commission’s draft proposed creating secure
websites. I was never convinced. We can see how the situation unfolds in the United States,
and if the sites turn out to be useful, we can always introduce them here in Europe
afterwards.

Mr President, I am delighted to inform you that my group will vote in favour of this report
tomorrow, and I thank Mr Gauzès once again.

Jürgen Klute,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Chastel, Mr Barnier,
ladies and gentlemen, the last few months since the beginning of this year have shown the
damage that credit rating agencies can do. There is therefore an urgent need for action. I,
too, therefore welcome the directive, in particular, the fact that the supervision and
registration of credit rating agencies will be transferred to ESMA. That is an important and
positive step in the right direction.

However, numerous good and progressive proposals fell by the wayside during the
negotiations on the report. I would like to mention this once again. Thus, the appointment
of ESMA remains the only real and positive change. The proposals for a public database
for the issuing of credit ratings have been dropped, as has any reference to the establishment
of a public credit rating agency. The consistent and continual examination of issued ratings
by the supervisory authorities has also been forgotten about. Moreover, the Commission
had proposed the promotion of unsolicited credit ratings in order to deal with the disastrous
issuer instructions for the evaluation of financial market products. This, too, has come to
nothing.

I hope that these aspects will be taken into consideration in the reports on this matter that
are still to come and that were mentioned by Mr Gauzès and by you, Mr Barnier.

Hans-Peter Martin (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, we are nearing the time of
fervent prayers in light of today’s news, once again concerning the euro, for which we are
grateful. I very much hope that, with your courageous approach, you will not be too far
behind the times. I would like to endorse what the previous speaker said and ask you
urgently to ensure, in your sphere of influence, that selections will not only be made on
the basis of national quotas, but also that party political preferences will be put aside so
that we can finally break with a very awkward tradition in connection with officials, which
is specific to Europe, and actually bring in the best people.

My second request is for much greater transparency with regard to the competitors on the
international market outside the EU, which have constantly made a political issue out of
their ratings and have suggested that they have an omniscience that in no way corresponds
to what is actually happening on the market or even their importance.

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE).   – (HU) Mr President, Commissioner, Mr Gauzès, ladies and
gentlemen, it is truly a great pleasure for me to note that Mr Gauzès has created such an
excellent report. The topic is of extreme importance, and looking at the habits and operation
of credit rating agencies, it always has relevance. The rapporteur’s effort to ensure that
credit rating agencies and their products are controlled in an integrated way, on the basis
of uniform EU standards, deserves support. However, it is important to know what exactly
is being rated and how. We must ask these questions, as it is common knowledge that prior
to the crisis, these credit rating agencies gave excellent ratings to several thousand billion
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dollars worth of doubtful or bad securities, thereby unfortunately providing unlimited
ground for speculation.

First of all, we must examine the issue of independence, because if it is true that banks and
certain investor groups are financing the fees of the evaluations, we might ask the question
whether the decisions of credit rating agencies are indeed free of external interests. The
second issue is the methodology of ratings. The third issue is that with concerted
downgrades and negative rumours, any country can be made insolvent, and in this way,
it can be forced to take out new loans and thus remain an increasingly vulnerable client in
the debtors’ market. Small, open economies and Member States outside the euro area are
particularly vulnerable.

I am therefore convinced that it is incorrect to accept that credit rating agencies are not
responsible for the ratings they give. Ladies and gentlemen, let us put ratings in their
appropriate place, and rely on them only to the extent of their credibility, and consider
them as guidelines when establishing the regulatory framework. The report is more than
worthy of support. The global economic crisis has shown that the regulation and EU level
supervision of the operations of these institutions are necessary.

IN THE CHAIR: LIBOR ROUČEK
Vice-President

Evelyn Regner (S&D).   – (DE) Mr President, Mr Chastel, Commissioner, credit rating
agencies played, and are still playing, a dishonourable role in the financial crisis. There are
too few of them, they are too powerful and too lacking in transparency, and their structure
and importance is an example of how badly things have gone awry with our global financial
system.

Confidence in credit rating agencies can only be restored by establishing new, sound rules
for them. Tomorrow, we will vote on one step in this development, the necessary adaptation
of credit rating agencies to the new European financial market supervisory structure and
adaptation to the new comitology procedure, the delegated acts.

ESMA will be brought into being. It is authorised to permanently revise ratings, carry out
a thorough inspection of credit rating agencies and also to impose penalties that are higher
than the profit gained from breaking the law. All of these are new developments that are,
as a minimum, absolutely necessary.

However, I would like to point out that the European Securities and Markets Authority
should be staffed in such a way as to enable it to actually carry out its tasks efficiently and
not by a relatively small staff of ESMA employees who are expected to perform almost
superhuman tasks.

We should be completely open with regard to the forthcoming major reform of the credit
rating agencies and today, we should discuss what seems to be almost impossible or hard
to imagine. After all, special purpose entities in which banks deposited their junk bonds
received the highest credit rating from the credit rating agencies. Thus, in the major revision,
we should consider creating a European public rating agency and changing and examining
the payment model. Finally, we should, of course, consider whether there is a need for a
second rating. We need a serious, robust form of regulation so that it cannot happen again
that three large agencies can bear so much of the responsibility for this current sorry
financial situation.

14-12-2010Debates of the European ParliamentEN208



Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Mr President, this reminds me of a phrase in Latin that goes quis
custodiet custodes, who will guard the guards? The same is true here. Who is going to rate
the credit agencies? Thankfully, we now have an instrument that will do that and, certainly,
the credit rating agencies have brought no credit on themselves; rather; they have discredited
themselves by their behaviour over the last couple of years and they have exacerbated the
financial situation rather than alleviate it.

So I am delighted that the European Parliament and our authorities are taking control of
the situation and I compliment Mr Gauzès, Mr Barnier and the Council for putting in place
an instrument that will deal with this. I am certainly looking forward to tomorrow’s vote
on this and, if I am given the opportunity, I will vote three or four times to bring these
vultures under control.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D).   – (LT) Firstly, I would like to congratulate the rapporteur on
the preparation of this very important document. To date, much has been done as regards
the creation of a system for financial control and its operation in the European Union.
Credit rating agencies play a very important role as they have a direct impact on the
operation of the financial system, its soundness and stability. I feel that one major problem
is the fact that the EU financial supervisory authorities being set up do not yet have real
powers which would enable them to have a direct impact and to take binding decisions. I
therefore support the proposals giving one of the European supervisory authorities, in this
case, the European Securities and Markets Authority, greater powers to ensure and monitor
the transparency of the work of credit rating agencies certified by the EU in order to avoid
distortions of the principles of the financial market and the single internal market.

Csanád Szegedi (NI).   – (HU) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, if we wish
to be honest, we must unfortunately declare that credit rating agencies are essentially
subsidiaries of the international plutocracy. Through the agencies, they put pressure on
countries in an attempt to influence their decisions. The greatest problem with ratings is
that they are almost entirely subjective and do not offer an accurate picture of the economic
condition of the countries concerned at a given moment in time. These ratings, which are
a far cry from reality, clearly hinder countries in recovering from the crisis.

Meanwhile, there are, of course, objective indicators, such as the general government deficit
or external and internal indebtedness. On the other hand, the establishment of an
organisation, a supervisory body, which essentially provides quality control for these
institutions, and thereby prevents them from giving often erroneous ratings, is a big step
towards a solution. However, I would, at any rate, like to address a question to Mr Barnier
regarding the ESMA: we have talked much about how it would impose various sanctions,
but when will we know what these sanctions will be, what their extent will be and when
they can be introduced? I thank you in advance for your reply.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, the aim of the amendments suggested by
Mr Gauzès’s report is to provide additional details concerning ESMA’s new powers in
relation to national agencies. My view is that the remit should be defined very clearly. In
addition, financial market participants should be able to identify the competent authority
in the rating agencies sector.

I think that the new authority should have sole responsibility for registering and supervising
existing rating agencies. They should have the opportunity to access information about
the financial instruments being evaluated by competitors. At the same time, access to
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websites should only be given if the confidentiality of the information requested can be
guaranteed.

Finally, I wish to stress the importance of a credit rating agency being registered by a
competent authority and its validity throughout the whole EU.

Gay Mitchell (PPE).   – Mr President, I am pleased that this is before us here this evening.
I have to say that one of the points that is very rarely made is that, until recently, the public
sector in Ireland was being regulated by the private sector; it was being regulated effectively
by the credit rating agencies and the markets. I am one of those who welcome the fact that
we got away from the private sector and, at least, we have the shield of the ECB, the EU
and the IMF in the circumstances we are in.

I might not agree with the exact package but I think it is a better position for us to be in
than to be at the mercy of the credit rating agencies and the markets. The markets are
supposed to be free; I think that is something we might have a debate on some other day.
But, in relation to the credit rating agencies, one of those agencies was getting USD 800
million a year for rating structured finances. Their impartiality really is being called into
account and, when we look back on what they did in the past and even when we look back
on what they do now, I think we will look back in dismay. It is time they were called to
account and I am glad that there will be stronger supervision for these bodies.

Michel Barnier,    Member of the Commission. – (FR) Mr President, I would like to respond
accurately, but succinctly to all those who have spoken, to whom I give my thanks.

First, Mr Bodu, I obviously share your point of view on the risks of the issuer-pays model.
I made this point myself in my speech just now. It is therefore a subject which forms part
of our consultation in the future proposal, the third stage. As I said to Mr Fox and
Mrs Băsescu, we will indeed also return to the matter of structured products. Mr Fox, I
listened carefully to your concerns about security as regards exchanges of information,
and we will keep an eye on this; we will come back to this point. We will also continue to
rely on the competence of ESMA in this area. For us, this is a question of efficiency.

Mr Pittella, thank you for your encouragement. I think that it is good that, like Mr Klute
and Mrs Gáll-Pelcz, you emphasise the importance of this new supervisory authority.

There are still some difficult issues to be addressed, which we have identified, and you
yourself quite rightly reminded us of them: the lack of competition in this sector, the issue
of rating sovereign debt, which Mr Kelly mentioned just now, and which poses a particular
problem. We will take these ideas into account in the new consultation phase.

I share Mr Klinz’s view on the importance of penalties and the ability of ESMA to impose
them. Mrs Regner also mentioned this point.

On the issue of third countries, Mr Klinz, the aim is to ensure that our requirements remain
rigorous, and I say this also to Mr Mitchell, who mentioned Europe’s credibility with respect
to these decisions which must be taken.

I am grateful to Mr Giegold for his positive assessment of the progress that we have made
together today. On the subject of recruiting people to manage the European authorities, I
obviously cannot provide any specific information about names at the moment, but I
would like to say to you, Mr Giegold, and also to Mr Martin, that the process is now under
way, that it is being conducted completely objectively, and that, as far as I am concerned,
the criteria according to which the choice must be made are competence and independence.
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I would also say to Mrs Regner that the agencies will gain in power. From the very first
teams, they will develop in accordance with the competences that they have been and will
be given. We are anxious to ensure the credibility of the agencies’ work in terms of methods
and competences.

Mr Klute, thank you for your comments. You have clearly identified the problems which
remain to be dealt with, and I am conscious, as I have said to several Members, that we will
have to thoroughly examine these issues. That is why the idea of dealing with this issue of
regulating the agencies in three stages seems to me to be constructive and positive.

Mr Balčytis, the agencies, as I have said myself, are not creating the problems. They just
need to evaluate the problems properly and the thermometer needs to work properly.
With regard to products, businesses and states, we have the right, considering the
importance of these ratings, to expect and to take steps to obtain an evaluation or rating
which is objective and credible. I think that from this point of view, Mr Balčytis, you should
not underestimate the role that ESMA will play.

Finally, I would also say in response to Mr Szegedi that, regarding the level of the penalties,
the specifications for ESMA in the text that you will be adopting go into detail on this, and
that ESMA will apply these penalties in accordance with the proportionality principle.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I thank you in advance for your vote of support for
this new stage, which will show – I repeat once more – that Europe is making concrete and
objective progress, that it is learning the lessons of the crisis, thanks to the support and the
impetus given by the Belgian Presidency, and thanks to the support of all the groups in the
European Parliament.

Olivier Chastel,    President-in-Office of the Council. – (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
first, I would like to come back to the fact that many good questions have been asked in
this debate. Commissioner Barnier addressed them one by one. I would simply like to say
to you that this modification, this amendment of the regulation, is a first step in granting
the necessary supervisory powers to the European Securities and Markets Authority, and
that, as has been said, other revisions of this regulation will take place shortly. I think that,
on this issue, and on many other important issues raised today, this will truly be an
opportunity to bring together the whole debate in the revision which the Commission is
getting ready to propose to us.

On the same note, I would like to return for a few moments to the removal of the provisions
on transparency of credit ratings and associated information, which Commissioner Barnier
himself mentioned just now. I do not think that this in any way means that the European
institutions do not support the idea of transparency of credit ratings – quite the contrary.
However, at this stage, when a decision is being taken, the best solution was to coordinate
ourselves in advance on the basis of developments on the international stage, in order not
to affect the competitiveness of the European markets. For the moment, therefore, better
solutions to this issue are still being researched, discussed and developed, and we think
that the best political compromise is the one on which you will be voting tomorrow.

In conclusion, I would like to repeat that this is an important step, as many of you have
stressed, which will help to improve the stability of the financial markets and which will
support the development of a more effective supervisory framework.

Jean-Paul Gauzès,    rapporteur. – (FR) Mr President, Mr Chastel, Mr Barnier, after the
comments that you have heard, you can draw two conclusions.
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The first is that Parliament will overwhelmingly support this report tomorrow, which will
show once again that Parliament, or a large majority of it, appreciates the actions on
regulation and supervision that are being taken by the Commission and which have been
strongly supported by the Belgian Presidency.

The second conclusion that we can draw is that I will not come to a conclusion today, but
that a new debate will open up, on the basis of this consultation, of Mr Klinz’s own-initiative
report, to examine all these difficult questions.

Thus, we cannot avoid the fact that in 2009, when we brought about the first regulation,
we were already asking ourselves these questions. If we have not dealt with these questions,
it is because we have not found an appropriate response. I hope, therefore, that, thanks to
the thought that is being given to the matter with the submission of Mr Klinz’s report, the
discussion about consultation which is taking place will this time enable us to provide
responses to complete the regulation on rating agencies.

In conclusion, however, if you will allow me, I will repeat a phrase by the President of the
Securities and Markets Authority, who said that, at the very least, it would be good if the
financial markets detoxified themselves of the rating agencies to allow investors to gain a
greater personal appreciation of situations and risks. I think that that would also be a
guarantee.

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place tomorrow (Wednesday, 15 December 2010).

Written statements (Rule 149)

George Sabin Cutaş (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) As a result of underestimating the credit
risk, credit rating agencies were one of the factors that triggered the global financial crisis.
On the other hand, there is no real competition in the credit rating agency sector. This
situation increases the danger of conflicts of interest and, by extension, of a lack of
transparency and quality in terms of awarding ratings to the various financial instruments.
On 1 January 2011, the regulation giving rise to the creation of the European Securities
and Markets Authority will come into force. Its main power will be to supervise agencies
of this kind. Introducing a mechanism for monitoring and supervising credit rating agencies
at EU level is proving to be a necessity. I think that this new authority needs to exercise its
mandate as soon as it is created. I would like to point out that the decision made by the
United States to introduce tighter supervisory regulations has paved the way for global
harmonisation.

Alfredo Pallone (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The European Union has already implemented
rules, which will come into force at the end of the year. The rules for credit rating agencies
that wish to operate in the EU and thus obtain a licence include, among other things, the
obligation to register themselves and to comply with specific transparency and ‘good
behaviour’ rules. I do not believe that these rules are strict enough, and I welcome the
further measure that we are discussing within the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs. These agencies currently have a great deal of power; they can plunge a State and/or
even a system (downgrading countries and causing a chain reaction of fear on the world
markets) into crisis with one of their ratings. Their work is important in terms of
guaranteeing reliability and stability, but there are doubts as to the rules and the criteria
on which their ratings are based. Mr Gauzès’s report, which proposes bringing credit rating
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agencies under the supervision of the European Securities and Markets Authority, is
therefore along the right lines.

16. Outcome of the Climate Change Conference in Cancún (debate)

President.   – The next item is the Council and Commission statements on the outcome
of the Climate Change Conference in Cancún.

Joke Schauvliege,    President-in-Office of the Council. – (NL) Mr President, honourable
members of Parliament, I am very pleased to be here today, in the European Parliament,
once again, after the debate we had prior to Cancún and now that the climate conference
has produced an outcome.

I am also pleased to see a few familiar faces here again who were also present as a delegation
in Cancún and who were given a mandate by the European Parliament to make a very
useful and active contribution to the success of the conference. I think that this should
definitely be highlighted and underlined.

The climate summit in Cancún has ultimately been a success. It was uncertain, right up to
the very last day, whether we would reach an outcome, but, in the end, that outcome has
been a positive one. This was necessary, both for our climate policy and for the continued
existence of the multilateral process.

At the climate conference, we reached a decision which actually consisted of two parts:
the first part could be considered to consist of a number of specific measures which could
be applied quite rapidly, and the second part lays down a number of foundations intended
to facilitate a global deal for the post-2012 period over the long term. Obviously, both of
these elements were agreed in the framework of the 2 °C target, which was included as the
starting point in the outcome of the climate conference.

When I speak about immediate implementation or a number of actions which could be
undertaken immediately, then I am talking about adaptation, technology, combating
deforestation and financing. Perhaps I could briefly highlight a number of things?

First and foremost, adaptation. We have adopted a framework and established a committee.
In that way, we will be offering support for the most vulnerable areas.

Secondly, technology. Support will be provided for both mitigation and adaptation. There
are two new structures being created: the Executive Technology Committee and The Centre
and Network for Climate Technology. The idea is to further knowledge through research,
dissemination and transfer of technologies.

Thirdly, the fight against deforestation. The national strategies and action plans of
developing countries will form the basis of financing action in the fight against deforestation.

Finally, the Green Climate Fund must ensure that USD 100 billion is made available to
developing countries by 2020.

These are the specific achievements of Cancún. If we then look at the longer term and at
the foundations which have been laid down, we should, of course, continue to work next
year to bring about an international agreement after 2012. The mitigation measures of
both developed and developing countries have now been included and embedded in the
text, which is very important, because the outcome of Copenhagen has now also been
officially included.
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In addition, there have been efforts to ensure greater transparency. The legal form in the
longer term, in the post-2012 period, will not be determined until next year. Now, that
will be a debate in its own right: are we heading towards a second commitment period
under the Kyoto Protocol and what are the emerging countries and the United States doing?

This is not an end, therefore, but a beginning, an important new step in the climate debate.
I think that all of us – the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission – will
have to continue to work hard together to ensure that we can take a major step forward
next year and, hopefully, get a binding international agreement.

In any case, I would like to thank Parliament once again for the efforts it made in Cancún.

Connie Hedegaard,    Member of the Commission . – Mr President, I think it is fair to say that
we in the European Union went to Cancún with the fear that we risked getting nothing.
Of course, we also went there with the very strong desire to ensure that this would not be
the case and that we actually got a substantial and balanced package. As you all now know,
that is what we got.

This means that the multilateral process is alive. More than that, it is relatively well and, as
it could have been dead by now, that in itself is important. I think that all those who were
there also felt relief when the final deal was done. It was as though the whole international
community simply wanted this to happen and wanted to prove that of course we need
multilateralism when we are fighting global challenges.

I also think that it is important to say that what we achieved in Cancún was not just about
saving the process. It was more than that, which is, of course, the essential thing. We wanted
to save the process. We wanted to save the prospect of having a global deal and we wanted
to ensure that we also got something substantial done in Cancún. We worked very hard,
together with the Mexican Presidency. We worked very closely with them and gave them
our full support from the very beginning. I must say that the Mexicans fully deserve all the
credit they have been given; they have done excellent work.

A year ago, we took the first steps in Copenhagen. I think that, if we had met two or three
days after Copenhagen was over, few of us would have thought that, one year later, all the
elements of the Copenhagen Accord would be included in a binding UN agreement. That
is really good.

But in Cancún, we also took new steps. We strengthened the international climate regime
with new institutions and new funds. I would like to stress three things that were particularly
important to the European Union in the end game – which was very much Friday, as some
of those present will recall.

We had three priorities which we wanted to be reflected in the result. We wanted recognition
of the gap between the emission reduction pledges of the Copenhagen Accord now being
anchored in the UN text and the challenge of keeping global warming below 2 °C. It was
very important, to state the obvious, that we are not there yet. We also very much wanted
to have increased transparency – through measuring, reporting and verification (MRV),
and international consultation and analysis (ICA). Thirdly, we wanted the possibility of a
future legal framework for the period beyond 2012 to be reflected in the text.

On all three points, we made progress. For the first time, the 2 °C objective is acknowledged
in a UN document, the pledges are anchored and the obvious has been stated, namely, that
countries need to do more for the world to stay below the 2 °C rise. We also started a
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process to strengthen transparency and, as we said in Cancún, it is not enough just to say
that you are in favour of increased transparency. What does that mean? It is very important
that the text now contains several pages spelling out exactly what the political guidance
for MRV and ICA would be.

That is very important and I would like to add one further point. I think that it is not just
of interest to the international climate negotiations that, for instance, a country like China
has now accepted international consultation and analysis. I think that is also an important
signal that reaches far beyond the climate negotiations. This was actually a very important
and significant step forward.

Finally, we managed to keep open the discussion about the Kyoto Protocol and a future
legal outcome. I think that, if we had not had the prospect of having a second commitment
period, it is very likely that the process would have been dead by now.

Having said these positive things, I would like to echo what Joke Schauvliege has just said
to the effect that this does not mean that we have a very easy year ahead of us. We have a
long and challenging journey to make. We saw in Cancún how slow the process is. When
you take steps together in the UN context, it is slow by definition, so no one should believe
that the road to South Africa is going to be an easy one. The year ahead of us is a very
challenging one. The only thing I would say at this stage is that Europe will do whatever
we can to continue to play this very constructive role and to try to build bridges between
different points of view, while bearing our own priorities very much in mind.

I think it is very important now that everybody goes back home and starts to do things in
their own nation, in their own region and in their own municipality. All must now take
action, as we are doing in Europe. We have our 2020 target and we have also initiated the
discussion about how we could eventually increase our ambitions in the short term. As
you know, in the spring, the Commission will present a strategy for completing the
transition to a low carbon economy by 2050. That strategy will also include a 2030
objective.

Let me finish with a word about the European Union in the climate change conference. I
would like to highlight that we actually managed to speak with one voice. We were
discussing earlier in this forum how important that is. The Commission, the Presidency
and the 27 Member States ensured that the European Union played its part on the world
stage. I am pleased to say that there was excellent cooperation between Minister Schauvliege
and her team and my team from the Commission. I would like to thank Joke Schauvliege
very much for her contribution towards this result.

Last, but of course not least, I would very much like to thank the Parliament delegation. I
think that they contributed a great deal towards conveying the message that Europe really
was speaking with one voice. I would particularly like to thank the Chair of the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, Jo Leinen. I think that it was crucial
that, when members of the delegation were addressed and asked about the European
position, they all tried to stick to the common denominator. I think that contributed a lot
to the general impression that this time, Europe actually was speaking with one voice.
Thank you very much for that.

(Applause)

Richard Seeber,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (DE) Mr President, I would like to endorse
the congratulating of Commissioner Hedegaard. We have learnt a significant amount from
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the events of last year, particularly with regard to speaking with one voice. If we compare
the situation now with Copenhagen, we can say that we went to Copenhagen with high
expectations and we were very disappointed. We went to Cancún with lower expectations
and we nevertheless managed to achieve something there. I am convinced that next year
in Durban, we will actually achieve the result that we are all hoping for.

It is important that the UN process is now up and running and that in the European Union,
we are aware that many paths lead to the same goal. Our common goal is to limit global
warming to the celebrated 2 ºC. We have now managed for the first time to enshrine this
in a UN document. However, even in Europe, we have come to realise that the famous
binding agreement is not enough. We also need to recognise the efforts of other countries
– and this, in particular, includes the large emitters like the United States and China.

For us, it is extremely important from a political point of view that we are united in our
efforts, and we succeeded in demonstrating this in Cancún. However, it is also important
that, as the developed world, we not only live up to our historic responsibility, we also
need to do something, and, above all, we must find a successor regulation for the Kyoto
Protocol. It is also just as important that the developing world recognises that efforts are
also required by them. I believe that we succeeded very well in doing that, and we are on
the right track here.

The details have already been mentioned. For me, what seems to be particularly important
is the fact that we have made definite progress, particularly in the fight against deforestation.
The individual countries are called on to develop national strategies, and we will then see
what they achieve. That part is very important for us, including from a political point of
view.

We have a responsibility with regard to technology transfer. We need to take more of a
leading role in this regard, but, overall, my assessment is a positive one and I would like to
thank you once again, Commissioner, for your efforts.

Jo Leinen,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, we would like to thank the
Commission and the Council, Mrs Hedegaard and Mrs Schauvliege, for the daily briefings
that the European Parliament delegation received in Cancún. We can truly say that, in
Cancún, the EU was not part of the problem but, in many cases, was part of the solution.
That should please all of us. The positive mood must now be utilised to bring new
momentum to climate policy in Europe and also to the European Union. I would just like
to mention three points. It was absolutely right for Parliament, in its resolution, to call for
us to raise our ambitions and achieve a reduction in CO2 of 30% by 2020, and I hope that
the Commission and the Council will adopt decisions on this in the spring.

Secondly, we have the Green Climate Fund. We proposed the introduction of a financial
transaction tax to finance this. The people who rejected this must now come up with
alternatives – we can no longer beat about the bush.

Thirdly, we must do our homework. We must take the hot air out of the EU’s carbon
footprint. My final point is this: This climate conference is done. Now let us look to the
next one. The work must now be stepped up.

Chris Davies,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Mr President, I have absolutely no interest
in football but occasionally I have seen pictures of a game, and I have looked at the manager
and thought of the Commissioner. Two-one down and, despite her best efforts, her team
faces relegation; then a goal is scored. I do not know who scores it – maybe the goalkeeper
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on the opposite side walks into the net carrying his own ball – but one way or another it
is a draw; a vital point is secured and relegation is avoided. It is not a triumph, but it is not
a defeat; and the manager lives to fight another day.

I am told that, at Cancún, a great cheer went up when there was a resolution to the
negotiations. I can understand the relief of delegates there of it not being a defeat, but it
was hardly a triumph. Where is the mention of curbing the rise in temperatures by 2015?
Where is the ambition to cut CO2 emissions by 50% by 2050? Where are the post-Kyoto
commitments? Fudged and dodged and kicked into the long grass. But criticism is easy;
what is being attempted has never been done before. It requires the governments of the
world to join together in collective action; that, of course, is why the critics on the nationalist
Right hate it so much.

Every government in the world accepts the science and accepts that we are not doing
enough to stop world temperatures rising by two degrees centigrade. Even China, this time,
recognised that there are limits to national sovereignty and accepted that there should be
international verification of its emissions because we are in this together: one race, one
species on a single planet.

There are some very difficult questions to be answered as we go forward. How do we move
from here to make a post-Kyoto binding agreement that places requirements not just upon
developed countries but also upon developing countries? How do we secure the funding?
Really, how do we get the money that we promised for adaptation and forest protection?
How do we persuade our own governments to raise our 2020 ambitions from 20% to 30%
cuts in CO2? But maybe we have an answer to that. With China well on its way to reducing
its carbon intensity by 45%, it is in our economic interest to make sure that we take these
measures, or we are going to be left behind economically. Maybe now, thanks to our not
being defeated at Cancún, we have the momentum – the sense that we are going forward
again – to make the changes that are necessary.

Yannick Jadot,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Mr President, like Mr Leinen, I
wanted to emphasise the remarkable work that Commissioner Hedegaard and her team
carried out in Cancún.

Today, in a way, the success of Cancún means that we have to call a halt to the strategy of
saying that, if the others take no action, we will take no action. The positive aspect of
Cancún is that everyone must now engage with the machine of international negotiation,
in particular, by strengthening their national or regional objectives. In terms of the objective
of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, Europe now has to reach 30%. Reaching 30% is
part of the objective of obtaining a decarbonised economy by 2050; 20% will not allow
us to make this transition.

Finally, in reaching 30%, we will also clearly be linking up now with the emerging
economies: Brazil, China and South Africa. We know that these countries have some
objectives which, up to a point, are currently superior to those of the European Union. We
must therefore put a stop to inaction and the strategy of the status quo. The success of
Cancún means that we must engage with the process of international negotiation in a
much more constructive manner.

Julie Girling,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Mr President, I was not fortunate enough to
be on the Parliament delegation in Cancún, but I would like to take this opportunity to
congratulate everyone who was involved. I was perhaps a bit of a cynic about whether
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these sorts of meetings could achieve anything but, whilst there have been many voices in
the press complaining about a lack of detail, particularly – as Jo Leinen suggests – about
lack of detail in the area of financing for the Green Fund and many other issues that have
been left unspecified at this stage, I take the optimistic view that this gathering was not the
time or the place for dealing with minute detail, but was the time to flesh out the global
aspirations and talk a bit about strategy, and I think that has been achieved.

In my group, the ECR, we believe in light-touch government. We believe that you will
achieve more by encouragement, not by haranguing, and I believe that this is a step closer
to that. I can do no better than to close with the words of my Prime Minister, David
Cameron, when he said yesterday ‘The Cancún agreement is a very significant step forward
in renewing the determination of the international community to tackle climate change
through multilateral action’. I congratulate every one of my colleagues here who was
involved in achieving that.

Bairbre de Brún,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (GA) The main objective yet to be
achieved is a global agreement which is legal and ambitious and aims to keep the
temperature increase below 2 °C, or even 1.5 °C, above pre-industrial levels.

The measure of agreement reached in Cancún is a step in that direction. I agree with those
who say today that we have a lot to do yet. The governments must build on that achievement
now. The gaps must be filled. The difficult issues on the agenda must be tackled, and targets
must be set now that are much firmer, clearer and binding. The deadlines between now
and COP 17 in South Africa must be adhered to.

My thanks also, therefore, to the Council and the Commission for what we have achieved,
but we still face hard work ahead. In Europe, we must agree immediately to a reduction of
at least 30% in CO2 leakage in Europe, not only for the sake of international agreement but
for our own sake.

Anna Rosbach,    on behalf of the EFD Group  .  – (DA) Mr President, I would like to thank
the Commissioner very much for her splendid contribution and the excellent briefings
given to all of us in Cancún. However, the whole climate conference, of course, focused
on dealing in hot air and the setting up of a fund for developing countries. This is fine from
my point of view, but who will check that the money is being given out correctly and does
not end up in the personal pockets of dictators? I would have very much liked to have seen
the conference also discuss restricting the use of basic resources, the necessity of biodiversity
for the natural regulation of the climate and population growth – a subject that all of the
politicians of the world are shutting their eyes to, because in only a few years’ time, the
planet will have to feed around 10 billion people. How will we obtain food for them without
increasing our CO2 emissions, and without this tipping the natural balance and the global
climate?

The expectations of Cancún were extremely low and it was therefore a success. However,
the door is now open for further cooperation ahead of COP 17, and I am pleased about
that.

Nick Griffin (NI).   – Mr President, as carbon crooks and One World Government
conspirators celebrate their advances at Cancún, UK Prime Minister Dave Cameron declared
his satisfaction with the outcome.
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At the end of the coldest first half of December in central England since records began in
1772, Dave is satisfied that the Green Climate Fund will cost British taxpayers GBP 2.9
billion on top of the GBP 18.3 billion a year that the Climate Change Act siphons from
British consumers for the corporate crooks in the green industrial complex. Coincidently,
GBP 2.9 billion is also the amount the Treasury will save by increasing the debts of British
students, condemning them to a lifetime of bondage to the banks.

That scam has already caused student riots. Taxpayer riots over far bigger scams – bail-outs
to corrupt and incompetent banks, propping up the zombie euro and the global warming
hoax – are yet to come, but come they will and, unlike Prince Charles and Camilla, their
targets will deserve everything they get.

Pilar del Castillo Vera (PPE).   – (ES) Mr President, Mrs Schauvliege, Commissioner, ladies
and gentlemen, I would like to begin by congratulating the Commission and the
parliamentary delegation, led by our fellow Member Mr Leinen, on the work that they did
in Cancún, a meeting that I was unfortunately unable to attend in the end.

I believe that Cancún and its results can be viewed, along the lines of what my colleague,
Mr Seeber, was saying, from the perspective of Copenhagen: Cancún viewed from the
Copenhagen perspective. The first conclusion from this perspective is that there was a
fundamental differentiating factor. In Copenhagen, the expectations were very high, and
in Cancún the expectations were much more realistic, as a result of which the assessment
of Copenhagen was very negative, while the assessment of Cancún, both by those who
took part and by the media in general, was very positive. Cancún learned lessons from
Copenhagen, and I think that is the first, very interesting, conclusion.

I believe that measures have been taken and agreements reached which are not, of course,
ground-breaking, but which could be very interesting from the point of view of efficiency.
Among other things, I think that the creation of a committee and a technology network
to promote technological cooperation is extremely important. Here, we are going to adopt
a report during this sitting on energy efficiency, which is one of the fundamental keys to
effectively combating climate change. Also, I think that matters such as the World Bank
being more involved or official recognition of the actions of countries to reduce emissions
returning to the procedure and framework of the United Nations are very positive.

Finally, I would like to say that there is one year to go before we get to South Africa. It
would be a very good idea if, in the same way that Cancún learnt from Copenhagen, we
now learnt from Kyoto, and achieved an international frame of reference for an agreement
against climate change that is more flexible, more transparent, more efficient and more
integrative.

Linda McAvan (S&D).   – Mr President, I do not think it is a conspiracy to say that we are
one world sharing one planet and I think what I got out of Cancún was the reality of all
those people working together. One of the best parts of being in Cancún was sitting on
those buses going to and from the conference centre and listening to the delegates who
would tell you about what they are doing: the Zambians working with the Russians working
with the Japanese and the Chinese negotiator to get an agreement. We share one planet
and we have no future unless we work together.

I want to thank the Council and the Commission for the work they did. Europe did speak
with one voice and, from our meetings with different delegations, it was very clear that
Europe’s leadership was appreciated and people were very aware that we had a 20% target
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but were thinking of moving to 30%. I wonder what the Commissioner thinks now of the
prospects for being more ambitious before Durban because, from what we heard, I think
that what Europe says in Durban will count.

Satu Hassi (Verts/ALE).   – (FI) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I agree with my fellow
Members that the work done by Commissioner Hedegaard at the Climate Change
Conference in Cancún is to be applauded. Cancún was a step forward, although, regrettably,
a much smaller step that what is really needed. In any case, Cancún officially endorsed the
emissions commitments made at Copenhagen. At the same time, it pointed out that they
were not enough to keep climate change below two degrees and urged the industrialised
countries to tighten up their emissions targets.

Now, the EU leadership on climate change is, in practice, being tested: are we prepared to
tighten up our emissions targets by moving from a 20% to a 30% decrease? This would be
the best way to promote the achievement of something we must have in Durban next year:
a comprehensive international climate agreement. After Cancún, the claim that the EU is
somehow alone with its climate targets is clearly no longer relevant.

Marisa Matias (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Mr President, I would also like to express my thanks
for the work that has been done. It is a time for balance, certainly, but we all know that it
is also time to make commitments, serious commitments: many important things have
been said here, and the project specifications that we have in front of us are very long,
enormously so. Important commitments came out of Cancún, but the truth is that none
of these will be formalised before next year’s conference in South Africa. We have a year
ahead of us and a lot of work to do, as I have already mentioned.

I would like to underline the fact that the rights of indigenous people and people most
affected need to be integrated, as this is a commitment that must be raised and taken
seriously. We must not allow the poor always to be the ones that pay more, because the
environmental and climate crisis is a crisis of survival for all of us, and it is a matter that
involves us all.

With regard to ambition, I would also like to repeat what I have said before: we need to be
more ambitious, like we used to be. With regard to cutting emissions, we need to achieve
30% again, with there being no reason for us not to meet this commitment, and the same
for temperature and global warming. We can be more ambitious and take medium- and
long-term measures. To do this, it is not just enough to say it: we have to demonstrate it,
and now is the time, because in my opinion, we cannot take tiny steps along this path.

Paul Nuttall (EFD).   – Mr President, I hope everyone enjoyed Cancún. It is a lovely place
but I am a bit disappointed to see that none of them has a suntan.

Well, I suppose that is to be expected really because, while many of you were out there
lecturing us on how we need to change our lifestyles to combat global warming, it was
actually the coldest week that Mexican city had seen for over a hundred years.

Back in the UK, we have also had the spectacle of scientists trying to suggest that one of
the coldest Novembers we have seen in the last hundred years was actually caused by global
warming. Do these people think we were born yesterday? This also explains why even
more British people now believe that global warming is a scam and a way to raise taxes
and exert control. But what have you actually achieved in Cancún beyond handing over
masses of taxpayers’ money in the guise of the Green Climate Fund, which I suggest will
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end up being a lucky bag for African dictators to buy themselves more Mercedes Benzes
and private jets?

Personally, I think the name of the Green Climate Fund should be changed, and I think the
‘Politics of Envy Fund’ would be better and closer to the truth.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue card question under Rule 149(8))

Chris Davies (ALDE).   – Every government in the world accepted at Cancún the science
that man’s activities are changing the climate. Every government in the world agreed that,
if we do not take action, more action, we will not be able to prevent world temperatures
rising by more than 2 °C. What does the honourable gentleman know that the rest of the
world does not?

Paul Nuttall (EFD).   – You are giving the game away there, because what you are talking
about is world governments, politicians. We are talking about scientists here. Science is a
slow process, evidence has to be studied and deciphered, but politics is a quicker game and
politics is running ahead of the science; that is where the problem lies. The fact of the matter
is that the globe is actually not warming; it has not warmed since 1998. So the game is up,
people are finding out that you have a problem. What you are doing is conning people; it
is a scam and the people are finding you out.

Elisabetta Gardini (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I am slightly concerned
about the turn the debate has taken at this point, because I believe that one of the best
things about Cancún was the fact that we were able to debate and to reason without splitting
into two camps – the doomsayers and the deniers – which was perhaps the worst outcome
of the Copenhagen summit.

In Copenhagen, all the main global players came together; thousands of non-governmental
organisations came and demonstrated and, in the intense cold of Copenhagen, we managed
to come home feeling overexcited and overheated, with the added disappointment of
having failed.

In Cancún – under the extremely capable chairmanship of Mexico, which I think everyone
was able to single out and thank for its ability to manage such difficult negotiations, which
had previously ended in stalemate – we saw, in fact, that the multilateral process is still
alive.

Nevertheless, I believe that we must not waste this new opportunity, created in Cancún,
to be practical and to negotiate; we must not go back to being supporters at a football
match, because we are actually talking about something serious here: we are talking about
the future of our planet.

I would therefore like to cite the words of an Italian climatologist, who is also very well
known abroad, to support my view. That climatologist is Franco Prodi, brother of the
former Prime Minister Romano Prodi, and he calls for calm, common sense and no divisions,
arguing a point that we should all agree on: he says that it will take us many years yet to
know as much about climate change as we know today about meteorology. We must
therefore help science to speed up its work and to be in a position to provide reliable
policy-making forecasts as soon as possible.

In the meantime, the environmental protection of the planet must be at the heart of any
serious environmental policy. I therefore believe that we can continue to work practically
on this issue, and I thank everyone for how the work in Cancún has been pursued.
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Dan Jørgensen (S&D).   – (DA) Mr President, the American writer Mark Twain once said
‘rumours of my death have been greatly exaggerated’. Likewise, we could say that,
fortunately, the rumours surrounding the UN climate process have been shown to be
greatly exaggerated. The climate process is alive and well. The conference in Cancún showed
that the UN can indeed deliver results. However, it is, of course, also clear that the major
hurdle – the big question of how much to reduce CO2 by and when to do it in order to be
able to keep the temperature rise below two degrees – is a question that still remains to be
answered.

There is hope, however, particularly if there is someone who will show leadership. We in
the EU must show that leadership. We did so in Cancún, but we must also do so with regard
to the reduction targets. We have now promised a reduction of 20% by 2020. Here in
Parliament, we have also agreed that we believe we should go as far as 30%. When we met
with delegations from other countries in Cancún, with NGOs and with the leaders of UN
institutions, we emphasised very many times how important it was for us here in Parliament
to have shown the way and how much we hoped that we, as a European community, would
decide as quickly as possible to take on the commitment of the 30% reduction.

Bas Eickhout (Verts/ALE).   – Mr President, I thank the Commissioner and the Belgian
Presidency for their success in Cancún, because in Cancún, we were able to applaud the
Copenhagen trauma away. I was also applauding this trauma away because now we can
finally look ahead. We can look forward again and we can look at what we need to achieve
in Durban.

Let us be honest: the most sensitive issues – the second commitment period, Kyoto,
financing, the mitigation targets – are still on the table. We have a crucial year in front of
us ahead of Durban. Let us be clear. China and the US are still there and those two big blocs
are still not moving ahead very quickly. That is what we need in Durban. So I have a very
simple question for the Commissioner. What is the EU concretely going to do to make
sure that we get other global partners like Brazil and India on board with the Europeans
to strive for an ambitious deal in Durban? Speaking with one voice is very good, but now
we have to get our proactive diplomacy in place.

Romana Jordan Cizelj (PPE).   – (SL) Mr President, on Saturday morning, I woke up with
a sense of relief after learning that both agreements had been adopted and that, of course,
gives me confidence that global warming can still be kept below the 2 °C limit.

This has left a bitter aftertaste, however, because the actual process of negotiation in the
international community is far too slow and we should have adopted such an agreement
at least a year ago. Now we find ourselves under great time pressure, primarily because we
still do not have any figures and because we still have no specific undertakings as to how
individual countries are going to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions.

One positive thing, though, is that the document is comprehensive and that it actually
covers all the priority areas which the European Union defined even before the negotiations
had begun.

My assessment is that the European Union was successful in the negotiations and that it
was also sufficiently ambitious, because it was ambitious enough to retain its leading role
and promote the negotiations. If we were too ambitious now, we would be left by the
wayside, as happened to us last year. I also think that we have learned a lot from what

14-12-2010Debates of the European ParliamentEN222



happened last year. I would like us to take this knowledge with us to the next round of
negotiations next year and I would like us to avoid changing that strategy.

This year, we face a very serious task, particularly in our dealings with third countries. On
that score, I think that the European Union must exploit every possibility at its disposal to
help the United States, so that next year, we can obtain a much more ambitious undertaking
from them than has been the case this year.

We in the EU will have to focus, in particular, on implementing the legislation which we
have adopted over the past few years, because there are many new things that we will
actually have to start putting into practice. The European Union is still the only region in
the world to have limited its emissions by law.

Edite Estrela (S&D).   – (PT) Mr President, I have already said here that, whereas
expectations for Copenhagen were very high at the start, expectations for Cancún were
not very ambitious. As a result, Copenhagen was considered a failure and Cancún was
viewed as progress. However, there is another difference in favour of Cancún, which also
resulted from the good work done by the Mexican Presidency, which did everything it
could to make the conference a success.

The European Union did the work within its remit, and contributed to the progress that
was made. This included confirmation of the limit of two degrees centigrade, and the
creation of a Green Fund for supporting adaptation in developing countries and the fight
against deforestation. I would like to emphasise something else that I have already referred
to here, which is the re-establishment of confidence in multilateralism and in the possibility
of obtaining a binding international agreement on climate change, which needs to be next
year in Durban, and we need to make an effort for this to be achieved.

Mairead McGuinness (PPE).   – Mr President, like many people, we are just relieved that
there is good news. While it is understated, rather than overstated, you have made progress
in a calm way because we had lower expectations.

I want to deal with one particular issue and that is reducing emissions from deforestation
and forest degradation, the so-called REDD programme, which is a very important issue,
but I am concerned about a lack of policy coherence in the Commission in relation to this
issue. For example, the Trade Commissioner is currently trying to do a deal with the
Mercosur countries which will result in increased beef production in these countries. That
can only come from land that will be deforested, which will add to the climate change
problem.

I would urge the Commissioner to bring this message clearly to the College and to address
it in a way that shows us as acting in a coherent way, as the European Union.

Csaba Sándor Tabajdi (S&D).   – (HU) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
although Cancún in itself does not yet represent a turning point, without it, we would not
have the chance to reach a turning point one year from now in Durban. I congratulate
everyone who contributed to this achievement. I have been following this process from
Brussels and from Budapest, and it is an enormous accomplishment that there will be a
chance in one year’s time in Durban to reach a comprehensive international agreement
that will lay down mandatory commitments after strenuous work. It is an important step
in the right direction that emerging economies such as China, Brazil and South Africa are
committing themselves to the 2 °C target for the first time. Finally, I consider it very
important that the European Union not only spoke with a single voice, but that it changed
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the attitude it had exhibited in Copenhagen, and treated the other countries as partners
and with empathy, and this contributed considerably to the success of Cancún.

Oreste Rossi (EFD).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the 16th climate change
conference in Cancún ended this time, too, with a non-binding compromise called the
‘balanced package’.

There was the birth of the Green Climate Fund, which will cost the most developed countries
USD 100 billion a year as from 2020, while USD 30 billion will be immediately allocated
to ‘fast-start’ funding, USD 410 million of which Italy will have to find.

Meanwhile, no demands have been made of the most highly polluting countries; on the
contrary, China alone has announced that it is going to double its energy production by
2020 and, therefore, since it has decided to stick with 80% carbon to 20% other energy
sources, it will also double its emissions.

We believe it is unacceptable to keep asking our companies to make sacrifices for companies
in third countries. It is vitally important for COP 17, next year, to reach an overall binding
agreement on combating climate change that includes sanctions for those countries that
still refuse to cooperate.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Mr President, the noticeably lower expectations that
we saw before the Cancún conference should not justify excessively optimistic discussions
with regard to its results, and it should be regarded as a success even less so. If there were
any consistency to the analysis criteria, we would have to acknowledge that the results
were, as expected, sparse.

Where is the replacement for the Kyoto Protocol that was absolutely necessary a year ago?
Where are the targets for reduction in line with the timeframes proposed by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change? The European Union itself remains outside
these timeframes, the United States’ target is a 3-4% reduction compared to 1990 levels,
which it took away from Copenhagen. Where is the serious discussion on the ineffectiveness
and perversity of market instruments, such as the carbon market, of flexibility mechanisms
like the clean development mechanism, of the hot air and other juggling tricks that serve
more to open up good business prospects for a few people than to achieve reduction
targets?

These are questions that we did not ask today, at a point at which one-third of the period
defined as being quick-start has already passed.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE).   – (LT) Mr President, I would like to congratulate
the delegation from the European Parliament, the Member of the Commission and the
whole of the European Union on speaking with one voice at Cancún. Last year, we deplored
the results of Copenhagen, or, to be more precise, the lack of results. Today, we are happy
with Cancún, but my joy is still slightly reserved, simply because I would like more. It is
clear that negotiating is a huge and complex task. It is a real challenge when there are so
many different positions. However, what worries me most is the image of this issue in
society. Really, society is not being won over. The difficulties faced in reaching an agreement,
by which I mean achieving legally valid measures, is something that is important to us all
but it is becoming a tiresome issue. I agree with the Member of the Commission that we
must do our homework, we ourselves must achieve the target of 20% by various means.
Of course, it is always easier to point the finger at those who are perhaps not doing
something and to say that maybe we do not need to do it either. In spite of what you said
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– that we managed to achieve something – I would still like to ask whether you really would
not have expected a somewhat greater result in Cancún?

Vittorio Prodi (S&D).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I am grateful to the
Commissioner and to the entire EU delegation, who have helped to keep the process alive.
However, we have not solved the real problems: firstly, we need to give political expression
to the Bali Declaration – in particular, with regard to what we in Parliament have already
called climate justice – and we need to generalise and simplify the emissions trading system,
because it is inconceivable to have a market mechanism where half of the emissions quota
is given away free.

Secondly, I would like to stress the need to promote instruments for monitoring, reporting
and verifying, in particular, those of the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security
(GMES) range of services, of the satellites that will provide absolutely vital data in this area.

Connie Hedegaard,    Member of the Commission. – Mr President, can I first say thank you
very much for the many kind comments, including those of Chris Davies, although I know
even less than he about football so I could not follow the picture, but I guess it was a positive
one!

Several have asked about the 30%. How are we now stepping up, where is this process and,
Linda McAvan said, what are the prospects? I think all of you here know what the process
is now. We are now doing the analysis of individual Member States: what are the problems,
what are the challenges, what are the co-benefits, what can we do? Then we will also have
a discussion on the 2050 low carbon strategy that we will present by March – including,
as I said, the 2030 target because, if we know where we are going to be by 2050, it is also
very clear that there are some trade-offs involved. The less we have done by 2020, the more
we have to do afterwards, and the more likely that it will be expensive.

That is the kind of discussion we are trying to get here in the spring, and I am pleased to
see that more and more Member States have started to hold this discussion among
themselves and also come forward with different signals on how they see this.

Chris Davies asked about 2050 and the 50% and some other things that were not there.
That was very much dealt with in a special group with some ministers discussing the shared
vision. The Swedish Minister was one of the two ministers leading that group and I can
say for sure that Europe was trying to push this very hard. You all know why it is difficult
to achieve this, but that is one of the topics we still need to have on the table on our way
forward to South Africa. It will have to be on the agenda.

Ms del Castillo mentioned that Cancún has learned from Copenhagen. I would say yes, but
mostly perhaps in the sense that people realised in the last 24 hours that if they did not
show the will to compromise, there would be a real risk of not getting anything done, and
the whole process would risk dying. That argument was not just a tactical thing, but was
a real thing in the room where people knew that this would probably be the last chance
for many of them to save the only process where everybody was sitting around the table.
There was quite a lot of pressure there because of the experience in Copenhagen to show
the necessary political will in Mexico.

One could ask what exactly the EU is going to do to strive for a deal in Durban. I would
say we will be doing the same as this year, where we have actually done a lot of outreach,
a lot of proactive thinking, and also a lot of thinking about where the deal could be done.
Those of you who were there also know that many of the texts and much of the input were
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also due to a lot of European experts and a lot of European contributions, and we should
do exactly the same this coming year. We should also build on what has been achieved in
the Cartagena process in which 25 countries – developing and developed countries alike
– really want to move forward. We will continue that work. We gained a lot of benefit from
having this process in Cancún, because we were coordinating a lot across different regional
groups. That will be one of the first things: we will try to get people together in the Cartagena
Group and work there with them, as well as working with a lot of others.

Then there was the question about the treaty that should replace the Kyoto Protocol. It is
not there yet because the world does not agree on it, but this is definitely not because of
the European Union. I would re-state that, had it not been for the European Union signalling
its willingness to taking a second commitment period, had we said the same as other Kyoto
parties in Cancún, then any prospect of having a legally binding deal by now would have
been dead.

Finally, Ms Morkūnaitė was asking if we did not expect a bit more from Cancún, and I
would say no, actually not. In the last hours there, I sat with a check list. Sometimes you
should take care not to get carried away when you are taking part in something. You think
that when you can get some things done, maybe you could also get other things done that
you knew before you left home you would never get. When I sat with that check list, I must
say that the list of elements we wanted to see in there was in there. Of course, there are
always things that you do not get, but in truth we knew, for instance, that the second
commitment period could not be for Cancún, so we just wanted to save the prospect of
having it and continuing to build on what we have.

An adaptation framework, a technology framework, a forestry framework, all the elements
from the Copenhagen Accord, the prospect of still having a legally binding deal and some
substantial progress on MRV/ICA and a number of other issues, plus the fact that we now
have all parties subscribing to the view that we have not all delivered enough together – I
think that if we had discussed that result as we did before we left for Cancún, most of you
would probably have agreed that it would be a good outcome.

A final word. Now we have to think very carefully about the strategy for the way ahead.
Many of us will need a break for Christmas and the New Year, but early next year, we should
continue the very strong dialogue between Council, Commission and the European
Parliament and come back to one another after we have done some reflecting and have
digested the outcome of Cancún. As I said at the beginning, it is going to be a very difficult
year, but we should build on the experiences we had here. If Europe sets a clear strategy,
then we can actually move things in the right direction, and although that is not going to
be less challenging for Durban, I am sure that we can do this. Maybe we just need a rest
first and then come back to the dialogue in early 2011.

Joke Schauvliege,    President-in-Office of the Council. – (NL) Mr President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, thank you for making many positive comments about the agreement
reached in Cancún.

You all know that Cancún is a pragmatic, but very important step in climate policy and
the climate debate. You know that the principle that we should, eventually, reach a global,
legally-binding agreement, was retained in the Council conclusions adopted last October.
However, we were all aware that it would be impossible to secure a global deal in Mexico
and that had also been determined in advance. For this reason, we opted for a number of
balanced partial agreements. They are also there and, as the Commissioner has said, the
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points that we felt were important in order to achieve that balance on the European Union’s
part have also emerged from the Cancún conference.

We should also give the European Union credit for taking a very clear and transparent
stance, a stance that has been incorporated in the Council conclusions and that was also
defended with a single voice. Everyone from the Commission and the European Parliament
made a very positive contribution to the promotion of this stance and, on the part of the
Council, we did our utmost to ensure that we explained that stance as far as we could.
Sometimes, it was really necessary to continue to emphasise that: what the content of those
conclusions was and what the European Union’s intention behind that stance was.

We were building bridges; in Mexico, we also received many positive reactions to the fact
that the European Union had taken the lead and that we had genuinely tried to bring several
different positions closer to each other. We played that role well and I think that this was
also clear to the whole world.

Commissioner, it is true that we now have to take stock of one or two things, but that does
not detract from the fact that we now have to proceed fairly rapidly. I can tell you that, as
early as next Monday, we will be having an exchange of views in the Council about the
outcome of Cancún. I also think that it is a good thing that, here in Parliament, we are
already exchanging views on this issue. That said, it is true that we definitely need to develop
a strategy and to do so as soon as possible.

The Council has also decided to take up the debate about the 30% reduction in the spring.
We have asked the Commission to carry out a second screening, so that we know what
that 30% reduction would entail at Member State level, and the Council has agreed to
reopen the debate in the spring.

By way of conclusion, I would like to thank everyone once again for your cooperation and,
in particular, Commissioner Connie Hedegaard, for the very pleasant and constructive way
in which she has worked with us, and for your efforts, which led to some excellent
achievements in Cancún. This would not have been possible without constructive
cooperation on everyone’s part and if the European Union had not been able to imprint
such a clear hallmark on the agreement reached in Cancún. I therefore thank you very
warmly for that.

President.   – The debate is closed.

Written statements (Rule 149)

János Áder (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) Many view the outcome of the Cancún climate
change conference, which ended last week, as a success, a breakthrough, the return of hope.
I am, however, of the opinion that we cannot speak of success until a legally binding
international agreement has been concluded as a continuation of the Kyoto Protocol, which
will expire in 2012 – an agreement on which basis sanctions can be imposed. No decision
has been reached about such an agreement in Cancún. In fact, some countries would rather
have the Protocol itself abolished. The question of the usability after 2013 of the Kyoto
quota surplus, which is of key importance to Hungary and considered to be a national
asset, will thus remain unresolved until the climate change summit to be held in South
Africa in 2011.

The possibility still exists that Eastern European countries will inequitably and unjustly be
deprived of the reward they would have received for fulfilling their actual emission reduction
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commitments in the Kyoto system, while infringing parties will face no penalties
whatsoever. Moreover, the USA and China, the biggest emitters, are still not parties to the
Kyoto Protocol, and therefore, the results we will be able to achieve in halting global
warming will remain minuscule. Hence, as long as we do not have a legally binding
international agreement that is able to both punish the bad students and reward the good
ones, we can by no means speak of success.

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) Mr President, I would congratulate the President
of the Cancún conference on the transparent negotiations during such a complex process.
Although it could have gone further, this agreement seems to be the best possible one at
this time. The Kyoto Protocol could still be extended, which is positive: there will be a lot
of pressure in Durban next year, given that the only binding agreement on climate change
will be expiring, but it is very important that the agreement reached in Copenhagen now
becomes an official United Nations document, as it is supported by all countries except
Bolivia. I am glad that many of the socialist positions supported here in this House were
introduced into the text, such as the creation of a ‘Global Green Fund’ to help developing
countries adapt to climate change and mitigate its effects. I also applaud all of the countries
that agreed to maintain the proposal of 1.5 degrees, a more ambitious objective on the
table for the next summit. This is a very important signal, and the next step will be to ensure
that it is reflected in CO2 reduction targets.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) After lengthy negotiations, the United
Nations climate change conference in Cancún has reached a positive compromise. The
outcome is no record achievement, but it is an important step towards combating climate
change. Progress has been made in all the areas which appear for the first time in a UN
document. I welcome the decisions made as they will facilitate the negotiations’
advancement in the period ahead and will ensure significant progress is made, particularly
with regard to the elements aimed at the developing countries and the countries most
exposed to the impact of climate change. Furthermore, I support the narrowing of the gap
between developed countries and undeveloped regions by granting financial and technical
assistance. I think that this summit marks a crucial juncture where our negotiators have
paved the way for an agreement to be signed next year in Durban in South Africa. I wish
to congratulate the European Parliament delegation for the efforts it made and the success
achieved.

Ivo Belet (PPE),    in writing. – (NL) The outcome of the climate summit in Cancún could
hardly be described as a great achievement. However, it is better than nothing. Some
concrete steps have been taken, for example, in the fight against deforestation, and the
go-ahead has been given for the establishment of a USD 100 billion climate fund. The
whole thing, however, is moving at a terribly slow and tiring pace. It resembles nothing
so much as the dancing procession of Echternach. Meanwhile, the global warming clock
quietly ticks on.

What was Europe’s role in this story? The EU has certainly learned from the mistakes of
last year’s Copenhagen conference. In Cancún, Europe was at the heart of the negotiations
and acted as a united front. The entire world has its eyes on the EU model and looks on it
with admiration, because we have the most progressive and binding agreements. Europe
is a role model when it comes to climate.
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We have to hold on firmly to that leading role over the coming years. It clearly marks us
apart from almost all other continents, in a positive way. It is an enormous asset in terms
of our image and, at the same time, it entails major economic and social benefits.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Mr President, I have been monitoring
international climate negotiations for the last 15 years, and I am particularly happy with
the agreements reached in Cancún. The decisions adopted represent real progress in
negotiations. The main elements of the Copenhagen Agreement are now under the aegis
of the UN. The United Nations has regained its credibility as a forum for drawing up
multilateral climate agreements. Mexico organised a participative and transparent
conference. The EU played a leading role. I would like to highlight the efficient management
of tasks by the European Commission and the Belgian Presidency. There was significant
progress with regard to technology, forests and adaptation. In particular, I welcome the
creation of a Climate Fund. On the basis of the results of Cancún, hard work will be needed
to make a success of the Durban conference in 2011.

Eija-Riitta Korhola (PPE),    in writing. – (FI) The Cancún conference has been dubbed a
success and that is the right choice of word, considering that nothing had been expected
to come of it. Nevertheless, it is important for the EU that we state the facts: nothing has
stirred in the matter of emissions cuts and there have been no pledges made to reduce
them. We have no global agreement in sight and we have nothing to give us cause to tighten
up the EU’s own, unilateral target to reduce them from 20% to 30%.

At Cancún, Parliament’s delegation met Achim Steiner, Executive Director of the United
Nations Environment Programme, who said, in all seriousness, that Europe has only
benefited from the 20% target: it has apparently given us a boost and improved our
competitiveness. That is why he supported the idea of making the target more stringent
still.

I would like now to call on all those companies involved in global business, and which
believe that they are exposed to carbon leakage, to tell Achim Steiner and other similar
influential leaders of organisations about the financial realities that you face. Show them
the figures for the direct and indirect rise in costs due to emissions trading, if you disagree
with the system.

It is not right, as far as European citizens and workers are concerned, if our key decision
makers, even the Commission, from which Steiner probably got his information, are living
in a fantasy world where their feet do not touch the ground.

Cancún’s success lay in the fact that political pride was saved. It was agreed that there would
be an agreement. We realise that the climate hype is abating and that climate change is
becoming an ordinary, everyday issue. It is slipping out of the limelight and perhaps that
is a good thing. Let us get back to a sensible, comprehensive policy of environmental
protection.

IN THE CHAIR: Edward McMILLAN-SCOTT
Vice-President

17. Question Time (Commission)

President.   – The next item is Question Time (B7-0655/2010).
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The following questions are addressed to the Commission.

Part one

Question 15 by Vilija Blinkeviciute (H-0585/10)

Subject: Protecting women’s health

The Commission has adopted a new strategy on gender equality for the period 2010-2015.
This strategy refers to the social divide that exists between women and men and indicates
that women continue to be at greater risk of poverty than men. Women are at risk of losing
their jobs faster than men. At present, many women are employed in sectors of the labour
market that pay low wages, and too few of them attain positions of responsibility. The rate
of employment among women is low because of child rearing, so that women’s pensions
are lower than those of men. In addition, it is not uncommon for women to lack social
cover.

The strategy provides for no specific measure or means to ensure that women’s health is
protected. Does the Commission intend to issue guidelines or proposals relating to the
protection of women’s health?

John Dalli,    Member of the Commission. – Women and men are exposed to health risks in
different ways with, consequently, different health outcomes. Women live, on average, six
years longer than men but most of these additional years are lived in worse health.

Certain diseases, such as osteoporosis, have a much higher incidence among women. This
is why the EU strategy for Equality between Women and Men (2010-2015), which the
Commission has recently adopted, points to the need for medical research and healthcare
to reflect these differences. The strategy stresses that health services need to continue the
process of adaptation to properly reflect the specific needs of women and men. The strategy
for these actions, specifically targeting women’s health, includes awareness-raising seminars
on women’s health and exchanging best practices on gender-specific health policies.

We are not starting from scratch here. The EU Health strategy, adopted three years ago,
already signalled the need to take gender-related issues into account in health policy making.
To this end, the Community health programme has supported many projects on women’s
health aimed at promoting a better understanding and recognition of women’s health
needs.

A good example of how the EU can help Member States improve women’s health is cancer
screening. It is estimated that 32 000 deaths from breast cancer alone could be prevented
each year across the European Union if effective national screening programmes for breast
cancer were implemented. This is why the Commission developed European guidelines
on breast cancer screening.

Finally, I am pleased to say that earlier this year, the Commission published a report on
women’s health, which contributes to raising awareness of the need for policies that are
more responsive to gender concerns.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D).   – (LT) I would also like to check something. Do we have
sufficient data on the protection of women’s health in the Member States? Do we know
the impact that this major economic and financial crisis, in particular, has had on women’s
health? Should we not also examine the impact that poverty has on women’s health, in
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particular, that of elderly women? Are high quality health care services accessible to women
living in poverty?

John Dalli,    Member of the Commission. – The Commission is trying to get as much
information and feedback as possible and to set up a statistical base on all health issues.
Naturally, our level of accuracy depends a lot on the response and feedback that we receive
from the various Member States.

I agree that we should continue to seek information and to see how health, especially the
health of women, is affected by poverty. But health and poverty are interrelated; this is not
gender based. In fact, we find that health is usually at risk in areas of poverty.

We are also taking action vis-à-vis the elderly. As you know, the Commission has now
launched an initiative, namely the innovative partnerships. The first pilot project on this
innovative partnership will be healthy and active ageing. I am sure that this will affect the
health of our citizens of both genders.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D).   – (RO) At the moment, there are 120 million citizens in
the European Union exposed to the risk of poverty. Women have obviously been hit very
hard by the economic crisis and are more exposed to the risk of poverty, especially in the
case of single-parent families.

Healthcare systems are suffering a great deal due to the economic crisis. Budgets have been
cut and large institutions in this sector have even been closed. I would like to ask you what
measures you have in mind for us to ensure that the measures for the early screening of
cervical or breast cancer will be available to all women, regardless of their social or material
situation, and especially to ensure that we will have a fair healthcare system, offering good
quality services throughout the entire European Union.

John Dalli,    Member of the Commission. – Again, we repeat here that healthcare and health
delivery are a competence of the Member States. The Commission has, in fact, issued its
guidelines on breast screening and we have been pushing Member States to abide by these
guidelines and introduce breast-screening programmes into their countries as fast as
possible. I can say that in most countries, we do have adequate – and very good –
breast-screening programmes which are bearing results; other countries, unfortunately,
are still a little slow. I can assure you that, in all the contacts that we have with the Member
States, this is one of the priority areas that we discuss.

President.    – Question 16 by Tiziano Motti (H-0587/10)

Subject: European Parliament declaration of 23 June 2010 on setting up a European early
warning system (EWS) for paedophiles and sex offenders

On 23 June 2010, the European Parliament adopted a resolution ‘setting up a European
early warning system (EWS) for paedophiles and sex offenders’. The Commission had
already, on 22 May 2007, published a communication entitled ‘Towards a general policy
on the fight against cyber crime’. Parliament called on the Council and the Commission to
act on the Commission communication of May 2007 and also to implement Directive
2006/24/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 March 2006 on the
retention of data generated or processed in connection with the provision of publicly
available electronic communications services or of public communications networks, and
to extend its scope with a view to setting rules on preservation of the data of anyone who
has uploaded Internet content, so as to enable the police and judiciary to tackle online child
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pornography and sex offending rapidly and effectively. Would the Commission please
outline the action taken on this resolution?

László Andor,    Member of the Commission. – I am strongly committed to the fight against
child abuse and, specifically, child sexual abuse. On 29 March 2010, the Commission
adopted a proposal for a directive on child sexual abuse and exploitation and child
pornography. This ambitious text covers prosecution of offenders, protection of victims
and prevention of offences.

To take account of risks brought about by technological developments, the proposal
introduces, in particular, new criminal offences such as grooming, viewing child
pornography without downloading files, online sexual abuse or advertising the possibility
to abuse children, for example, through Internet forums. Special investigative tools should
be made available, such as undercover operations for the police to infiltrate sex offender
circles, and special investigative units should analyse child pornography material to identify
child victims.

Member States should also put in place national systems to block access to Internet pages
containing child pornography and undertake actions to remove the content at source. We
have looked carefully at the European Parliament declaration of 23 June 2010, and I would
be interested to know about the honourable Member’s proposal for an early warning
system. I have also taken note of the proposal to extend the scope of the Data Retention
Directive in order to retain data about searches made by users for child pornography
material and child sex abuse content uploaded on the Internet or messages used to groom
children online.

The Data Retention Directive obliges communication and network service providers to
retain traffic and location data and data about subscribers. It does not extend to information
about content. Content can be obtained and stored in the context of criminal investigations
by means of the instrument known as lawful interception. Lawful interception is solely
governed by national law and differs across Member States, but in general, it can be used
only if a law enforcement authority has indications that a specific criminal activity is being
committed and requires further investigation. This investigative tool lies outside of the
scope of the Data Retention Directive.

Lawful interception occurs in the context of a criminal investigation which supposes the
existence of a suspect. The Data Retention Directive, on the contrary, obliges operators to
retain certain categories of data irrespective of whether the data holders are suspect or not.
Extending the Data Retention Directive to huge volumes of personal and content-related
data such as Internet searches for different key words in different languages, content
uploaded, messages exchanged and the elements necessary to identify all users would have
to withstand a necessity and proportionality case which has not yet been made. Such an
extension would apply to content uploaded by everyone on every platform, at any given
time and on every topic.

The proposal put forward by the honourable Member raises serious concerns about its
compliance with the principle of proportionality, even if its purpose is legitimate and
deserves our full attention. The Commission believes that its recent proposal for a directive
would be a more suitable instrument to achieve our common objective of protecting
children from child sex offenders.
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Tiziano Motti (PPE)  . – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I would like the floor for
just a few seconds because I am satisfied with the response and I am grateful to the
Commissioner for it. I am glad that work is also being done to tackle the problem at its
root.

With reference to the declaration adopted on 23 June 2010, I would just like to point out
that specific reference was made to uploaded data, not to the downloading of material
from websites. This is because we believe, in fact, that the right to privacy of search engine
users should also be duly taken into account.

Nevertheless, I think that more can be done – that much more can still be done – because
if, on the subject of the proportionality principle, citizens have no qualms in submitting
to searches before boarding a flight, since they are aware of the superior privacy protection
afforded to passengers at the time of the search, there is also every chance of a satisfactory
compromise being reached to protect minors in this area, too.

Janusz Władysław Zemke (S&D).   – I would like to return to the statement that
Parliament adopted on 23 June 2010. You will recall that the statement refers mainly to
the creation of a fast and effective warning system against paedophiles. My question in
relation to this concerns another issue – should individual police forces not create databases
of convicted paedophiles, under the aegis of the European Union, since the police forces
of other Member States could make use of these databases created in each individual
Member State?

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE).   – (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, Poland recently
introduced pharmaceutical castration for paedophiles and rapists, using hormone treatment
to repress their sexual appetite, following the arrest of a forty-five year old man who had
had two children by his underage daughter. This measure, as you can image, has provoked
intense debate and reaction in Poland as to whose rights take precedence: the rights of
society, which expects to be protected from rapists, or the rights of people convicted of
sexual crimes, who may be subject to a punishment that many consider inhumane. Has
the Commission taken a position on these issues and on the legalisation of chemical
castration for sexual crimes?

László Andor,    Member of the Commission. – As I said at the beginning of my speech, one
of the best tools for fighting child pornography and child sex abuse is the swift adoption
of the Commission proposal of March 2010, the one against child sex abuse.

The Commission is looking forward to seeing the draft report of the European Parliament
and to starting trialogues. I count also on the Member States and the European Parliament
to have a final text that will be essential to fight these crimes and I would like to draw your
attention again to the principle of proportionality, which I think connects with the latest
question on this matter.

President.   – We now come to Question 17 by Ms Matera, who is sitting in position 666.
It does not suit you!
Question 17 by Barbara Matera (H-0609/10)

Subject: Young people and the labour market

According to Eurostat estimates, 9.6% of people of working age living in Europe are
unemployed. Meanwhile, around 3 million young people graduate from university every
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year in Europe. The number of people at risk of poverty in Europe increased by 1.5%
between 2004 and 2008, rising from 15% to 16.5%.

The Commission has recently published a document entitled ‘A new impetus for European
cooperation in Vocational Education and Training to support the Europe 2020 strategy’;
furthermore, 2010 is the European Year for Combating Poverty.

Will the Commission therefore take action to provide genuine access for young people to
the labour market at an age when they do not have to suffer from unemployment that can
reach pathological levels after the age of 30? This could be done by taking measures to
encourage Member States to employ people between the ages of 19 and 35, on the basis
of merit and providing adequate remuneration, for medium to long periods of time.

László Andor,    Member of the Commission. – Over the last two years, the number of young
unemployed people in the European Union has increased by one million. There are now
five million young people under the age of 25 who cannot find a job.

The Commission is keenly aware of the difficulties facing young people on the job market
today. Too many are on short-term contracts which offer slim opportunities for
improvement, however well qualified the individuals might be. What is more, some groups
have special difficulty in accessing jobs and staying in the labour market. They include
young people from migrant backgrounds and those from ethnic minorities like the Roma.

At the same time, demand for highly qualified people is projected to rise by almost 16
million and demand for people with medium-level qualifications by more than 3.5 million.
This represents a big employment opportunity for young people and we must make sure
that young people can take full advantage of it.

The Europe 2020 strategy, which lays out the EU’s detailed plans for growth and jobs for
the next decade, lays special emphasis on young people and sets clear targets for educational
attainment. In September, the Commission presented a set of policy initiatives for young
people called ‘Youth on the Move’. It sets out an agenda for improving education and
employment for our young people over the next decade. The Commission recently
presented another flagship initiative, an ‘Agenda for new skills and jobs’. The Commission
encourages the introduction of a youth guarantee to ensure that all young people are in a
job, further education or activation measures within four months of leaving school.

Another point is the need to reduce labour market segmentation in line with the common
flexicurity policies. We propose that Member States with segmented labour markets should
consider introducing open-ended contracts with a sufficiently long probation period and
a gradual increase in protection rights. We also need to foster greater labour mobility and
encourage innovation. Two instruments that will help here are the EU job mobility scheme
– ‘Your first EURES job’ – and the European Vacancy Monitor. Your first EURES job will
promote youth labour mobility and the European Vacancy Monitor will allow young
people and job counsellors to see where there are jobs across the Union and what skills
are needed. Meanwhile, the European Progress Microfinance Facility will provide support
for young entrepreneurs who cannot find alternative funding to set up businesses.

Of course, there is no single solution to the problems facing us, but we can learn a lot from
each other by exchanging experience. The Youth Employment Framework we propose
gives guidance on how policy makers, stakeholders and institutions can help things along.
Public employment services, the social partners, employers and support services for young
people at local level all have a crucial role to play. We will work to encourage more
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exchanges of experience and good practice among them at EU level. I firmly believe that,
by pooling resources at EU level, we can help develop and promote successful policies to
support young people.

Barbara Matera (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I am satisfied with the
Commissioner’s answer. In view of the global economic situation and the crisis, which has
made conditions on the labour market much worse, affecting the most vulnerable group,
namely young people, I would ask the Commissioner to give his verdict on the need for
more emphasis to be given to European instruments such as the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund, which we need in order to retrain workers made redundant for reasons
associated with the economic crisis and, hence, also as a result of globalisation.

Nikolaos Chountis (GUE/NGL).   – (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, I have listened to
your reply to my honourable friend’s question, but I should like to bring your attention to
the following, to what is happening on the ground.

The figures for the unemployed in Greece in 2009 were 20% for young unemployed men
and 34% for young unemployed women. This situation got worse after the International
Monetary Fund had become involved. At the same time, two programmes funded by the
European Union through the National Strategic Reference Framework have take-up rates
of 1.9 and 3.2.

So the question is this: why this low take-up rate in Greece? Is the Greek Government to
blame? And secondly, is the Commission considering any additional measures to address
this employment problem?

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Briefly, this is a very important, if sad, topic. I know that in my own
country, 20% of young people are unemployed and emigration, which had finished, is
starting again with what they call ‘the brain drain’ including, among others, members of
my own family.

And, following on from the last question, are some countries more receptive than others
to the measures being proposed by the European Union, and what are the barriers being
put in their place?

László Andor,    Member of the Commission. – I would like to thank you for the comments
and for drawing attention to other funds apart from those I already mentioned: the
Microfinance Facility, the European Social Fund and the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund. They can also play a role, the latter especially in cases of unexpected mass
redundancies which particularly affect people in manufacturing industry, but can affect
other industries as well.

We certainly believe that these funds are helpful and we believe they need secure funding
for the next financial period or the next programming period, because unfortunately, even
if prosperity is coming, we will have to anticipate significant redundancies in certain cases
due to restructuring and cross-border relocations. We have to be attentive to specific cases.

There is now an emerging divide within the European Union – a kind of dualism – with a
core region where there is already GDP and job growth, but also countries like Greece and
Ireland that continue to struggle under the pressure of the financial market.

I recently held personal negotiations with Minister Katseli in which we discussed how the
European Social Fund could be used more effectively in Greece. There have been several
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reasons in the recent past, including the crisis itself, difficulties in cofinancing and certain
administrative difficulties that made it difficult to draw from the Social Fund in a robust
way, but I can assure you that my services are working very hard and very closely with the
Greek managing authority to find appropriate funding opportunities from the ESF in this
period. I believe it really helps if we manage to fund in the appropriate way.

It is true that in emergency situations, it is even more difficult and there is a need and also
the room to restructure available ESF funding. For the longer term, I think we have to tailor
the Social Fund in a way that can be more effective in specific situations and in
counterbalancing the impact of uneven economic development inside the Union, which
has already manifested itself in terms of demography as well, triggering migration flows
that may not have been sufficiently appreciated in the previous period. We will pay attention
to this and connect that with labour market trends.

President.   – Colleagues, we now have 40 minutes until the closing time of 20:30 and so
I propose to divide that time between Vice-President Reding and Mr Füle. The first question
is to Mrs Reding.

Colleagues, please make the calculation as to whether or not your question will be reached.
I apologise that we have a short time tonight because of the overrunning of the last debate
but I intend to stop at 20:30 to allow the interpreters to have their supper. I personally will
be here till midnight.

Part two

Question 18 by Marc Tarabella (H-0570/10)

Subject: Gender equality in decision making

In view of the fact that that women occupy only one seat in four in national parliaments
and governments, that only 10% of the directors of major listed companies in the EU are
women and that only 3% of such companies are chaired by women, the Commission states,
in its strategy for equality between women and men 2010-2015, that it will consider
‘initiatives’, ‘monitor progress’ and ‘support efforts’ to promote women’s participation.
However, in order to combat this glass ceiling, targeted action is required now.

Does the Commission intend to bring in quotas to ensure a greater role for women in the
decision-making process? Does it intend to encourage more actively the Member States
to develop their childcare systems to enable mothers to strike a better balance between
work and family life? What other measures does it intend to take, notably to combat
stereotypes?

Viviane Reding,    Vice-President of the Commission. – This is one of my favourite topics, by
the way, which is why I am going to consider all legislative and non-legislative measures
to redress the persistent inequalities in decision making. The latest figures are not very
positive, which is why we really need to do something – most of all because the figures
persistently remain at the same non-positive level.

This is one of the five priorities of the Commission strategy for equality between women
and men 2010-2015, which I have already presented in this House, and I have also already
announced that it would be good to have more women on boards and in management.
That is why we need to speak with those who have responsibility. I will invite the leaders
of the big listed companies to sit around a table in March to promote a dialogue with
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stakeholders in the business sector to get things moving. If things do not move, I will move
to have targeted initiatives to improve the situation.

On the question of data collection and the dissemination of comparable data, we know
perfectly well that there is also a deficiency here. We do now have the gender equality
agency in Vilnius, so we can start to rely on more serious data, comparable data and, in
particular, a database on women and men in decision making, and regular reporting.

It is true that the lack of a high quality care infrastructure is one of the reasons, but not the
only one, why so few women are in decision-making posts, so we will have a look at the
Member States’ performance here. Over the period 2007-2013, half a billion euro will be
available from the Structural Funds to develop childcare facilities and another EUR 2.4
billion to fund measures to facilitate women’s access to employment and to reconcile work
and family, including access to childcare.

When you hear me saying this, you will understand that I am not very impressed by what
many Member Sates are doing at the level of childcare, so this is also high on the political
agenda. My colleague, Mr Andor, looks at these figures and actions in the Europe 2020
strategy, and I really am convinced that Member States should step up their efforts in this
area.

Marc Tarabella (S&D).   – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, I would like to thank you
for your response and, above all, for your commitment. I knew that this was one of your
favourite subjects. In particular, I would stress the need to encourage a balance between
working life and private life, for men as well as for women; it is only in this way that we
will reach absolute equality. More than half of the Member States have not attained the
objective of creating childcare facilities for at least 90% of children between three years of
age and school age and for 33% of children under three years of age. I therefore wanted to
ask you if you are intending to take retaliatory measures, or even to penalise the Member
States that do not attain this objective.

Mairead McGuinness (PPE).   – The word ‘quota’ is mentioned in the question and I did
not hear a response specifically to that question about quotas. Secondly, I would regret it
if children were seen as a ‘problem’ in relation to the participation of women in the
workforce. Children are children for a very short space of time and women can contribute
at all age levels. So please do not just focus on children as a problem. The problem is not
children – in fact, what is a problem is that we need more children in the European Union.
The problem is: how do women break through the glass ceiling that the questioner has
recognised?

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D).   – (RO) Although women account for more than 55% of
university graduates, we still fail to find them in management positions in public institutions
or often not in businesses either. In addition, there is also this 17% gender pay gap.

I would like to ask you to consider some comprehensive programmes and even tighter
controls on Member States regarding childcare facilities. If we fail to create a work-life
balance, we will not be able to encourage young mothers to pursue a professional career
so that they can attain a management position as well.

Viviane Reding,    Vice-President of the Commission. – I fully agree with the analysis that
many Member States are missing the Barcelona targets. Only eight Member States meet
the Barcelona targets for children aged 0 to 3 years and only seven Member States meet
the targets for children between 3 years old and the mandatory school age.
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As Commissioner responsible for equality, I am not responsible for social affairs and I
know that all these questions are on the agenda for the Europe 2020 strategy. We will
certainly have to look at all these questions because the problems are going to become
worse with the ageing population. Who is going to care for the elderly, too? Women are
going to have not only the babies to look after, but also the elderly. So we really have to
have a look at that and also analyse why the Member States are not taking up the money
which is available in order to have more childcare facilities.

Concerning quotas, in my answer I did not, I think, use the word quotas, but I have said
very clearly that if there is no progress, then I will do something and I have said clearly
what I mean by progress. Progress means having on the boards of publicly listed companies
30% women by 2015 and 40% by 2020. I hope that we can reach those targets without
the need for strong intervention at European level. If not, well, quotas are on the agenda
and, while there are those who may not believe that I will do what I say, I am known for
normally doing things which I have announced. That is also why businesses now have a
big chance to make it unnecessary for me to intervene, because if they do things right, we
do not need to intervene.

I completely agree with the figures which have been quoted. We women make up 60% of
new university graduates; that means we should also somehow hold 60% of the
management positions, but we are far from reaching that level. That is the reason why we
need to help women to get into management positions. There are many reasons why they
do not make it: one is culture and that is the most difficult to change. That is also the reason
why women in decision making is one of the priorities of the Gender Equality strategy,
just as is the gender pay gap – 17% on average at the European level, some countries being
very high, some being very low.

Next year, we are going to start a campaign to raise awareness of these facts. For instance,
there is a very nice project in Germany which we could generalise to other countries where,
in public spaces, there is a meter measuring how much longer a woman has to work in
order to reach the same medium salary as a man. Of course, we also have to get the social
partners into this discussion and we have to have transparency measures implemented.

All this is on the agenda of the strategy for women and we are going to put that in place
step by step – not in order to just speak about it, but to change things.

President.    – Question 19 by Georgios Papanikolaou (H-0572/10)

Subject: Costs for Member States arising from interpretation, translation and information
rights in criminal proceedings

The regulation on interpretation and translation rights recently adopted by the Council
and on the information rights of defendants which is currently being examined are two
basic measures of the road map proposed by the Commission to strengthen defendants’
rights of defence.

Will the Commission say:

Given that it is foreseen, inter alia, that Member States shall bear the entire translation,
interpretation and information costs, what are the expected financial impact on and financial
burden for Member States arising from the provision of such services? Member States,
such as Greece and Malta, receive large numbers of illegal migrants and are expected to
face particularly heavy costs from the provision of translation, interpretation and
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information services relating to criminal charges and the training of police officers and
prosecutors.

Is the Commission expected to contribute to help these countries and provide them with
financial assistance so that they do not have to bear the entire cost of providing these
services to illegal migrants involved in legal proceedings? If so, which criteria will be used
to fix the level of such aid and determine which countries will be eligible?

Viviane Reding,    Vice-President of the Commission. – When I became Commissioner, I saw
that a great deal had been done in the past on questions of security and very little had been
done on questions of rights. That is why, having the tools of the Lisbon Treaty at my disposal
and also having the Stockholm Strategy, where many points on how we have to advance
have been put into place, we decided to act, and we acted very swiftly.

First of all, let me thank the Parliament for the excellent work which has been done on the
procedural rights. We have already come to an agreement on the right of a person before
the court to interpretation and translation in criminal proceedings. We are making good
progress on the directive on the right to information in criminal proceedings: the famous
letter of rights. If we want to become the continent of rights, we will have to have the
procedural rights established little by little. Those come at a price but they are indispensable
to safeguarding the rights of the defence for European citizens and also to making mutual
recognition function properly.

Before we make any proposal, we always make a thorough impact assessment of the
financial consequences of the EU legislation for Member States. Only then do we submit
legislative proposals. This exercise was, of course, based on the figures provided by the
administration of the Member States. These figures reveal that the additional costs to be
borne by Member States should not be too great.

Regarding the right to interpretation and translation, the directive simply reiterates an
existing obligation of the Member States already in the Convention on Human Rights of
the Council of Europe, so it is not asking for something extraordinary. It is just asking for
something very basic. The Member States – and there are many who already comply with
the Strasbourg Court obligations – are unlikely to have to incur any expenses in addition
to what they already spend on this.

Regarding the right to information, the biggest share of expenditure will be in the initial
one-off cost of drawing up a letter of rights. Here, the Commission has already submitted
a model as an annex to the directive in all the EU languages. Member States just have to
take this model and copy it, so the cost to them will not be very great. The Commission
does not have a budget containing any appropriation which would allow the institution
to provide financial assistance to Member States to meet those expenses. If Member States
make a calculation taking in the risk of a miscarriage of justice, the legal remedies and the
retrials, the loss of reputation of a justice system as a whole and sometimes the damages
awarded by the Strasbourg Court or by domestic courts, then it is much more expensive
not to have these basic rights financed by a responsible state.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE).   – (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, thank you very much
for your reply. You are absolutely right in what you say and I cannot but agree with you.

However, I would clarify and ask once again: for countries such as Greece or Malta, for
example, where you know how much pressure we are under both from illegal immigrants
and from people who may need help in criminal proceedings, if, in addition to the standard
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letter and various standard documents at their disposal, defendants need any of the
documents in their case file translated which, as you know, is a specialist job which differs
from case to case, do we estimate what the cost will be, especially for some small countries
under such huge pressure and with such massive problems?

Brian Crowley (ALDE).   – I would like to thank the Commissioner for her answer as
well. Like my previous colleague, I think one of the biggest difficulties that should be
recognised is that – whilst we all understand the importance of access to justice in a format
which is understandable to the person seeking the justice – these new rules cannot be used
as a legal mechanism to delay further hearing of important cases, whether it is for
deportation under immigration rules or whether it is to challenge certain criminal records
and so on.

Is there any piece within the legislation or the proposal that would allow for the court to
ignore the necessity for every single document to be translated into the language?

Viviane Reding,    Vice-President of the Commission. – I can only repeat that the cost of an
improper functioning of justice, or the cost of not treating human beings as human beings
should be treated in a Europe of rights, is much higher than the cost of investing in those
basic rights.

Of course, it is much more difficult for countries which are very much below the minimum
threshold to reach that threshold, and it will be much easier for countries which already
have a certain level of rights to do so. Is that a reason for not acting? On the contrary. We
have been analysing the possible costs for the different Member States on the basis also of
the pressure under which they are operating. It is not a question of asylum alone. It is also
a question of criminal proceedings, for example, in the case of an illegal immigrant charged
with a criminal offence being brought before a court. We have not made it compulsory to
have all the documents translated, only those which are essential to enable the person
being prosecuted to understand what is happening to him or to her.

By the way, the great majority of people affected will not be illegal immigrants. The largest
groups affected are people travelling to another Member State, such as tourists for instance,
or people who live in another Member State but who do not speak the language of that
country. So this will provide a basic benefit for millions of European citizens.

Imagine that you are travelling from Strasbourg to a neighbouring country. You are involved
in a traffic accident. You have injured someone. You are taken to the police, you are taken
to court and you have no idea what you are being accused of. In those circumstances, you
would be very glad at least to know what you were charged with so that you could try to
defend yourself. I think that is a basic human right and we should consider the cost to
society of not putting this basic human right into practice.

President.   – I am sorry but the questions by Ms Harkin, Mr Cashman, Mr Mirsky and Mr
Crowley will not be reached tonight. They will receive an answer in writing. As I said earlier,
we are running late because of the over-running of the previous debate.

We now move to questions to Mr Füle.
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Question 25 by Jim Higgins (H-0579/10)

Subject: Enlargement of the EU to include Turkey

Could the Commission please outline the current situation regarding Turkey’s application
to join the EU?

Štefan Füle,    Member of the Commission. – The Helsinki European Council of December
1999 granted Turkey the status of candidate country and accession negotiations with
Turkey were opened in October 2005. The Commission has reported regularly to the
Council and Parliament on Turkish progress towards meeting the Copenhagen criteria.

On 9 November, the Commission published the 2010 progress report on Turkey. The
report covers the period from early October 2009 to October 2010 and progress is
measured on the basis of decisions taken, legislation adopted and measures implemented.

Turkey has pursued its political reform process, in particular, through the reform of its
constitution, and continues to sufficiently fulfil the political criteria. The constitutional
amendments adopted by referendum on 12 September created the conditions for progress
in a number of areas such as the judiciary, fundamental rights and public administration.

The implementation of the constitutional changes in a transparent and inclusive way is
essential for Turkish progress. The democratic opening aimed notably at addressing the
Kurdish issue has not yet met expectations. The decision of the constitutional court to
close down the Democratic Society Party and a surge in PKK terrorist attacks also
undermined this policy.

Significant reforms are still required on fundamental rights, in particular, in the area of
freedom of expression. The high number of legal suits against journalists and undue pressure
on the media undermine freedom of the press in practice.

With regard to regional issues and international obligations, it is now urgent that Turkey
fulfils its obligation of full non-discriminatory implementation of additional protocols to
the association agreement. The Commission has recommended that, if there is no progress
on this issue, the measures adopted by the European Union in 2006 should be upheld.
This will affect the overall progress of the negotiations.

Turkey has continued to express public support for the negotiations under the auspices
of the United Nations between the leaders of the Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot
communities to reach a comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus problem. However, there
has been no progress towards normalisation of bilateral relations with the Republic of
Cyprus.

As regards the economic criteria for accession to the European Union, Turkey continues
to be a functioning market economy that can cope with competitive pressure and market
forces within the Union. Turkey has witnessed strong economic growth in 2010, recouping
the losses incurred during the financial crisis, but the process of privatisation and structural
reform needs to continue.

Turkey continued improving its ability to take on the obligations of membership by aligning
its laws and regulations with those of the European Union. Two negotiating chapters were
opened during this reporting period – environment and food safety – adding to a total of
13 chapters that are currently open. Important progress has been made on energy security
with the ratification of the intergovernmental agreement on Nabucco, and on cooperation
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in the aviation sector with initialisation of the EU-Turkey horizontal aviation agreement.
Much alignment remains to be done, particularly on fisheries, social policies, justice and
home affairs, and the customs union where longstanding trade issues remain unresolved.

It remains crucial that Turkey improves its administrative capacity to implement and
enforce EU-related legislation.

Bernd Posselt (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, I would like to apologise. We had a group
meeting. Question time with Mrs Reding began at 20:00. I saw that on the monitor and
then came here as soon as the second question was asked – she had six, after all. I thought
that it would last half an hour, as scheduled. I therefore just missed my question. I would
like to ask if you would be so kind as to still allow me to ask it after Mr Higgins’s question.
I really did arrive in the Chamber just as I should have been speaking.

President.   – The problem is that, under Rule 116, if a Member is not in his place at the
point at which a question should be replied to, then the question lapses. Attempts were
made by the staff, although they do not have to, to call your office but there was no reply.
I realise that there are difficulties but Question Time started 20 minutes late. I gave each
Commissioner 20 minutes each. Mrs Reding had 20 minutes, she answered two questions,
and we had agreed to move on to Mr Füle at 20:10. Mr Posselt, I am very sorry.

I shall take the two supplementaries and we will see where we get then.

Jim Higgins (PPE).   – (GA) Mr President, we must recognise that Turkey, although a
Muslim state, is very helpful to the West, especially as regards Kuwait, Iraq and NATO.
Although there are difficulties as regards a very large population, 74 million people, and
difficulties as regards human rights, economic affairs and Cyprus, at the same time, can
the Commissioner not admit that the situation is improving? Is he able to give us any
timetable, long term or short term, within which we will be able to grant Turkey the right
to become a full member of the European Union?

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Just briefly, notwithstanding the progress Turkey has made in certain
areas, the Commissioner pointed out that significant progress needs to be made regarding
freedom of expression and freedom of the press. If that is satisfied one day and they do
join the European Union, is there not a danger that they will return to type and go back
on a lot of the things that we are looking for and which have not been attained yet?

Štefan Füle,    Member of the Commission. – Regarding the first question, I definitely belong
to those who are not satisfied with the pace of our accession negotiations. I do not think
it reflects the importance of the country, and the commitment on both sides, to open just
one chapter per Presidency, bearing in mind that we were unable to open a new chapter
during this Presidency even though there has been a lot of progress, in particular, on Chapter
8 dealing with competition.

There are a number of reasons for this. Unresolved issues concerning Cyprus still being
divided is one of them. The number of chapters available for us to open through the
framework of the accession negotiations is indeed limited. We have only three chapters
to open in the time remaining – on competition, procurement and social policy – and these
are not easy chapters. Eight of them are being frozen, based on Commission
recommendations, as a reaction to Turkey’s non-implementation of the additional protocol,
but there are other chapters which are being blocked by individual Member States.
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In these circumstances, it is difficult for the Commission to provide any reasonable timetable.
I can say that today in Brussels, in the framework of the General First Council at ministerial
level, we had a good discussion on the EU-Turkey relationship and the accession
negotiations in terms of agreeing on the text of declarations. I am also pursuing a number
of routes for intensifying this process. I am confident that after the forthcoming
parliamentary elections in Turkey, both sides will indeed be ready to do exactly that.

On freedom of the press, this is an issue of concern and one that the Commission is
following very closely. The goal of this exercise is to go through all the 35 chapters, through
all the opening and closing benchmarks, to make sure that Turkey not only aligns itself
with the European Union acquis but also provides a track record of the implementation
of that acquis. This very much concerns the political part of the Copenhagen criteria, which
specifically relates to freedom of the media and the freedom of expression.

Together with the Member States and with the support of the European Parliament, we
are very keen that the enlargement process is not just an exercise in ticking boxes, which
might later cause problems with the implementation of some of the legislation or with the
working of the institutions. It is a serious process where the track record is playing a more
and more important role. This is exactly the process Turkey needs to go through before
the question of whether it will succeed in becoming a member of the European Union is
put on the table. That would be the best assurance that all freedoms, including the one
mentioned by the honourable Member, are guaranteed.

President.    – Question 24 by Bernd Posselt (H-0569/10)

Subject: Cooperation between Vojvodina and eastern Croatia

How does the Commission view the potential for greater cross-border cooperation between
the Serbian province of Vojvodina and eastern Croatia (Osijek/Eastern Slavonia region),
with particular regard to the development of cross-border infrastructure such as the project
to construct a motorway from Sombor to Osijek?

Question 26 by Georgios Koumoutsakos (H-0581/10)

Subject: The rise of an increasingly virulent form of nationalism in Albania and its prospects
of EU accession

For a very long time, the main feature of political life in Albania has been the extreme
fragility of its government. This instability is having an adverse effect on the process of
far-reaching institutional reform needed if it is to join the EU. Amid this climate of prolonged
political uncertainty, one cause for special concern is the rise of a particularly virulent form
of fanatical nationalism, both in the media and in society, especially among young people.
To give specific examples of this: the murder of an Albanian citizen of Greek origin in
Himarë last August; acts of vandalism at Bobostiticë cemetery in which wreaths laid as a
mark of respect were burned; and the repeated, intemperate verbal attacks by part of the
‘mainstream’ Albanian press directed at the head of the Orthodox Church of Albania. In
view of the above, will the Commission say:

Is it aware of the specific events outlined above? Is it concerned about the rise in fanatical
nationalism? Will it make appropriate representations to the Albanian Government to
tackle this problem? And finally, will all this alter the progress of Albania’s bid to join the
EU?

Štefan Füle,    Member of the Commission. – I will provide succinct answers to both questions.
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The main objective of the cross-border cooperation programmes is to support the
development of a common socio-economic environment for people, communities and
economies, including the delivery of technical assistance. This should prepare countries
to manage future cross-border programmes under the European territorial cooperation
objectives of the European Union Structural Funds.

Cross-border cooperation programmes between the Western Balkan countries also aim
at overcoming the legacy of the past conflicts. Cross-border programmes under the
Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance within the Western Balkans started in 2007. The
results have so far been very positive. In the framework of their cross-border programmes,
both Croatia and Serbia showed readiness to cooperate in the areas lying on either side of
the Danube River. The annual allocation for the Croatia-Serbia cross-border programme
amounts to EUR 1.8 million. This allocation of funds is used for providing grants to small
joint projects proposed by local stakeholders in a variety of sectors such as the economy,
culture, tourism, the environment and social issues.

Project beneficiaries include municipalities, NGOs, chambers of commerce or cultural
institutions. Large cross-border infrastructure projects, such as the project referred to in
the question, are neither within the scope nor the objectives of the cross-border cooperation
component of the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance. The Commission might
consider funding such projects under component one for Serbia – which is institution
building – and component three for Croatia – which falls under regional development –
if the respective authorities in Croatia and Serbia so request.

As for the second question, if I may continue. As mentioned in the written reply to a
previous question by the honourable Member numbered E-6800/2010, the European
Commission is aware of the deplorable incident in Himarë and is closely following
developments. The alleged perpetrator has turned himself in to the police and is awaiting
trial. The Albanian authorities bear the full responsibility for the efficient investigation of
the facts and the equitable trial of those responsible.

The Commission will be monitoring the processing of this case in conformity with the
principles of human rights and the rule of law. In this question, the honourable Member
also provides details of other incidents. Albania and Greece are closely linked by history.
It is very much in the interests of both countries that they continue their cooperation and
overcome any nationalist and extremist ideas which have been at the root of much
misfortune suffered by the whole region in the past.

The Commission has repeatedly stressed the need for a strict enforcement of the rule of
law and for full respect of human rights, notably the protection of the rights of persons
belonging to minorities. All applicant countries are aware of the importance of fulfilling
these criteria for progress towards the European Union.

In its recent opinion the Commission commented positively on inter-ethnic relations in
Albania. However, efforts are still needed to enforce respect for and protection of minorities.

Bernd Posselt (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, thank you very much for your generosity. I
will be very brief, Commissioner. Would you possibly be prepared to take a look at the
link between Sombor in Serbia and Osijek in Croatia? There is a large bridge over the
Danube there and in Croatia, there is an airport, but no adequate road. That really would
be extremely important for the whole region.
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Georgios Koumoutsakos (PPE).   – (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, I have listened very
carefully to your reply and I thank you for it, as regards the specific events. On the other
hand, however, the reason for my question today was primarily the fact that, objectively
speaking, there has been an outbreak of nationalism in Albania. This concerns and worries
us in Greece, because this sort of thing should not happen in a country on its way to
accession. We trust that these problems will be addressed.

President.   – Mr Paleckis, would you like to make a comment about Belarus?

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D).   – Yes, I have a question on Belarus. Thank you for your
presents on the eve of Christmas.

Recently, President Lukashenko visited Moscow and signed very important agreements
with President Medvedev. How would you assess the new situation before the elections
and after the signing of these agreements?

President.   – Commissioner, that is three questions. You have a maximum of three minutes
please.

Štefan Füle,    Member of the Commission . – To the first question, the answer is yes, based
on the request, for both of these countries. I am ready to look at it and see what the
Commission can do to help.

Secondly, any nationalist race is a concern for the Commission and is an issue which needs
to be treated very seriously within the framework of our relations with the country. As
you know, at the beginning of October, we presented an opinion on Albania. There have
been a number of the so-called key priorities – 12 of them – which are preconditions
Albania must meet before we can recommend opening accession negotiations. Within
these 12 key priorities, my colleagues and I will make sure that the issue you have raised
is tackled satisfactorily and that the Commission makes no recommendation to start the
accession talks unless questions, such as the one you raised, are dealt with satisfactorily.

On the third question, I hesitate as to how to answer it briefly. I think we have seen some
limited progress in this pre-election process. We are very keen to see the report of the
OSCE/ODIHR monitoring mission. Based on that, we are ready to take further steps on
engaging Belarus, but that will be an engagement across the board, having very much in
mind the steps which are to be made by the Belarusian authorities on the core issues of
democracy, the rule of law and fundamental rights.

I will stop here and will provide a written reply on the current work of the Commission
and the Member States on the joint interim plan about which I will be talking to you and
your colleagues from Euronest tomorrow, as well as the work on the mandate on the
readmission agreement, the visa facilitation agreement and also additional information
which would answer your question. I will also include my prepared speech.

President.   – Mr Paleckis, I felt it was important to get your comments on Belarus on the
record, given the ongoing election.

I apologise to Mr Madlener, to Ms Theocharous and to Mr Hadjigeorgiou, who are also
present. Their questions have not been reached. They will get a reply in writing.

Mr Madlener, there really is no time.
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Barry Madlener (NI).   – (NL) (without microphone) ... to ask that question, but now we are,
in fact, simply being dropped from the agenda. Is this standard practice? Could you not
have let us know earlier or intervened, so that we could all take the floor?

President.   – Mr Madlener, under my chairmanship, we always try and end at 20:30. It
has now run on for seven minutes due to the length of the replies and the fact that the
previous debate overran by 20 minutes. It is not my fault, but I do think it is important
that the staff get their food before they come back at 21:00.

Questions which have not been answered for lack of time will receive written answers (see
Annex).

That concludes Question Time.

(The sitting was suspended at 20:40 and resumed at 21:00)

IN THE CHAIR: LÁSZLÓ TŐKÉS
Vice-President

18. Energy Efficiency Action Plan (debate)

President.   – The next item is the report by Mr Bendt Bendtsen, on behalf of the Committee
on Industry, Research and Energy, on the revision of the Energy Efficiency Action Plan
(2010/2107(INI)) (A7-0331/2010).

Bendt Bendtsen,    rapporteur. – (DA) Mr President, the EU’s target of achieving 20% energy
efficiency savings by 2020 could be at risk of becoming yet another Lisbon prophecy. With
the current initiatives, it looks like we will achieve 10 or 11%. That is not good enough.
We must invest in energy efficiency for economic, commercial, environmental and social
reasons. A greater focus on energy efficiency will mean, first and foremost, that we use less
energy. This will result in savings and, according to the Commission’s figures, the financial
benefits of achieving our 20% target are in the region of EUR 1 000 per household per
year.

While China and the United States are now making significant investments in this area,
things are moving more slowly in Europe. We are trailing behind. In China, the state
subsidises these industries. The United States has fantastic framework conditions for
business, whereas European citizens only think about how much luxury we will get for
our monthly salaries. There is too little focus on innovation and on achieving results. From
a political point of view, we must focus on some areas that can allow us to leave this world
a better place than it was when we took it over – areas which will also provide a large
economic return, create new jobs and improve our competitiveness.

Energy efficiency also has the additional benefit of providing work for Europe’s small and
medium-sized enterprises. The three central pillars of the EU’s energy efficiency policy are,
as I see it, the national action plans, the product policy and buildings. These are three very
different types of policies, and if we start with the national action plans, they have not
proven to be very effective, but they nevertheless have a large amount of potential. We
therefore need to streamline them and give the Commission the opportunity to use them
actively as a tool. The Commission will have the chance to reject the action plans if they
are not sufficiently ambitious. This will result in transparency for citizens. However, it is
of the utmost importance that we maintain the Member States’ independence and give
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them the opportunity to decide for themselves where they want to apply their efforts. Thus,
in some countries, the potential for energy savings in buildings is greater than in other
countries, just as entirely different countries will presumably focus on increased energy
savings in connection with production.

The second pillar is the product policy, which concerns both standards and labelling.
Standards are, by far, the more important of the two, and it is very easy to demonstrate the
size of the savings that will be made as a result of the standards, and again, this will increase
innovation.

The buildings policy is also important. Targets will be set in relation to the 2050 road map.
Buildings are absolutely crucial in energy and climate policy. Forty percent of energy
consumption comes from our buildings. This is an area where savings can be made that
will be evident in the final accounts. I am convinced that these three areas will provide an
important foundation for competitiveness and innovation for many years to come. Thus,
the report recommends a financial instrument for leveraging investments in projects
relating to energy efficiency. There are models in some European countries in which
investments are leveraged many times over, and the question is whether the EU should not
also arrange its finances in this way. I hope that Parliament can agree to adopt this report
with a large political majority, as this is important – it is a very important area for Europe
and for our enterprises.

Günther Oettinger,    Member of the Commission. – (DE) Mr President, honourable Members,
first of all, I am grateful to Parliament’s Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Food Safety, the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy and the Committee on
Regional Development for the intensive debate and for the report that we are debating
today. That applies to Mr Bendtsen in particular, but also to other Members who have been
involved in this matter for a long time and have shown a high level of competence.

If we just take stock of the interim situation with regard to the three 20% targets that we
have been set – CO2, renewable energies in the energy mix and greater energy efficiency:
with regard to CO2 and renewable energies, we are making good progress, but where energy
efficiency is concerned, we are just beginning. If we do not take action, we will not meet
the target. That means that, although we have been set a target – Parliament, the Council,
all European institutions – our progress, particularly after the crisis, is not likely to result
in 20% more energy efficiency; instead, as things currently stand, it would only be possible
to achieve a maximum of 8, 9, 10% in ten years’ time.

My second point is that I am not completely happy with the term energy efficiency, because
no one except us understands it. If you ask your neighbours or your friends, they understand
energy saving, but energy efficiency is just some sort of technical term. In fact, the issue
we have with regard to this target is that what actually needs to be achieved has not yet
been conclusively defined. We have an overall assessment of energy consumption for
2005, supplemented by data from 2007 on account of the inclusion of Romania and
Bulgaria, and that year is the starting point. The level of consumption referred to there is
well-known. At that time – it was before my time – all decisions reflected a normal forecast,
in other words, an energy demand that would increase, and from that, in turn, 20% was
deducted. If energy savings are disregarded, will our energy demand actually increase, I ask
myself. In my country – Germany – probably not. However, in new Member States – I only
need to mention motor vehicles, the number of cars per inhabitant, housing sizes, industrial
development – it certainly will increase. However, up to now, there has been no objective

247Debates of the European ParliamentEN14-12-2010



report that assesses the forecasts. Twenty percent – of how much, we do not know. We
have PRIMES and other models – I have doubts about many of the predictions of the figures.
For example, there are founder members of the European Union who claim their energy
demand will increase sharply by 2020 without energy savings. The deduction of 20% gives
exactly the same figures as those from 2005. That is surely not possible. That means, first
of all, that we need figures, perspectives and forecasts that have authority. We want to
produce these by February or March.

I am counting on the Heads of State or Government to take this matter just as seriously in
February as they did before the crisis, as it seems to me that, as things stand, the Member
States will not vote for binding targets. They may achieve a majority in Parliament, but the
Member States want to work on a voluntary basis and they are still a long way from agreeing
to the binding targets decided on two or three years ago. Thus, we need to clarify what the
forecast for 2020 is without energy efficiency – more from a purely theoretical point of
view – and then simply cut it by 20%.

Then we need to ask: where do we start? First of all, in the area of building stock. In the
area of housing, work and industry, it is existing buildings where we have the most to do.
In this regard, I see public owners – municipalities, states – setting an example. In other
words, efficiency must, first of all, be sought wherever the state owns property. Secondly,
we have structural programmes at European level and we have different refurbishment
programmes in the various countries. We have to link these two together. We will perhaps
have to provide less money for paving market places and have fewer bypasses, but instead,
we will cofinance more energy efficiency. I also consider this to be a crucial objective for
the next budgetary period at European level.

Then comes the subject of transport. It goes without saying that we have to make savings
there when we know that there are some Member States in which there are 550 cars for
every 1 000 members of the population – petrol and diesel engines – and others where
there are 100 or 120. This will be harmonised, but not at a level of 100 cars per 1
000 citizens in Germany, but at 400 to 500 cars per 1 000 citizens in Europe. We therefore
need more energy efficiency in the area of transport. Incidentally, the most efficient form
of transport is the one that is avoided. Thirdly, there is industry and, fourthly, the energy
sector.

The question of the binding nature of any such measures has been discussed at length in
the European Parliament. We brought this issue up at an informal lunch in the Energy
Council a few weeks ago. I can tell you that the Member States and the energy ministers
are handling the subject of energy efficiency very sensitively, but are not yet prepared to
take a decision on binding targets. Incidentally, consider an emerging Member State like
Poland: will it manage minus 20%? I doubt it. Or consider a saturated Member State like
Germany, Austria or Italy: how would we get Austria or Germany, for example, to accept
a cut of 30% so that Poland can adjust its economic development, number of cars per
citizen and whatever else to the targets? In this regard, we still have some tough discussions
ahead of us with regard to how this will be implemented in detail in the various sectors –
industry, the energy sector, transport and housing – and in the Member States.

I will now take the report on board and I thank you for its contents. I want to debate this
matter on 4 February in the European Council in order once again to see clearly how
seriously the governments are taking this and I will then come back to you with a concrete
proposal for a new energy efficiency plan. I am sure we will then have sufficient opportunity
in spring and summer to discuss everything, including the question of binding targets.
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Bearing in mind the principle of subsidiarity, perhaps a two-stage plan might be the right
approach. Stage 1 would be voluntary. We will expect national energy efficiency action
plans to be provided on an annual basis and we will specify what we expect each year in
terms of achieving the targets, but we will not wait until 2020. Instead, if appropriate, we
will switch after two years to binding targets if we notice that in the first two years, the
voluntary phase has not resulted in progress towards 20% in the Member States. Thank
you very much for today.

Peter Liese,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Food Safety. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Oettinger, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, I would
like to make a correction: the German translation states that I am the chair of the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, but that is not correct. I am the
rapporteur. However, in this role, I would like to express my sincere thanks to Mr Bendtsen
for his splendid work and excellent cooperation. He has presented an ambitious strategy
on the subject of energy efficiency in the European Union. Energy efficiency is the most
cost-effective means of lowering emissions and reducing our dependence on energy imports.
This will create jobs in Europe, and the money we invest will no longer flow in the direction
of Russia, the Middle East or other regions, but will remain in our economy.

The Environment Committee has adopted a comprehensive opinion. I do not need to
repeat everything it contains, but it is also very ambitious. Not everything it contains is of
equal importance, either. However, I would like to emphasise two points once again. Firstly
– we have talked about this, Commissioner – we propose that the European Union sets
itself a long-term target in the area of energy efficiency, because if we plan up to 2050, we
also need to know roughly how much we consume. Secondly, we have also pointed out
the problems with the definition. I believe that we should take the quantity of energy
consumed as the basis, as that is measurable and we have data for that. We do not have
data for anything else as far as measurement per unit is concerned, for example. Therefore,
this is the right approach in my view, and I hope that we can incorporate it into the strategy
accordingly in the coming months.

Lena Kolarska-Bobińska,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Regional
Development. – (PL) Mr President, Commissioner, energy efficiency is one of the main
challenges facing the European Union over the next 10 years. It is also a key element of
our energy strategy. At present, the priority is for the report’s constructive provisions and
the Commission’s energy strategy to be implemented by the Member States. For this to
happen, several problems need to be resolved. At EU level, we are still facing the problem
of measuring energy efficiency. We are currently using the 2020 forecasts for this purpose;
however, it would not be sensible to adopt binding legal goals based on these forecasts. In
terms of the future, we are not clairvoyants. For this reason, new and better technology
needs to be developed, and this has already been mentioned in today’s discussion. This
technology will allow us to achieve our goal.

It is also important to take regional differences into account. The way that energy is used
in Copenhagen is different to the way it is used in eastern Poland. There is no single plan
of action that suits everything, and we have to ensure that these plans are compatible with
reality. Regional and local authorities will be responsible for implementing policies on
energy efficiency, and so the European Commission and Member States must coordinate
their activities with local authorities. Otherwise, they will be perceived as bureaucratic red
tape and the source of huge costs to regions and citizens. Without multi-level management
and the earmarking of funding for this goal, the whole project will be condemned to failure.
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Herbert Reul,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, firstly I would like to thank those who have worked on this report and, in
particular, Mr Bendtsen. I would like to mention two aspects and perhaps give you pause
for thought. We are all agreed that energy efficiency, using energy economically, is the
most simple and most sensible solution. The question is: how do we achieve this goal? I
would also like to ask the question: what have we actually achieved here in Parliament by
keep going back to the people with new and higher percentages? Have we really achieved
more and had more of an effect? Why and in which areas have we been using energy more
efficiently? I am told that industry, which consumes a lot of energy, is using energy more
efficiency because it saves money by doing so and because it is beneficial for it. I am also
told that when people know that a particular appliance consumes more or less energy, in
other words, if they can see that and can see an advantage to themselves, they will decide
in favour of energy efficiency. Perhaps working with percentages is completely the wrong
way to go about it and we should instead take an incentives approach.

My second question is: the Commissioner made some very eloquent and clear comments
about how complicated it is just to explain what energy efficiency is. What is it in fact?
How differently is it implemented in the Member States? My fellow Member has just pointed
out that the Member States also have very different situations in terms of their economies
and geography – completely different. Is it the right solution to work with a single binding
figure, or should we not think of something else? I think that, in terms of energy policy,
we need, to a certain extent, to move away from the debate of the past, which sought to
achieve something with simple figures, binding targets and miracle solutions, because we
have clearly not achieved enough. Perhaps, for once, we should try the alternative route
of differentiated, varied solutions, which takes account of the different situations, but then
also achieves results. What matters is the effect we achieve rather than our particular
circumstances.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue card question under Rule 149(8))

Hannes Swoboda (S&D).   – (DE) Mr President, I have just one question for Mr Reul. Is
it not possible to have binding targets in the course of development and yet still to regard
them as differentiated? You contrasted ‘binding’ and ‘differentiated’, whereas I believe that
it is possible to unite the two. I am completely behind some of the steps that the
Commissioner has put forward, but perhaps we can find a way to proceed in a differentiated
manner according to the geographical and other circumstances, but still ultimately obtain
binding targets.

Herbert Reul (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, I, too, advocate differentiated solutions and,
like you, Mr Swoboda, I am in the process of considering how such solutions can be brought
about. We should not rule anything out at all in respect of where something is to be done.
I will take today as my starting point. At the moment, I believe it to be the wrong approach
to essentially buy ourselves a little leeway with binding targets and percentages. I would
invite us all now to give more thought to what we can achieve and how, on a step-by-step
basis. It saddens me that we have not achieved more. Perhaps we need to choose a different
approach for that reason.

Britta Thomsen,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DA) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies
and gentlemen, I would like to start by thanking Mr Bendtsen and the other rapporteurs
for their productive cooperation on this report.
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We have succeeded in reaching agreement in many areas – not least, the ambition to harvest
the low-hanging fruit resulting from boosting energy efficiency. There have also been areas
of disagreement, however. We are not in agreement when it comes to setting ambitious
and binding targets for energy efficiency.

In my view, it is crucial that we stand firm on a minimum target of 20% increased energy
efficiency. That is the way forward if we want a green and sustainable economy that can
create a million new jobs in Europe. However, it is crucial that these energy efficiency
targets are binding for the Member States, as it is plain for all to see that the EU has
recommendations and objectives in a great many areas that are never realised in practice
because they are not binding.

At the same time, we have seen that binding targets do work. It is therefore obvious that
this should also apply to energy efficiency measures. We know that this is easily the cheapest
way of reducing CO2 emissions, guaranteeing the security of supply and, at the same time,
ensuring that consumers have lower heating bills – and less expenditure on heating bills
would represent progress, in particular, for the many Europeans affected by what we could
term energy poverty.

People suffer from energy poverty if a relatively large proportion of their income has to
be spent on heating their home. There are currently no common definitions of energy
poverty, nor are there any proper political initiatives in place to reduce it. The consequences
of energy poverty are disastrous. It results in the deterioration of the health and the general
living conditions of low income groups. We must therefore provide cheap loans for
investments in energy efficiency in private homes and we must also use the Structural
Funds for this purpose.

I am looking forward to the vote tomorrow, and I hope that we can get a large majority to
support the report and more forceful action to combat energy poverty.

Fiona Hall,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Mr President, I want to pay tribute to Mr
Bendtsen who has worked extremely hard on this report and cooperated closely with the
shadows from other parties. He has succeeded in bringing parliamentarians together on
this issue and he deserves warm congratulations.

Energy saving ticks an awful lot of boxes. First of all, climate change. Cancún has reminded
us how much we need to do, and energy saving is the cheapest and easiest way of moving
to a 30% reduction in greenhouse gases. Secondly, energy security. I was in Zaghreb last
week discussing Croatia’s accession with Liberal colleagues, and they told me that Croatia
imports 50% of its energy and also uses twice as much energy as it would do if proper
energy efficiency measures were in place.

Now that energy is a shared European competence under the Lisbon Treaty, energy efficiency
must also be a shared responsibility.

By doing more on energy saving, we are also tackling the very practical problems that
people face in their lives. Too many people are living in fuel poverty, struggling to keep
warm in houses that are not properly insulated. Making homes more energy efficient puts
money in people’s pockets to spend in the local economy at this time of financial and
economic difficulty. It would also create many thousands of jobs in the local economy.

So, given all these positive effects, it comes as a great shock to realise that the 20% energy
efficiency target is the one part of the 2020 package which is currently heading for failure,
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as the Commissioner said. Indeed, the latest figures show that we are on target to reach
only 9% of the projected 20% by 2020.

And the time has come I think for us to put up our hands and admit that we got it wrong
in 2008. We should have made the target binding then, and we really need to go forward
now and find ways of making it possible.

I thank the Commissioner for having given us an insight into what he is preparing for the
next year. I think the time has come to make a political decision here that we have to have
a binding energy saving target because without it, we are actually undermining everything
else that we do on the economy, on energy security and on climate change.

Yannick Jadot,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, I
would first like to congratulate the rapporteur on the quality of his work and, in principle,
clearly, to support the adoption tomorrow of the report adopted in the Committee on
Industry, Research and Energy.

Let us come now to the unbelievable potential associated with energy savings, a point that
has been made here. Reports from the European Commission itself say that if we called a
halt to our excessive energy consumption, if we reduced our energy wastage by 20%, we
could create one million jobs, we could save almost EUR 1 000 per European household,
and we could clearly reduce our external energy bill.

A 20% energy saving or reduction in Europe is the equivalent of 15 Nabuccos in energy
terms, and we are currently missing that target. Mrs Hall made this point, and the way I
see it, we have trouble calculating. If reports show today that we are far from achieving
20%, then we can evaluate the savings that we make or do not make each year. We also
know that this eco-design or eco-labelling approach for cars and so on does not result in
overall coherence and does enable us to obtain the results that we are seeking.

I am a little surprised at the debate that we are having here. Excuse me, Commissioner, but
when you say that we have a problem in defining energy efficiency, this is perhaps true
from a theoretical point of view, but the climate and energy package is very clear on the
objective. It says that energy consumption must be reduced by 20% below the baseline
level. This problem does not have to do with the definition of energy efficiency. There are
energy levels that we need to return to – that is what the climate and energy package says.

We are told that we do not need a binding objective. We are thus making one on renewables.
A few days ago, in Cancún, the European Commission negotiated a binding agreement on
climate change and tried to defend the Kyoto Protocol, and in this House we are citing the
arguments of the United States and China by saying: ‘We will go for voluntary targets, and
then, if one day we realise that they are not working, we will create binding targets’.

With regard to the report under examination, a number of Members have proposed
strengthening the part on building. There is scope to take a large-scale European initiative
on building, which nevertheless accounts for 40% of our energy consumption; we can go
much further on renovation.

Finally, citizens are today facing the cold. They are paying very high prices for their energy.
If Europe emerges from the crisis, energy will be much more expensive internationally.
Citizens will be confronted with a two-fold increase in energy prices. We must move much
more quickly, and I would also ask you, Commissioner, to please stress to Mr Van Rompuy
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that the 4 February meeting should also be a meeting about energy consumption. From
this point of view, the road map that he is proposing today is outrageous.

Konrad Szymański,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (PL) Mr President, I would like most of
all to thank the rapporteur for the very constructive and open cooperation in preparing
the report. In my speech, I would like to focus on one issue. Our political group will not
be able to accept the introduction of binding energy efficiency goals for the European
system. First and foremost, we do not have a common methodology for measuring
efficiency; too many indicators are not comparable. Goals should be set for each country
separately so that the varying potential for savings is taken into account as well as current
achievements in this area. I will give the example of my country – since 1990, Poland has
improved its energy efficiency by 50%. Despite this, Poland remains a country of low
efficiency compared to the European average. The introduction of a uniform, binding goal
will be politically harmful and mean that the cost of making changes will be spread
unequally between Member States.

Marisa Matias,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (PT) Mr President, I would also like to
begin by saying that I believe this to be a good time to table a motion to review the Action
Plan on Energy Efficiency and, if there are any doubts, I believe that the debate that we are
having here today will clarify things. Energy efficiency policy is absolutely fundamental in
a number of sectors, from buildings to energy infrastructure, information and
communications technology, transport, matters of finance, all of these issues and many
more, and all other sectors. It is essential that we have coordinated and joined-up policies,
because otherwise, we cannot achieve our objectives. Energy efficiency policy is also
essential to enable us to combat climate change, as I have already mentioned, in connection
with the reduction of emissions to which we need to respond.

We cannot have a discussion, on the one hand, in support of reducing emissions and, on
the other, have another discussion relating to energy efficiency saying it is not possible. I
would therefore like to make a few points that seem to me to be fundamental to this
discussion. Firstly, it is important for us to set binding targets. As I have mentioned before,
the situation whereby we still have voluntary criteria has simply brought us to where we
are now: we cannot set binding targets because it will be impossible to achieve 20% energy
efficiency by 2020, and we will tell the European public that, in the end, it was an empty
promise, and that nothing of the sort is going to happen in reality, because we only achieved
9%. I believe that this is an unacceptable argument that contradicts itself, because the fact
that we are not going to achieve 20% energy efficiency is precisely why we do not set
binding targets to do so. If targets have this effect, they also have the effect of providing
the motivation for policies and projects. If we do not want to do this, we are being cowards,
and cannot depend on good will. We have to depend, unfortunately in this case, on political
will.

I hope that tomorrow, the political will is leaning towards setting this target of 20% energy
efficiency by 2020, and not just because achieving this will enable one million jobs to be
created: new jobs, and we are not in a position where we can miss the opportunity to create
jobs. What seems to be happening here with this assumption of no joint commitment is
the same thing that is happening with economic policy at European level.

The European Union is showing itself to be incapable of having an economic policy for
job creation. It is also showing itself to be incapable of having a common energy efficiency
policy. I hope that this does not remain the case, I hope that we are successful not only in
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this sector, but also in the construction sector, and I sincerely hope that tomorrow, we are
able to give a response that is not only coordinated and articulate, but a response to the
crisis that we are experiencing.

Jaroslav Paška,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (SK) Mr President, the negotiated revision
of the action plan for energy efficiency describes many ways in which the Europe Union
might contribute to fulfilling its ambition for a planned reduction in greenhouse gas
volumes by 2020.

The philosophy of the submitted elaboration is based on the logical notion that we can
achieve dramatic cuts in production costs and environmental pollution if we manage to
handle energy rationally and if we take necessary and affordable measures to limit energy
waste in all energy consumption sectors. The proposed measures do not apply only to the
area of energy infrastructure, in other words, production and transmission of energy, but
also to the construction sector, industrial output and transport. The measures are generally
depicted as fundamental postulates, with no need to describe their expected benefit. It is
undoubtedly a good thing that the EU will have a kind of summary list of measures enabling
a gradual increase in energy efficiency. However, with regard to the target deadline for the
EU commitment to reduce the volume of greenhouse gases produced in Europe by 20%
by 2020, it would perhaps be a good idea to think about the measures, scope, cost and
end result we are prepared to implement in the next 10 years within the framework of
current options and powers.

I am not saying that we should give up on promoting changes or on increasing efficiency
in energy production and transmission, but in view of the cost and the amount of time
required for planning, design and implementation, I do not think that much will change
in this area by 2020, or even in a number of other proposed measures. I therefore firmly
believe that it would be a good thing if the Commission could now select measures from
the previously mentioned extensive document that are feasible from an organisational,
financial and timing perspective, and on which we can concentrate in order to create a
strong initial impulse for the adoption of an energy handling philosophy as a component
in the thinking of the specialist community at first, and the wider public later. After all,
Commissioner, we are already attempting to provide support with the heating of buildings,
and encouraging people to swap consumer goods or cars, so that they can purchase more
efficient and better ones. Let us continue with this in a more emphatic, and perhaps more
sophisticated way, and let us provide further encouragement for the introduction of new
and sensible measures. In my opinion, that is the way to boost energy efficiency.

Arturs Krišjānis Kariņš (PPE).   – (LV) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
I have a question. Who knows how much oil and gas we import in Europe? Who knows
how much oil and gas we extract in Europe? The answer is that, although we do extract a
certain amount in Europe itself, compared to our requirements, we import oil and gas on
a massive scale from the Middle East and Russia. This dependence on imports, which is on
an upward trend, also means that it is becoming increasingly difficult for us to shape
relations with these third countries on an objective basis. However, ladies and gentlemen,
let us reflect for a moment on what this importation of oil and gas is. What does it mean
for our populations? It is, in fact, the export of Europe’s money to these third countries.
By importing oil and gas, we are actually exporting money.

What do we know about the future? We know that in future, the price we pay for oil and
gas will only increase, for these resources are becoming ever less accessible and ever more
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expensive to extract. This means that in future, if we do not alter our behaviour, we shall
continue to export increasing amounts of our own money out of the European Union to
third countries.

Ladies and gentlemen, there is a simple way of stopping this massive export of money from
the European Union, and it is extremely simple: we do it by conserving. By conserving
energy. By conserving energy, we are actually gaining money, which we can invest not in
third countries but in our own economies. I therefore call on all my fellow Members to
support Mr Bendtsen’s report on energy efficiency, which is a way in which we can actually
help our own economy. Thank you for your attention.

Marita Ulvskog (S&D).   – (SV) Mr President, I, too, would like to start by thanking
Mr Bendtsen. The conclusion is very clear in the report. We need binding energy efficiency
targets as soon as possible, and this is important for a whole host of reasons: economic
reasons and reasons relating to competition, jobs, the environment and the climate.

Commissioner Oettinger mentioned the issue of language. This relates to energy saving
or energy efficiency, and the question is: what are we actually talking about? In my country,
we usually say that it is stupid to let the fire go up the chimney. In other words, we should
not use our energy resources in such a way that we get insufficient benefit from them. That
is rather self-evident, and several of you mentioned the balance between energy production
and the costs involved in production, taking risks with it and the consumption of energy.
We must, of course, be as smart as possible.

How are we to measure the targets that the Commissioner mentioned? As in all other
contexts where we have common ambitions at global or European level, we need to agree
on a common measurement method and then decide on binding targets. What we are
putting to the test right now is the inefficiency of not having binding targets and, using
the step-by-step method, we are putting off making a change until the future. I think we
should stop doing that and we should support Mr Bendtsen.

Jorgo Chatzimarkakis (ALDE).   – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, energy efficiency
has always been the biggest resource proffered to us. It is the sleeping giant with the hidden
but enormous potential for the European energy economy. All that is true, and the nice
thing about it is that it is so free of ideology. Above all, the approach to this issue can be
technology-neutral.

All that interests us here, and it is a point that is clearly also a little divisive, is the issue of
whether or not the targets are binding. I have to say, Commissioner, in this regard, that I
like your two-stage approach whereby you start by trusting in the Member States and by
building voluntary agreements and then, if we observe that we will not achieve the targets
by 2020, we perhaps get the thumbscrews out. That is the right approach to take.

This report, by and large, moves in the right direction – there is little to criticise. There is
one issue that I would like to raise, however, which is the role of the regional funds. You
mentioned this issue, Commissioner. In the regional funds, together with the Cohesion
Funds, we have an immense instrument in our hands in the European Union that we are
not making use of. In this field of energy efficiency, we could finally create European added
value which we could put to use in an innovative way to get to grips with energy efficiency
in a way that has not happened in the past. As the current rapporteur for budgetary
discharge for the Commission, I can see just how badly we have wasted money in the
sphere of cohesion. Let us put a stop to that waste! I endorse the focus that you are giving
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to this issue, Commissioner Oettinger, and the fact that you are seeking to bring about
greater use of these funds, including for this energy efficiency instrument. That is the only
way that we will ensure that there really is cohesion, at least in the energy sector.

I feel I must warn against smear campaigns, as we saw with light bulbs and with shower
heads. Such campaigns are the kind of things that alienate the citizens. We must thus ensure
that we aim to achieve energy efficiency in general and that we keep this objective in mind
without pursuing ideological smear campaigns that ultimately lead to the citizens losing
their positive impression of the EU.

Bas Eickhout (Verts/ALE).   – (NL) First of all, I would like to thank the rapporteur, Mr
Bendtsen, for the report which he has prepared and which lays down the core of what
needs to happen here.

However, let us put everything into perspective. Everyone knows that, by 2050, Europe
has to reduce its greenhouse emissions either by 80% or, as we advocate, by 95%. That is
an incredible challenge. Where can we make the biggest savings? The biggest savings are
to be made if we consume even less energy. We would then need to import less energy,
replace less energy, that is, develop fewer alternatives, and that is simply the cheapest way
forward. It is therefore absurd that, while we are already aware that Europe is on course to
fail to meet this very energy conservation target, we, and particularly those of us in the
Commission, continue to focus on achieving reduction and renewable energy targets. This
means that energy conservation, or using less energy, is a target that we are going to fail
to meet.

There is so much energy that could be saved from everything around us, though. For
example, from the built environment. The built environment consumes approximately
40% of our energy, 99% of which is accounted for by existing buildings. They have to be
adapted to make them more energy efficient. The current rate of adaptation in Europe is
1.4% per year: in other words, it will take us more than 60 years to replace our built
environment in its entirety. That will take us up to 2070 but, meanwhile, we have set
ourselves targets which we have to reach by 2050!

That is exactly what this should be about: we have to ensure that we can make energy
savings in the built environment, for example, in a much faster timeframe, which is why
we have submitted an amendment for a European Building Initiative. It will save everyone
money, it is a cheaper option, we will be preparing ourselves for the future and – most
importantly – it will save people money. They will not have to spend so much on energy.
Now, that is an argument that you hardly ever hear. Ultimately, however, ordinary people
will have to spend less on energy. That is what this should be about!

Zbigniew Ziobro (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, ever since September 2009, Europeans
have been exchanging traditional light bulbs, to which they had grown accustomed, for
those produced with new, energy saving technology. The need for this change was justified
by energy saving slogans, and the change has taken place despite signs that the financial
costs to be borne by EU citizens would be too great, particularly over such a short period
of time. It is an open secret that the data presented at the time by the European Commission
regarding the effects of such a change came from the advertising materials of the producers
of these new-technology light bulbs, and there is a great deal of evidence to indicate that
this was the case.
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In the report being discussed, we can see similarly over-optimistic assumptions. Insufficient
reference is made to the development differences between the EU Member States and, as
a result, to the costs they will have to bear if the recommendations are implemented. If
industrial plants are to make annual energy saving improvements of 2% as stated, while,
at the same time, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the result will be an increase in
production costs and the transfer of production outside Europe.

Jacky Hénin (GUE/NGL).   – (FR) Mr President, trying to make savings is a real challenge
– a challenge which will enable us to reduce Europe’s dependence, a challenge which will
enable us to release substantial financial resources which can finance research into new
forms of energy production, and a challenge which will enable us to revitalise our regions.

While the energy efficiency of buildings must be at the centre of our concerns, it is essential
that the objectives and actions of the Union, like those of the Member States, focus on
social housing, because the poorest must benefit the most from our energy efficiency
efforts. We must put an end to this scandal of making the poorest pay the highest energy
bills, while at the same time, in the name of energy efficiency, fiscal loopholes are created
which allow the richest to reduce their bills while paying less tax.

A true energy efficiency policy should also mean an opportunity to sell electricity at a lower
price to railways, metros and trams, as happened in France before the European directives
on the single energy market prohibited it.

Thus, one of the first measures would be to abolish the single electricity market within the
Union, because competition on a product such as electricity, which cannot be stored and
is hard to transport, is an aberration with regard to energy efficiency.

Finally, energy efficiency will not create high quality jobs unless it is based on a genuine
EU strategic industrial initiative which is free of the constraints of the free market.

Bogdan Kazimierz Marcinkiewicz (PPE).   – (PL) Mr President, I agree with the rapporteur
that greater emphasis should be placed on system innovation, such as intelligent networks,
intelligent measurement systems, easier integration of renewable energy sources and also
the development of a comprehensive strategy for heat generation producers and distributors.
However, I believe that the greatest savings and the greatest efficiency are to be achieved
by fostering the personal responsibility of every European Union citizen. Just as we learned
to save water, we have to learn to respect energy and use it efficiently. All procedures for
granting permission for new infrastructure should be simplified and accelerated in order
to maximise potential savings.

Energy efficiency and energy security will be priorities in the upcoming Hungarian
Presidency of the European Union. Poland, which will take over the Presidency from
Hungary, and which has included the matter of energy security in its agenda, will also
intensify the debate on modern legislative and non-legislative solutions that will allow the
European energy sector to stay competitive while, at the same time, improving energy
efficiency.

I have to highlight at this point that for me personally, an increasingly critical issue is the
plausibility of forecasts and the quality of the PRIMES model used by the European Union,
particularly in view of the failure to achieve a consensus in Cancún. This is a subject for a
separate debate, but I would like to appeal now for consideration to be given to a new,
post-crisis approach to the issue of consumption and energy demands in the European
Union. Transport seems to be the most appropriate way to implement modern, energy
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efficient solutions. Energy efficiency in the European Union should be adapted in the
direction of demand, which is directly tied to expenditure and changes in citizens’ habits.
In my opinion, changes will be brought about by measurable benefits for consumers and
appropriate incentives and long-term forms of funding for manufacturers.

Francesco De Angelis (S&D).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Mr Bendtsen’s
report is positive for at least four reasons:

– it reaffirms that energy efficiency is the most effective and fastest way to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and that a firm commitment to provide resources and investment in this
area will result in economic growth and job creation for small and medium-sized enterprises;

– it makes valid proposals concerning workable financial instruments and calls on the
Commission to firmly focus on professional training, access to information for small and
medium-sized enterprises, and the refurbishment of existing buildings;

– it sets specific objectives and confirms Energy Performance Contracting as an instrument
for purchasing guaranteed energy savings and a launch pad for creating jobs and reducing
European citizens’ bills;

– lastly, the report will be all the more useful if binding emissions targets can be set without
any ifs or buts.

We must make the 20% target an achievable one; we cannot let this opportunity pass us
by, since it would send out an encouraging signal to Europe.

Vladko Todorov Panayotov (ALDE).   – (BG) Mr President, achieving a high degree of
energy efficiency is the fundamental political aim of the European Union, as it is an integral
component in the overall strategy of building a competitive, low carbon economy which
will stimulate business activity and improve employment by creating plenty of new jobs.
With tomorrow’s vote on the energy efficiency plan, the European Parliament will send a
strong signal to the Commission and the Council on the need for urgent and targeted
measures in this area.

In the first place, I call upon the European Commission to conduct a thorough analysis of
the effectiveness of existing legislation on the renewal of the current housing stock and
higher energy standards for new builds. Creating an effective energy infrastructure and
developing modern technologies for vehicles are other important priorities which I hope
will be part of the Commission’s proposed new energy efficiency plan for 2011.

In conclusion, I would say that energy efficiency has the potential to, and must, become a
profitable business. It can do this on its own and produce a high social return.

Ilda Figueiredo (GUE/NGL).   – (PT) Mr President, reality shows that it is not enough to
adopt an Action Plan for Energy Efficiency. An assessment needs to be made of the results
of the 2006 plan, and policies put in place to help targets to be implemented, diversifying
methods of increasing energy efficiency. The crisis argument cannot be used as an excuse
for non-fulfilment of the 20% objective in 2020, nor for shooting down solutions for
resolving the serious problem of energy poverty.

It is important to report positive experiences from other countries, not forgetting China
and the United States, and to invest in the funding of measures that increase energy efficiency
in buildings, in social housing, and in transport and industry. The necessary resources
should be included within the EU budget to support Member States and families that have
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greater difficulties. Energy efficiency also increases employment, reduces poverty, and is
a factor in progress and social development. We need to invest in this.

Richard Seeber (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, you put forward a very sound
plan, and Mr Bendtsen made it even better. We must succeed in breaking through the
equation ‘more economic growth equals more energy consumption at the same time’. This
poses a particular challenge of us, as politicians, as we have normal technological progress
which is, of course, characterised by the fact that we have more energy efficient products
and modes of economic operation. We must succeed, however, in reducing our energy
bills despite stronger economic growth. In this connection, we need to bring forward truly
innovative solutions and provide the right incentives through policy. Economic history,
too, has shown that those societies that enjoyed the most success over the long term were
those societies that made this efficiency – whether in relation to raw materials or energy
– the motto that they lived by. This is a particular challenge for us Europeans, with our
high standard of living.

We need to drive forward energy efficiency if, realistically, we hope to attain our climate
targets. I would also like to take the liberty of reminding you that reducing the dependence
on imports of fossil fuels remains an important policy goal. In addition, the capital that is
freed up as a result of the lower power bills releases a major potential for consumption
which, furthermore, can contribute to our economic growth in the long term.

That said, I believe that the approach that you have chosen, which is to say, not laying
down these targets in binding form, is the correct one. We should not allow ourselves to
get lost in debates about definitions and problems of measurement. It is important that
we chart the path forward. The Commission and the rapporteur are taking the right
approach in this regard. We should indeed leave this target as non-binding, but that does
not mean that we should lower our ambitions. For the reasons stated, those ambitions
must continue to be set high, but choosing a path where this can only be achieved through
a binding target is not the right way to go and our group will therefore be rejecting that
approach.

Hannes Swoboda (S&D).   – (DE) Mr President, I would like to start by congratulating
Mr Bendtsen on a very good report. Basically, I have just one comment to make,
Commissioner, and that is that your background is in regional politics, in a large state in
Germany, whereas mine is in local politics. We will not achieve the targets, whether binding
or otherwise – and I advocate binding targets – if we do not address states, regions and
communities directly and specify to them what can be done. When I think of the
refurbishment of housing, transport policy – which, thank God, you repeatedly mention
– and combating energy poverty, these are areas that are not regulated at the national level
but essentially at the local, the regional and the municipal level. We therefore also have to
be active at that level. It would be a major opportunity to win over the towns and the
communities to our great European project of energy efficiency, energy saving and, of
course, other areas of energy policy.

I would therefore ask that you act accordingly and perhaps also give some consideration
to how we can better get through to the citizens, specifically via the towns, the communities
and the regions, as that connection is absolutely vital in order to make it possible to actually
get those targets accepted – binding or otherwise.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE).   – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, energy efficiency
is crucial for increasing security of supply, improving air quality, reducing emissions of

259Debates of the European ParliamentEN14-12-2010



greenhouse gases and increasing the competitiveness of our society. Energy efficiency
means doing more with fewer resources. This report sets out an ambitious vision for energy
efficiency through, for example, the introduction of individual goals and positive incentives.
Important elements are introduced with regard to the modernisation of energy
infrastructure, such as smart networks, energy efficiency within buildings and transport,
the use of information and communication technologies, and the development of scientific
research in the area of energy.

This report underlines the need to double the funding for scientific research into
technological development and demonstration in the area of energy. In the area of funding,
the report encourages the use of Structural Funds in support of energy efficiency, and calls
for this to be made a priority within the EU budget after 2013.

In the light of the above, I would like to congratulate the rapporteur, Mr Bendtsen, for the
excellent work carried out and for the balance achieved, and would invite all of you to
support this important report.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D).   – (LT) Mr President, although many legislative measures
have been introduced in the area of energy efficiency and saving, not all of them are
producing the desired results. According to scientific research, at the current rate of progress,
we will not even achieve half of the 20% target set. Therefore, it is necessary to take more
binding measures and greater control in the Member States. I believe that when revising
the Energy Efficiency Action Plan, the European Commission must seriously take into
account the fact that the Member States are not exploiting energy saving opportunities
sufficiently, which is preventing an increase in energy independence. It is also necessary
for individual Member States to set binding energy efficiency targets and monitor how
they are implemented, because otherwise, the huge potential for energy saving will remain
untapped.

Lambert van Nistelrooij (PPE).   – (NL) Mr President, Commissioner, I am happy to make
a few comments on this report. It is an excellent report, because it will enable us to achieve
a number of things simultaneously: not only environmental and CO2 reduction objectives,
but also some of our production objectives and other objectives designed to ensure that
we remain competitive. It will be kind on both the environment and the wallet.

Commissioner, you have also spoken of your ambition to produce an action plan within
a short timeframe. Allow me, however, to make three points: my first point concerns
national energy efficiency action plans. There is a great deal more scope for improvement
there and they need to be examined critically by the European Commission. Commissioner,
you have indicated that you will be working in two stages. The first stage will involve
consultation, but with some pressure being applied, and the second will possibly involve
a degree of coercion. I have insisted on pressure being brought to bear in my earlier
discussions with the Commissioner and in my amendments, and I am pleased that this
issue is now gaining prominence.

I have just one question for the Commissioner: will you have sufficient instruments to
enable you to stay the course whilst moving into the coercion stage? Could you give us an
analysis of that, now, or in the near future, or in your action plan?

My second point is about regional policy. Mr Swoboda has also spoken about this. A great
deal more could be done with those funds. In most countries, the funds that are available
are not even being used to improve energy efficiency. I have therefore tabled an amendment
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to Article 81 in order to clarify its wording. It does not always have to mean more money;
it is also about spending existing resources wisely.

Lastly, my third point – and here, too, I agree with Mr Swoboda – we need to get citizens,
local authorities and companies more involved in energy conservation, through measures
such as quality marks, covenants with mayors and agreements with industry. In my country,
the Netherlands, an agreement with industry alone has already resulted in a 2% improvement
in energy efficiency a year. Now, that is a measure of what we could achieve in concrete
terms! Thank you, I wish you every success, and thanks to the rapporteur.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D).   – (RO) Mr President, between 50 and 125 million European
citizens are affected by energy poverty. This is why we think that priority should be given
to energy savings and energy efficiency policies in the area of social housing.

Only 1% of the buildings which will be standing in 2020 will be new buildings. This is
why, when discussing existing buildings, we cannot talk about binding targets without
allocating sufficient financial resources. For this reason, we think that innovative funding
schemes are required, as well as fiscal facilities which will make investments in energy
efficiency attractive and provide long-term institutional support.

Commissioner, a meeting of the CONCERTO programme group was held recently in
Parliament, five years after it was set up. Unfortunately, the 400 representatives from local
and regional authorities mentioned that it is not known at local and regional level that all
Member States have the opportunity to use 4% of the European Regional Development
Fund allocation at national level for energy efficiency in buildings.

For this reason, I would like to end, Commissioner, by asking you to use the mid-term
review to allocate a larger sum of funding to energy efficiency programmes and, in
particular, to promote the opportunities to use up to 15% of the European Regional
Development Fund for energy efficiency in the future financial perspective.

Antonio Cancian (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I
should like to thank the rapporteur Mr Bendtsen for his precise report.

The Commissioner opened this sitting by saying – and I agree with him – that we are
somewhat rhetorical today when we talk about efficiency, that uncertainty surrounds the
20% target, given that it has already been halved, and we do not really know what we are
referring to. I would add that the culture of energy saving and energy efficiency does not
exist.

We therefore find ourselves in a situation and at a point where we have no option but to
change. How? First, I believe that we should move towards innovation and new technologies
in both areas – the energy efficiency of buildings and, above all, the energy efficiency of
transport.

I would also like to focus on the importance of having sufficient resources to achieve these
objectives. I believe that we have to spend in order to save. Today in Parliament, President
Barroso stated that Eurobonds are not going to be used and that he has other financial
instruments set aside.

Commissioner, we recently adopted a report that establishes a fund for financing energy
efficiency through the use of the funds left over from the previous recovery plans. Even
with a limited budget, I think the fund is highly symbolic insofar as it establishes the
principle of attracting private capital in a public-private partnership (PPP) model,
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rationalising the funds that are already at our disposal – Cohesion Funds and others – and
putting them into a container that can attract money, that, instead of giving money away,
loans it through the development of major projects; it should be a revolving fund that gives
meaning to all of this.

I believe this is the right system for seeking resources and ensuring that efficiency is no
longer a taboo subject.

Mario Pirillo (S&D).   – (IT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, the Energy
Efficiency Action Plan should be revised in accordance with a holistic approach that
combines Europe’s numerous strategic policies.

While investing in energy efficiency is essential because it will help ensure that the emissions
reduction targets are met by 2020, it is also important to emphasise those initiatives that
will enable us to more fully exploit the EU’s as yet unused energy saving potential.

I am satisfied that ample attention has been paid to the energy performance of buildings;
initiatives in this regard must be undertaken at European level also. Our businesses should
think again about how they can make both their production processes and their products
more efficient.

Lastly, setting mandatory efficiency targets is a good thing, because without them, it will
be difficult to achieve ambitious results within the EU.

Anni Podimata (S&D).   – (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, I should like to come back
to one point: the importance of adopting a binding energy efficiency target for the European
economy. Under the difficult economic conditions in a series of Member States which need
powerful incentives for growth and for the protection and creation for jobs, a binding
target will create a suitable investment environment for strengthening the competitiveness
and export potential of European companies, especially small and medium-sized enterprises
trading in energy efficiency technologies and services.

The Member States will acquire the incentives needed to strengthen those markets in each
economy on which they can offer the greatest added value and create the most jobs. In
addition, households, businesses and the public sector will have considerable comparative
economic benefits, as they will have lower energy bills. I should therefore like to congratulate
the rapporteur on his report and call on the European Commission to implement the
proposals in the Bendtsen report, thereby helping our economies out of the crisis at the
same time.

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, clearly, energy efficiency is a very
important subject, and naturally we have to be very economical with fossil fuels. Clearly,
the key figures required need to represent a challenge, but they must also always retain an
adequate sense of proportion; they always have to be realistic. They need to be efficient
for society but also for the individual, and it needs to be affordable for owners. For citizens,
it must be comprehensible and explicable and, above all, it must also be economically
feasible for them. This is because, without public acceptance, there will be no climate
protection. This aspect, in particular, is an element I find to be missing from this report.

Kriton Arsenis (S&D).   – (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, the negotiations in Cancún
were relatively successful. Negotiations on climate change are progressing. Countries such
as China have been waiting for the outcome from Cancún. They have been taking measures
even since the failure in Copenhagen. If we do not invest in sectors such as energy
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performance and energy savings, we shall lose twice over. On the one hand, our households,
our businesses and our public services will continue to pay absurd costs and, on the other,
we risk losing the lead in the green economy in Europe.

That is why we need to think that, if we are already having trouble competing with countries
such as China, how will we be able to compete in future with a green China? That is why
it really is important for us to support a binding target for the European Union, in the aim
of achieving 20% energy savings.

Sonia Alfano (ALDE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the energy efficiency
policies implemented so far by the various Member States for 2020 will not enable us to
achieve the target of a 20% reduction in energy consumption; we will be lucky to manage
10%, which is a decidedly disappointing result.

If energy consumption continues to increase, achieving the 20% renewable energy target
may also be in jeopardy, since that target is calculated as a proportion of the EU’s final
energy consumption. I am firmly in favour of setting a binding target for energy efficiency
also, so as to ensure that Europe’s climate and energy policies are mutually reinforcing.

Unfortunately, the facts suggest that counting on the goodwill of individual Member States
is not going to work. The European Union must show the way with clear and effective
policies and objectives. Let us stop investing in new facilities to produce more energy, and
let us plough our money and our efforts into the cleanest energy in the world, energy that
we can avoid using.

Lastly, I call for the adoption of Amendment 2, which calls on the Commission to launch
an initiative on the energy performance of existing buildings in 2011.

Oreste Rossi (EFD).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, energy efficiency is the
key word of our future economy, but it should be promoted, not imposed: the Member
States must be brought on board to ensure that anyone who chooses to make his or her
business or home more energy efficient is assisted in doing so.

We cannot conceive of forcing private individuals to invest without convincing or
encouraging them: improving energy efficiency means helping the environment and saving
resources, but in such a sensitive area as this, it is crucial to combine these choices with
European policies aimed at a single European energy market.

Binding targets mean only unnecessary and very often ineffective expenditure; it is better
to convince citizens, institutions and bodies that savings in this area have a bearing on
people’s security and quality of life, too.

Csanád Szegedi (NI).   – (HU) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, our position is that the
root of the climate change that has a growing influence these days does not exclusively lie
in the environmental pollution caused by humanity. However, we all share the responsibility
to put an end to the destruction of our environment, both locally and globally, and to make
efforts to restore its original, healthy state to the best of our abilities. Accordingly, the call
for energy efficiency is also welcome. The buildings we use are responsible for approximately
40% of the world’s energy consumption, and therefore, addressing the matter of these
buildings is of exceptional importance. We must take a step towards new, zero CO2 emission
properties, and we must also find a solution for the problems of upgrading existing buildings
in terms of energy efficiency. Additionally, we must continuously reduce the consumption
and pollutant emissions of vehicles by urging the introduction of hybrid and fully electrical
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technologies. I am convinced that we, as Members of this House and politicians, must lead
by example when it comes to energy efficiency.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I, too, would like to stress the importance of
promoting energy efficiency as it can provide significant benefits for the whole economy.
The social benefits must also be mentioned, which includes the creation of new jobs
by 2020.

I think that it is vital to develop and sell new, cutting-edge energy technologies. This is the
way to maintain the competitiveness of energy intensive European businesses in the face
of global competition. I support reaching an agreement on a common methodology for
measuring national energy efficiency targets and monitoring progress on achieving them.

I also welcome the Commission’s work ‘towards a single Energy network’. It ought to
submit practical proposals to simplify and speed up authorisation procedures for
infrastructure projects.

Catherine Stihler (S&D).   – Mr President, thank you to Mr Bendtsen for mentioning the
construction industry in his opening remarks. I would just like to bring to his attention
that my report on construction products will be voted upon in January and we did discuss
energy efficiency in that report, too.

However, two quick points. Mr Swoboda mentioned the importance of local authorities.
I just wanted to bring to the House’s attention the sensitivity at the moment, certainly in
the UK, of budgetary cuts that are affecting local authorities. I think we need to bring that
into the debate and the discussions which will come about.

I also want to ask a question to the Commission. In the report we talk about the importance
of smart meters and it gives a date of the end of 2011 for the minimum common
functionalities. Will we be able to achieve this, Commissioner? I am sorry we do not have
anybody from the Presidency this evening, but I think that is important. I would also add
to previous speakers in raising the issue about energy poverty, which I think all in this
House would agree is vitally important to emphasise.

Günther Oettinger,    Member of the Commission. – (DE) Mr President, honourable Members,
I would like to start by endorsing Mr Swoboda’s comment that implementation takes place
on the spot – regionally and locally. In fact, we have manifold, mostly positive experience
of refurbishment programmes – often with each euro of public money attracting six or
seven euro of private investment. We will also need to examine whether our regional
programmes can be involved in this. I find it difficult to imagine that a local authority
would apply to the Commission directly for funding, but opening up the regional
programmes to a greater extent to the vigorous refurbishment of the building stock would
seem to me to be a very important step for the next funding period at the latest.

There is then also the question of an interest-rate rebate on loans. Do we want to use public
structural banks to reduce the interest rates for loans relating to the refurbishment of
buildings? There is also a point I would like to make in relation to building stock. It has
been said a number of times that if you increase energy efficiency, you save money. That
is true, but not immediately. If we look at Europe’s housing stock, we can see that, on
average, the required refurbishment for each dwelling – from windows, to active and passive
insulation and right down to appropriate electric equipment and appropriate improvements
to heating systems – would amount to EUR 30 000 to 60 000 per dwelling. You do not
save the money in the first year. The result of this is that we need to invest for the next
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10 years in order for energy expenditure to be reduced and reinvested for the next 40 years.
In essence, this represents an intergenerational contract in reverse. Hitherto, my generation
has built up enormous debts, as evinced by the currency problems we have been having.
Now, for the first time, we have the opportunity to invest, through energy efficiency, so
that in forthcoming decades, our children will reap the rewards via lower expenditure on
energy. Can we do this? Are we ready to do so? I am counting on you. We need to lay down
new priorities in relation to budgetary issues. Anyone who brings up energy efficiency
refurbishment within the European budget also needs to address it from the point of view
of the consequences. We will not receive any more money, so where do we want to
reorganise? That will be the crucial issue in relation to this subject at the European budgetary
level, too.

I have a second issue to raise as well. Two Members of this House, Messrs Jadot and Eickhout,
have said that the basis is clear. I have to disagree, however: it is not clear. I say that with
the decisions of the European Council on the table here. Incidentally, the last decision by
the European Council from March of this year, which stated – and I quote – ‘and moving
towards a 20% increase in energy efficiency’ is, in itself, something of a reduction in
consistency. This is because ‘moving towards 20%’ also means that 18, 19 or 17% would
also be sufficient. I am sticking by 20%, unchanged, although the European Council adopted
something of a retreat from this for the first time in March. The decision of March 2007
refers to projections of energy consumption in 2020, which were to be cut by 20%.

The body that supplies Europe with studies in this regard is PRIMES. I will cite three columns
of figures to show you what problems we are facing in this connection, which have not
been raised so far. Italy’s energy consumption for 2007 was 173 million tonnes. The
projection for 2020 was a rise to 208 million tonnes, from which the 20% was then to be
subtracted. That then leaves Italy roughly where it was before. The projection goes up and
the 20% is subtracted.

Or let us take the example of a really small country – Luxembourg. Luxembourg’s energy
consumption for 2007 was 4.6 million tonnes. The forecast demand rises to 5.6 million
tonnes, but that is then reduced to 4.5 million again. Or let us take Portugal as an example.
The consumption for the reference year was 23.8 million tonnes, which then increases to
30 million, before being brought back down to 24 million. We urgently need to discuss
the projections. This is the crucial point and it has been dealt with too briefly in the debate
overall, country by country.

Many of you have risen to advocate binding targets. I am an optimist and a realist. If we in
the Commission were to put forward a binding target for each Member State, these would,
today, be rejected by the Member States, of which we are all also citizens. There is thus no
chance of us doing so, as we would then achieve nothing at all. Perhaps a two-stage plan,
where we take the Member States with us, would be more realistic and more pertinent. In
such a plan, I would instruct the Member States to now create national efficiency plans on
a voluntary basis, but the 20% would apply all round. If we observe in two years’ time that
we have not made sufficiently consistent progress, then we will issue binding targets, which
the Member States would then presumably not be in a position to reject. I ask you all to
examine whether this – including to the knowledge of your governments – would not
perhaps be the better European route for our common targets.

Whether binding or voluntary, national action plans are required. We can examine the
contents, the consistency and the impact of the plans from a policy point of view. We will
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also certainly not accept unchanged any plan whose contents do not meet our specifications.
We would send back any such plan on a policy basis.

Thank you all very much for today. I would be happy to return here to Parliament in March
in order to formally launch the debate with a proposal. The report is an excellent first step
towards this.

Bendt Bendtsen,    rapporteur. – (DA) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
thank you for a constructive debate. If people are sitting and listening to this, it might seem
as though there is a great deal of disagreement on energy efficiency. Binding targets or not,
energy efficiency is something on which we need to take a stand. It is something that we
need to do something about. I would like to point out that even though we have had a
comprehensive debate on this subject – binding targets – the rapporteurs have, of course,
also discussed the fact, and agreed, that it is important for us to ensure compliance with
current EU legislation in this area. We have enacted legislation on a great many things. It
is important that this legislation is complied with, and it is important that it is implemented.
It is also important for us to take action in connection with urban development, buildings,
the use of new energy technologies and in respect of a better product policy. Transport is
also something that we need to take a stand on and, last but not least, it is important to get
many of these energy initiatives financed in the future. From where I stand, there is still
plenty of ripe fruit within reach that we have the opportunity to pick – in other words,
opportunities to increase energy efficiency in Europe.

Why is it so important now? I will not repeat what my fellow Member, Mr Kariņš, from
Latvia said in this context, namely, that Europe is paying out a great deal of money to both
the Middle East and Russia. Could this money not be put to better use in Europe? That is
not all: there is no doubt that if Europe wants to lead the way in this area, it is necessary
for us to invest. The investments will, of course, bring dividends in the form of higher
employment, more innovative enterprises and new jobs – in particular, jobs for our small
and medium-sized enterprises in Europe.

Having said all that, I would like to thank all of those involved. I would like to thank the
Commission and the relevant services. I would like to say that you have all been very willing
to cooperate, and I would like to thank my own group, which has shown a great deal of
trust and supported me right the way through the work on the report. I would also like to
say thank you to the shadow rapporteurs for their extremely constructive cooperation, in
which they also showed resistance. However, what is important now that we have come
this far is that a clear signal is being sent from this Parliament to the Commission concerning
the way we need to go in order to achieve energy efficiency in the future.

IN THE CHAIR: Edward McMILLAN-SCOTT
Vice-President

President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place tomorrow (Wednesday, 15 December 2010).

Written statements (Rule 149)

Cristian Silviu Buşoi (ALDE),    in writing. – (RO) Energy efficiency measures are vital so
that the EU can achieve the targets it has set for itself for combating climate change. We
have a target of cutting energy consumption by 20%. However, whereas we have directives
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for the other two objectives, clearly setting out how the target will be achieved, we have
no such instrument for energy efficiency. This is why I insist on the need for an energy
efficiency directive.

Furthermore, to be able to achieve the results we want, energy efficiency must be promoted
at every level, in every national and European policy. Innovation is one of the keys to
success in this respect. This is why I think that the future Research Framework Programme
ought to make energy efficiency a priority.

Last but not least, I believe that public authorities must set an example in this respect and
turn the buildings they own into energy efficient buildings.

In addition, Member States can promote energy efficiency through the requirements
stipulated in public procurement procedures. Therefore, priority must be given to businesses
which use cleaner technologies.

Finally, Member States can boost demand for green products using fiscal measures or
subsidies compatible with the internal market.

Elisabetta Gardini (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) The Energy Efficiency Action Plan is not a
competition in which obstacles and hurdles are placed in one’s way, but the start of a
cultural process, a key European policy objective aimed at influencing the behaviour of
individuals and businesses. It is a process that is made easier not by strict constraints that
create unaffordable costs for citizens and businesses, but by real incentives; a process that
is realised by means of energy infrastructure, changing urban development, products,
packaging and transport. I would point out that energy efficiency is considered to be the
most cost-effective way of managing greenhouse gas emissions and other emissions
resulting from energy production. Furthermore, according to a study carried out by
Confindustria, the General Confederation of Italian Industry, in Italy alone, energy efficiency
could have a socio-economic impact on the entire national economy worth some
EUR 238 billion and could increase the value of total production, with an associated rise
in employment of around 1.6 million standard work units, in the period 2010-2020. I
therefore consider it vital not only to channel investment into this sector, but also to ensure
the effective implementation and strengthening of the European instruments available.

Adam Gierek (S&D),    in writing. – (PL) Energy efficiency, in the most general terms, is
the restriction of individual consumption by rationalising appliance use. Essential
opportunities for increasing gross energy efficiency are, however, to be found in physical
and chemical industrial processes, which are based on: 1) better use of heat streams from
fossil or nuclear fuels by a) transferring Carnot cycle conversion to a higher temperature
and pressure, b) using appropriate recuperation of waste heat, e.g. in cogeneration processes;
2) reducing Ohm resistance during the transmission of current; 3) reducing heat resistance
in heat exchangers; 4) increasing heat resistance by using insulating materials in
construction; 5) reducing friction resistance; 6) reducing magnetic field losses; 7) shortening
excessively long energy conversion chains.

The political goal of 3x20 by 2020 does not therefore relate merely to limiting energy use
by 20% gross, for example, as a result of price increases, as this would only cause a fall in
living standards, but rather by means of rationalisation, which would allow 20% more
useful work to be obtained from the same amount of primary energy. Appropriate methods
for Member States to evaluate the implementation of this political goal will therefore be
needed.
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András Gyürk (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) The revision of the 2006 Energy Efficiency Action
Plan is an increasingly urgent task since, in connection with the EU’s 20-20-20 targets, the
lack of progress is most evident in the area of energy efficiency targets. Many initiatives
already point in the right direction, but the present achievements are still dwarfed by the
range of unexploited possibilities. Europe has just begun to recognise its lack of progress,
and has realised that it cannot afford the luxury of taking the development of energy
efficiency lightly. Such investments can reduce emissions more cheaply than any other
solutions, and can immediately invigorate the economy. One sign of a positive turning
point is that on the basis of the European Parliament’s decision, even the hitherto unused
resources of the Economic Recovery Programme can be used for energy efficiency
developments and green investments.

The Energy 2020 strategy published by the European Commission in November also ranks
energy efficiency as the highest priority. Now it is the Bendtsen report that formulates
specific recommendations as to how we could exploit our possibilities more effectively. I
am glad that innovative solutions such as smart grids and ESCOs that implement
investments producing a return on energy efficiency have also been included in the report.
However, financing still remains the most important issue. Energy efficiency aids must be
included in future long-term EU budgets as well, having particular regard to the building
reconstruction programmes of the former socialist countries. This is the area where
impressive savings can be realised with relatively small outlay.

Jiří Havel (S&D),    in writing. – (CS) Energy efficiency is one of the key priorities of the
Europe 2020 strategy and the Energy Strategy for Europe 2011-2020, which also makes
the submitted report highly important and topical in relation to the recent summit in
Cancún. The report builds on the Energy Efficiency Action Plan from 2006, calls on the
Commission to update this plan, to revise the directive on energy services and also to
establish binding targets to achieve a 20% improvement in energy efficiency by 2020. The
report discusses arguments for the advantages of greater energy efficiency: social (potential
creation of 1 million jobs or decline in energy poverty in the EU), economic (potential
energy savings of up to EUR 100 billion), strategic (retaining the competitiveness of
European companies through energy savings) and, last but not least, energy security (greater
energy self-sufficiency for the EU). The report includes recommendations in the area of
energy infrastructure, the development of towns and buildings, information and
communications products, tenders and financing. In my opinion, the role of the funding
sources (the Structural Funds, the ELENA instrument of the European Investment Bank,
national funds for energy efficiency, etc.) in financing energy efficiency projects is
particularly important. Overall, I think that the report submitted by Mr Bendtsen contains
an accurate analysis of this issue, as well as relevant recommendations on energy efficiency,
and I therefore recommend approving it in its proposed form.

Edit Herczog (S&D),    in writing. – (HU) It is the essential interest of the EU, and of all its
Member States, to make the most of as little energy as possible. In doing so, the dependency
on external energy can be reduced, energy security can be increased, and so can the
competitiveness of the European Union. Energy efficiency must therefore have special
priority in the implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy, and the drawing of as much
of the energy funds as possible should be made conditional to its principle. In accordance
with the targets undertaken under the Europe 2020 strategy (from 2005 onwards),
Hungary’s National Action Plan envisions very serious steps in the field of both energy
produced from renewable sources and energy efficiency. The Energy Efficiency Credit Fund
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(EHA) has been in operation since 1991, and has been lending support to the energy
efficiency investments of the citizens.

Moreover, the Hungarian Government is planning to improve the energy efficiency of the
biggest public sector consumers by 60% through the upgrading of public institutions
(including the installation of solar collectors and the modernisation of insulation and
heating systems) on the basis of the draft Complex Building Energy and Climate Protection
Programme. These are great plans, but their implementation has been seriously jeopardised
by the financial and economic crisis that continues to this day. Therefore, we must ask the
Commission to pay serious attention to national action plans and their implementation,
and to ensure that the EU directives adopted thus far are transposed into national legislation,
as the implementation of the 2020 energy strategy and the achievement of the CO2 emission
reduction targets can depend on this. Other than that, progress in this area can only be
expected through the joint application of the appropriate financial instruments and the
establishment of a suitable legislative framework.

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) An increase in energy efficiency contributes
directly to an improvement in energy security for the whole of the EU. If changes are
introduced properly, they will result in reduced emissions of pollutants. This is definitely
a very positive direction for development, which supports our efforts to combat climate
change. Using up-to-date technologies in the modernisation of infrastructure will also
ensure financial savings and, as a result, economic growth in EU Member States. Thanks
to this, as the rapporteur himself emphasises, new jobs will be created not only in urban
areas but also in local markets and in the countryside. Of course, all these goals will initially
require appropriate resources and investment. However, I think that it is absolutely worth
ensuring that Europe has an energy saving, efficient and environmentally-friendly economy.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The European Union needs to take
action to secure the future of its energy provision and protect its vital energy interests.
Energy efficiency measures play a crucial role in achieving this by guaranteeing that the
climate and energy targets set are achieved at the lowest possible cost. I think that
wide-ranging consultations need to be initiated with local and regional representatives in
order to set out well defined guidelines on energy efficiency and support must be provided
in devising projects and ensuring access to the EUR 9 billion made available by the
Commission via the cohesion policy. The smart use of these funds will enable us to achieve
the 20% energy efficiency target, which will help, to a large degree, to meet the European
Union’s objectives on sustainability and competitiveness. Furthermore, decreasing
consumption through energy efficiency is the most sustainable way of reducing dependency
on fossil fuels and will bring about a significant drop in imports (approximately 25-26%).

Alajos Mészáros (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) Concerning the revision of the Energy Efficiency
Action Plan, one of the most effective means of reducing emissions of CO2 and other gases
is energy efficiency. It also has enormous benefits in the fields of job creation and economic
growth. Since the adoption of the 2006 Energy Efficiency Action Plan, the economic
environment has undergone significant changes. Therefore, I definitely consider the revision
of EU energy efficiency policy, and its alignment with our current priorities, to be a necessary
step. I am of the opinion that we should use the document evaluating the results and
shortcomings of the 2006 Action Plan as the basis for this evaluation. We must do
everything in order to be able to meet the 20% target set out in our Europe 2020 strategy.
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While values pertaining to emissions and renewable energy sources are easily measurable,
data on energy efficiency are more difficult to calculate. In this, we need the assistance of
the Commission. Through the statistical data supplied by the Commission, we will be able
to track the changes of our energy policy. It is commonly known that the energy efficiency
of buildings also holds considerable opportunities. We must therefore urge the upgrading
of our existing buildings, since the proportion of new buildings being constructed is
declining. There are numerous buildings, mainly in Central European countries, which,
after appropriate renovation, could have serious potential in terms of efficiency. As regards
legislative measures in support of energy efficient solutions, the US and China are far ahead
of us. We must do everything in order to minimise our disadvantage. The European Union
and the Member States must support measures and means for increasing financing in this
area.

Pavel Poc (S&D),    in writing. – (CS) Although the European Union has set targets for
reducing energy consumption by 20% by 2020, these are not binding, unlike targets in
the areas of reducing emissions and renewables. Member States are therefore not sufficiently
motivated to achieve the best possible results in the area of energy efficiency. The technology
and the practical processes for improving energy efficiency already exist, but since there
will be no binding targets, these projects will not be properly financed and, consequently,
will not be implemented. If the EU were to achieve its target by 2020, however, that would
mean financial savings of up to EUR 78 billion a year. Apart from reducing dependence
on imports of oil and natural gas, thereby boosting energy supply security, this would also
mean significant savings for households. I consider this factor to be highly important,
because the number of people living in so-called energy poverty, where electricity and gas
bills swallow up most of the family budget, is currently growing. If binding targets were
set, however, households could save up to EUR 1 000 annually, according to figures from
the European Commission. Besides greater competitiveness, improved energy efficiency
would also boost the creation of permanent jobs and would lead to a reduction in CO2

emissions of 780 million tonnes, which is more than is required under the Kyoto Protocol.

Daciana Octavia Sârbu (S&D),    in writing. – The benefits of reducing energy consumption
and dependence in Europe would be, at once, economic, environmental and political. The
Energy Efficiency Action Plan therefore has far-reaching implications. I was rapporteur
for the opinion of the Environment Committee on the contribution of ICT to energy
efficiency, and I know that one of the most important tasks here is to facilitate the
integration of renewable energy sources into the power supply. Smart grids can help to
achieve this, whilst smart metering in households can make us conscious of when we can
save energy and so help us to reduce consumption. The Commission needs to focus properly
on these two elements in the Action Plan, and the Member States need to give their full
support to installing the infrastructure needed to make it happen, if necessary, through
public procurement contracts.

Vladimir Urutchev (PPE),    in writing. – Energy efficiency (EE) is the most cost-efficient
measure to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Through lower energy consumption, we are
less dependent on imports of oil and gas and their varying prices. It is of crucial importance
to focus investment on energy efficiency and to limit the money we spend on oil and gas
imports. That money should create jobs in our SMEs, agriculture, forestry sector and
industry. The Commission’s estimates showed that a 20% increase in EE could potentially
create as many as a million new jobs in Europe and an average household can save at least
EUR 1 000 per year. A lot has been achieved since the last EEAP, but there is no evidence
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that the target can be met by 2020. New instruments towards boosting energy savings
should be introduced at EU and national level with the emphasis on two main areas:
renovation of existing buildings and measures to boost financing. Old buildings have the
highest efficiency potential and the appropriate financial instruments to utilise that potential
are missing. These two issues should be properly addressed in the revision of the Energy
Efficiency Action Plan in order to get things moving as desired.

19. Repeal of directives regarding metrology (debate)

President.   – The next item is the report by Anja Weisgerber, on behalf of the Committee
on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection, on the proposal for a directive of the
European Parliament and of the Council repealing Council Directives 71/317/EEC,
71/347/EEC, 71/349/EEC, 74/148/EEC, 75/33/EEC, 76/765/EEC, 76/766/EEC and
86/217/EEC regarding metrology (COM(2008)0801 – C6-0467/2008 – 2008/0227(COD))
(A7-0050/2010).

Anja Weisgerber,    rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner Tajani, ladies and
gentlemen, I would like to start by offering my sincere thanks to the shadow rapporteurs
from the Committee on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection, those who helped
produce this report and everyone who contributed to this splendid result. Without the
constructive and very open collaboration with both the Commission and with the Belgian
Presidency of the Council, it would not be possible to conclude this package tomorrow.

As I am sure you can imagine, I am very satisfied with this result. The repeal of a total of
eight outdated and obsolete directives will enable us to take another step in the direction
of less bureaucracy in Europe. What is interesting in said directives is that they largely
became obsolete because they have already been replaced by international standards that
represent the latest state of the art. Member State rules and regulations are often rendered
obsolete by harmonised European rules and regulations, after all. In this case, European
rules and regulations have become superfluous thanks to international stipulations.

If we want to make progress towards our target of having 25% less bureaucracy in Europe
by 2012, we need to nail our colours to the mast now. To put it in the words of the Chair
of the High Level Group of Independent Stakeholders on Administrative Burdens, Edmund
Stoiber, we in Europe must not only purse our lips, we need to whistle loudly. In other
words, our words must be followed up by tangible action. When it comes to that action,
the devil is often in the detail, however. This directive repealing eight directives relating to
metrology has shown this clearly once again. Measuring instruments for cold water meters
for non-clean water, alcohol meters, certain weights, tyre pressure gauges and equipment
to measure the standard mass of grain or the size of ship tanks have been replaced, in
practice, by more modern digital equipment. The outdated equipment is used increasingly
rarely and the rules governing such equipment can thus be abolished. There are also no
consequences for the functioning of the internal market or for the high standard of
consumer protection, which remains of great importance to us.

Yet the Council has been blocking this package for some time. We have managed, however,
to reach a reasonable compromise between the Council and Parliament in the informal
trialogue, and even to do so at first reading – which is always the exception rather than the
rule for us. The substance of that agreement is as follows: one directive – namely that
concerning the calibration of ship tanks – is to be repealed immediately, which is to say,
with effect from 1 July 2011, while the remaining seven directives will be repealed once
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the recast version of the Framework Measuring Instruments Directive (MID), which the
Commission is currently working on, has been adopted. The Commission will produce a
new proposal for the MID by the end of April 2011. The idea is that the Commission, when
reviewing the MID, will also examine whether and, if so, what elements from the old
directives should be retained and should therefore be incorporated into the MID to that
end. If the Member States provide evidence that certain elements within the seven directives
are still necessary, for example, on consumer protection grounds, such as provisions from
the directive relating to tyre pressure gauges for motor vehicles, these sections will be
incorporated into the Framework Measuring Instruments Directive. Once the recast version
of the MID has been adopted, the remaining directives will be repealed.

This is a signal that Europe is serious about cutting red tape and that we are eager to create
the conditions for sustainable economic growth. I am proud of the fact that the European
Parliament is doing its bit, in this way, to help cut red tape and to produce better, more
streamlined and simpler lawmaking.

Allow me just to conclude with a brief word about the correlation tables. These are the
tables that the Member States are supposed to draw up in order to document how they
have implemented the directive. In the end, we agreed on a less strict wording in this regard.
We fought for stricter wordings in future, however, and we achieved our goal in this regard.
The Conference of Presidents will champion this cause accordingly to the Council and the
Commission. This represents a success that we have the rapporteurs and the shadow
rapporteurs to thank for.

Antonio Tajani,    Vice-President of the Commission. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
I would like to start by congratulating and thanking Mrs Weisgerber for the in-depth work
she has done on an intricate and complicated proposal, which has been at the centre of a
long debate; her work has therefore not been easy, and the fact that it has been possible to
reach an agreement at first reading shows the rapporteur’s skill in securing a good
agreement.

This decision certainly marks an important stage in the area of simplification and smart
regulation. Better regulation must be something that the European institutions increasingly
strive for, and the Commission is completely unanimous in wanting to focus on ever better
European regulation.

As the rapporteur pointed out, this proposal will actually repeal eight obsolete directives
relating to six categories of legal measuring instruments, based on the fact that the
instruments covered by the directive in question are now obsolete and that corresponding
trade is falling. Furthermore, there are no barriers to trade in technically more advanced
substitute products, which do not fall within the scope of the directives.

In future, Member States may wish to enact national rules. However, this will not create
new barriers to trade since there are international standards that already fully regulate these
old instruments and most of the more advanced substitute products as well.

Pursuant to the World Trade Organisation Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade,
Member States must base their legislation on these international standards. The Treaty on
European Union stipulates that Member States must also mutually recognise equivalent
products legally sold in another Member State.
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The Commission therefore welcomes the first-reading compromise between Parliament
and the Council, which provides for the repeal of one directive by July 2011 and of the
other seven directives by December 2015.

Lastly, the Commission emphasises the joint statement made by the three institutions and
states its willingness to re-examine the arguments in favour of harmonisation presented
during the legislative process. As stated, we will refer to those arguments by the end of
April 2011 and, where appropriate, submit the legislative proposal in accordance with the
principles of better regulation.

Lara Comi,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I fully
support the rapporteur’s position in relation to the Commission proposal to repeal
eight directives in the field of metrology.

In particular, I welcome the proposal concerning the advisability of giving Member States
sufficient time to analyse the possible consequences of a repeal in the context of the review
of the Measuring Instruments Directive (MID).

Indeed, while I support the general aims of better regulation and simplification, which are
also promoted by the Lisbon Strategy, I think it is imperative to give the Member States
the time they need to investigate whether repealing the directives will lead to legal
uncertainty. This situation would actually help ease the concerns expressed by the various
Member States about not having a reasonable amount of time to tackle the legal vacuum
that a repeal would create.

This is therefore an excellent compromise between the position adopted by the Commission,
which is in favour of a full repeal of all the directives and against new regulations in this
area within the framework of the MID, and the critical positions initially adopted by the
Member States with regard to this proposal.

Evelyne Gebhardt,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, I
would like to express my thanks to Mrs Weisgerber for the truly collegial collaboration
that we enjoyed. I would like to say, on behalf of my group, that I am far from euphoric
about the repeal of these eight directives. There are, in fact, a number of outdated measuring
instruments for which the rules and regulations are being abolished, but we have noted in
the debates that the devil is in the detail, as you yourself have said. It therefore was not
always clear whether this route really was the right one to choose. My group will vote in
favour of this compromise in light of the fact that we have obtained an assurance from the
Commission that it will examine the idea of properly incorporating these measurement
instruments into the European Measuring Instruments Directive (MID), which is, of course,
being drawn up at the moment, where necessary. This commitment to investigate – this,
too, I am assuming – will also be taken very seriously and given earnest consideration. We
are voting for the compromise on this condition, well aware that there are still one or two
issues that need to be investigated.

As for the correlation tables, I would like to say, at this point, that we have now stated that
we are ready to accept the mild wording that is currently to be found in this text but that
this is one of the last documents in which we have accepted this, as, for us, this really is
about European law, which is created once the Member States have given their consent,
being truly and properly implemented. We can only check that, however, if we have the
information, and we only get the information from these correlation tables. We will
continue to work towards that, at all events.
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Cristian Silviu Buşoi,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Mr President, I would like to
congratulate the rapporteur and the other colleagues who have contributed to this dossier.
Although it had initially appeared to be a very technical dossier, in the end, it was very
clear that the political decision would find a solution for this report.

There is a need to simplify the acquis communautaire by repealing those directives which
contain provisions on means of measurement that are no longer used as a result of technical
progress and the use of international standards. The Commission’s approach is reasonable.
If the mutual recognition principle ensures free movement and no specific barrier exists,
then no further additions are needed and the technical specifications should be adopted
by the Member States.

However, the repeal of the directive should not lead to any new barriers to free movement
or to additional administrative burdens. We also need to ensure that there will be no gaps
between the old directives being repealed and the 2004 directive on measuring instruments.

Furthermore, the first reading report adopted in the Committee on the Internal Market
and Consumer Protection enabled the inclusion of provisions on the measuring instruments
covered by the directives being repealed in the general Measurements Instruments Directive.
The Member States have been given more time to investigate whether the repealing of the
directives will lead to legal uncertainty.

The report includes a provision that the Commission shall evaluate whether the measuring
instruments falling within the scope of the repealed directives need to be included in the
scope of the Measurements Instruments Directive. Taking account of the fact that a
horizontal decision has also been taken regarding correlation tables, together with other
shadow rapporteurs, I propose to support the text agreed at the first reading with the
Council.

Heide Rühle,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (DE) Mr President, I, too, would like to
thank the rapporteur and the shadow rapporteurs for their sterling cooperation. I think I
can keep this brief as all the essential points have actually already been addressed.

Clearly, our group will support the compromise, but we are also working on the assumption
that the Commission will take another critical look at things in the review of the Measuring
Instruments Directive (MID). Clearly, we support the fact that this compromise on the
correlation tables was found. This compromise has a time limit on it, however, and in
future, the Council must react much more strongly. We are no longer prepared to give
way. Ultimately, it must also be possible to monitor the Member States and for that, we
urgently need correlation tables.

Edvard Kožušník,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (CS) Mr President, from the outset, I have
personally supported the original Commission proposal to repeal all eight directives without
compensation. I believe that the Commission proposal was a prime example of the right
way to simplify European law and promote the approach of ‘better regulation’. We should
not push for harmonisation in all areas at any price. We should think about other regulatory
instruments than just EU regulations, such as international standards, for example. We
should also deploy these alternative regulatory instruments in cases where they would be
more effective. With the introduction of regulations in the area of metrology, I would
prefer a voluntary system of mutual recognition of national regulations, based on
international standards, rather than a top-down centralised harmonisation. I am sorry that
Parliament, along with certain Member States, does not support this exceptional and liberal
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approach of the Commission, preferring instead a conservative approach to eliminating
excessive regulation.

Despite everything, however, I would like to thank the rapporteur very much for the effort
she has devoted to finding a common compromise solution. I applaud her personal
enthusiasm, thanks to which the Commission proposal did not disappear from view, and
part of the original intention at least has come through.

Oreste Rossi,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we
are in favour of the report on metrology. It is a very technical text and one on which we
have been waiting to vote in plenary for months.

The report, which sailed through the competent committee, was submitted last March,
and the situation has dragged on for so long because an agreement on the associated
correlation tables had to be reached within the Council, between the 27 Member States.

The real problem is that the European Commission has still not presented the proposal
for a directive on measuring instruments, which should supersede the obsolete directives
that we are repealing today and regulate this matter once and for all. I wish to criticise the
Commission for having reached the stage where it is abolishing the obsolete directives
without having presented, at the same time, a proposal to revise the Measuring Instruments
Directive. Such behaviour is unjustifiable, and it is a long way from meeting the needs of
businesses and citizens.

At the same time, I would criticise the excessive fear of those who believe that the law of
the Member States is incapable of filling the gap during the vacatio legis. Fortunately,
European businesses have a system of international standards for the sector that is
independent of, and goes beyond, EU rules. Therefore, the fears of a disaster happening in
the period between the promulgation and entry into force of the directives are unfounded.

Businesses will fill the legislators’ gaps with their trade organisations, with their skills, with
the rules that they have set themselves in order to create a dynamic and balanced market.
We must remember our businesses, which continue to operate in Europe with great
difficulty. We must stop squeezing them with taxes, red tape and absurd requests.

Sometimes, work is done swiftly in Parliament. Common sense and a desire to reach
agreements with the other European institutions transcend political divisions.

Zuzana Roithová (PPE).   – (CS) Mr President, the eight obsolete directives on measuring
instruments are not, at first sight, an interesting political topic, but in fact, their repeal
represents the concrete fulfilment of the principle of subsidiarity, as well as an effort for
‘better regulation’. In the area of metrology, there are already international agreements
which were made necessary by the globalisation of science and trade, and any harmonisation
at the European level is therefore really not necessary. I applaud the responsible approach
of the rapporteur, Anja Weisgerber, who decided, on the one hand, to support the
Commission proposal for a complete repeal of the directives, while leaving time in the
case of seven of them for the relevant Member State metrological institutes to perform an
analysis of the implications for national legislation.

The solution, which we will surely approve tomorrow, will therefore also be an interesting
test for other directives, as to whether the mutual recognition of regulations at the national
level will be sufficient and will not lead to legal uncertainty, and will therefore be more
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advantageous than an amendment or full harmonisation. Personally, I would be surprised
if Member States gave preference to harmonisation.

I would like to congratulate the rapporteur on achieving full support in the Committee on
the Internal Market and Consumer Protection, and I would like to thank her for negotiating
a consistent position with the Council.

Malcolm Harbour (ECR).   – Mr President, first of all, I want to join in the thanks to Anja
Weisgerber who is a stalwart member of the Committee on the Internal Market and
Consumer Protection and has done a number of these very technical reports with great
diligence, and this is a good example of that.

I think that when she started on this work, which was soon after the elections last year, we
all felt that what appeared at first sight to be a deceptively simple proposal from the
Commission to repeal what appeared on the surface to be outdated legislation would
probably be dealt with relatively quickly and without much argument.

The time that this has taken and the relative complexity of the solution show that
deregulation and cutting red tape are nothing like as easy as people think. It is very easy to
come up with these facile phrases about deregulation, but in the real world, there are always
people who want to keep regulation in place. As soon as this proposal hit the Council, we
began to realise some of the deep-seated problems that existed from country to country.
There were countries which had problems with measuring the weight of ships, or alcohol
meters, or tyre pressure gauges. Everyone had their own particular issue.

My conclusion overall is not about the value of the proposal, because in a few months, we
will have the alternative proposal which will effectively make this one outdated, and we
could almost have waited for that. My appeal to the Commissioner is that the Commission
does need to look at its impact assessment and its homework on deregulation proposals
much more deeply and get Member States to engage with them before coming up with
these proposals.

On reflection I think we could have spent more time on that had we been allowed to do
so. It is a success for the committee, but I would say a qualified success, and we need to
learn the lessons from that as we go forward.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Mr President, I, too, welcome the rapporteur’s proposals and certainly
we are living in a much smaller world than ever before. Interaction between people is far
greater, and that is set to continue rapidly into the future, so obviously the more
harmonisation we have in measurement instruments, the better. I certainly welcome the
repeal of the metrology directives and cutting red tape by 25%.

Sometimes, I think we underestimate the ability of people to adapt. I saw in my country
how easily we adapted from the old pounds, shillings and pence to the euro and cents, and
also only in recent years from miles to kilometres in terms of travel and speed limits. This
has made life easier for many people and will continue to do so. I think this is a step in the
right direction, so congratulations again.

Antonio Tajani,    Vice-President of the Commission. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
I am grateful to everyone who spoke during the debate, because it means that there is
interest in this proposal for simplification. That is why I wish to emphasise once again the
advantages entailed by this choice and, hence, the benefits to be had from it.
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I am talking here about advantages for consumers, instrument manufacturers and national
administrations. I also wish to assure you, in response to the specific issue raised by
Mrs Gebhardt, that the Commission is ready to conduct the studies necessary to re-examine
the arguments in favour of harmonisation by April 2011.

In response to Mr Rossi, who criticised the Commission but has now left the Chamber –
after making a criticism one would do well to listen to the response, too – there is a joint
statement by Parliament, the Council and the Commission on this matter, which reads,
and I quote: ‘in accordance with Article 25 of Directive 2004/22/EC on measuring
instruments, the Commission is invited, by the European Parliament and by the Council,
to report, before 30 April 2011, on the implementation of that directive and to submit,
where appropriate, a legislative proposal’. As I said in my speech at the start of the debate,
I intend to abide by that statement.

Thank you Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, for your commitment and cooperation.
Lastly, on the subject of correlation tables, the Commission supports Parliament’s position.

Anja Weisgerber,    rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, I would like to express my sincere
thanks to all my fellow Members, including my appreciation of their valuable contributions
to the debate tonight. After the vote in the morning, we need to shift our focus to the future.
Naturally, we are looking forward to seeing how the individual rules and regulations turn
out – the Commission has now announced that it will table its proposal for the Measuring
Instruments Directive (MID) by the end of April. It will then also be possible to check
whether any of the individual legislative regimes that we are removing from circulation
are to be incorporated.

It is important, as Mrs Comi also said, that no legal vacuum arises. Mrs Gebhardt, I can tell
you that that was also a very important concern for the Group of the Progressive Alliance
of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament and it was one that we were able
to follow up on. For me, however, it is also important to mention that the Member States
are required to document even more strictly why certain aspects or elements should be
retained, as it is only in those circumstances that we really need European regulations; they
are not an end in themselves.

I am also looking forward to the Internet consultation that the Commission has announced
and which will take place between 6 September and 1 November 2011. The consultation
will also involve the companies affected, the authorities and so forth. Once again, I will be
listening closely to businesses. When it comes to the existing directive, too, I checked
whether these measuring instruments were still in use and, as it happened, the response
every single time – for example, from my wine growing association, which I asked about
alcohol meters – was that such items of equipment certainly are not used any longer. We
therefore need to look very closely into this. If we really do want to make progress towards
this target of cutting red tape in Europe by 25% by 2012 – and that, of course, is no longer
very far away – we need to make major progress in this area. We, as Parliament, are ready
to play a part.

Finally, I just have one more thing to say about the correlation tables. I want to state, at
this point, that, once again, what we have here is a compromise, but, with regard to the
future, I would like to call on the Member States to commit to actually drawing up these
tables because this really is about a uniform implementation of the rules and regulations
throughout Europe.
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President.   – The debate is closed.

The vote will take place tomorrow (Wednesday, 15 December 2010).

20. Safety of toys (debate)

President.   – The next item is the debate on the oral question to the Commission on safety
of toys by Andreas Schwab, Anja Weisgerber, Marianne Thyssen, Anna Maria Corazza
Bildt, on behalf of the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), Evelyne
Gebhardt, Christel Schaldemose, Anna Hedh, Barbara Weiler, on behalf of the Group of
the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament, Cristian
Silviu Buşoi, Jürgen Creutzmann, Antonyia Parvanova, Nadja Hirsch, on behalf of the
Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe, Heide Rühle, on behalf of the
Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance, Malcolm Harbour, on behalf of the European
Conservatives and Reformists (O-0195/2010 - B7-0658/2010).

Anja Weisgerber,    author. – (DE) Mr President, in relation to the adoption of the Toys
Directive, I would like to point out that, when we adopted the directive, we had an objective
in mind, namely, making children’s toys safer, as children, in particular, still growing and
developing as they are, have a particularly sensitive reaction to hazardous substances and
chemicals. Considering the most up-to-date scientific knowledge at that point, we laid
down the strictest requirements anywhere in the world for toys through European
legislation.

As every year, this issue comes to the fore in the run-up to Christmas, and for me personally,
too, as a mother-to-be, this issue is one that is close to my heart, and I think it is very
important that we have the strictest standards. That is why I helped initiate this debate.

I did so in the light of new expert opinions that have concluded that the strictest limit values
for heavy metals are not strict enough, given the latest scientific knowledge. We included
a clause in the directive specifically for cases like this, which makes it possible to modify
and tighten up the limit values at a later date, and we now need to make use of that clause.
Commissioner Tajani, that was something that we also called on your predecessor to do
a year ago.

I am pleased that, as I understand it, the Commission is to announce today, at least, that
the limit values for certain heavy metals are to be tightened up, albeit with a delay from
when we called on it to do so and certainly encouraged by the debate today. In general,
however, we need to review all hazardous substances, and we should not, therefore, restrict
ourselves to the heavy metals. Instead, we need to look into the latest information on the
hazardous substances known as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). Should it also
turn out that it is necessary to amend the limit values in order to protect our children, I
call for a rectification of the legislation in this regard, too. At the end of the day, this is
about the safety of our children.

Evelyne Gebhardt,    author. – (DE) Mr President, year after year, we have this debate about
the safety of toys. Year after year, we have to observe that there is still much that is in need
of improvement. We are talking, here, amongst other things, about what are known as
carcinogenic, mutagenic and reprotoxic substances (CMRs), substances that cause cancer
and that may be very hazardous to the health and, in some cases, even the life of children.
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The new information does indeed show that we need to ensure that the limit values are
adapted and we are calling on the Commission to finally do so. Commissioner, I really
hope that this will actually happen.

This is not the only problem, however. There is another problem in the shape of market
supervision, and the Member States, too, have a responsibility here. They have a
responsibility to ensure that only toys that truly satisfy the safety standards that we have
adopted reach the market. That is not always the case, which is highly regrettable. We
therefore need to ensure that these safety standards are improved.

The third and final point that I wish to make relates to the marking of toys. Many people
wrongly believe that the CE mark is an indicator of safety. It is not, however, as the
Commission itself says. It is therefore time, Commissioner, that the Commission gave
some thought to how we could issue a European safety mark that is truly reliable and that
is monitored by third parties, independent authorities or bodies, so that a dangerous toy
simply cannot make it onto the market or into the shops where it can threaten the health
of our children. I believe that we have a major debt to discharge in this regard, and there
is still much that we need to do, and urgently so.

Cristian Silviu Buşoi,    author. – Mr President, the safety of toys is a subject of great
importance, and not only because it is the time of year when sales of toys increase
substantially. It is our duty as the representatives of EU citizens to ensure that we are looking
after the best interests of consumers and protecting children.

The revised Directive 2009/48/EC is meant to assure consumers that toys sold in the EU
fulfil the highest safety requirements worldwide, especially those relating to the use of
chemical substances. Market surveillance measures have been reinforced. The
documentation which toy manufacturers and importers have to keep available for inspection
now has to contain a detailed description of the design and manufacture of the toy, specific
information on the components and materials used in the toy as well as an analysis of the
hazards that the toy may present.

However, concerns are raised by the scientific opinion of the Scientific Committee on
Health and Environmental Risks on the evaluation of the migration limits for chemical
elements in toys, which states that the method used to measure the migration of chemical
elements is not really reliable. We therefore require clarification of the calculation method
chosen to regulate CMR – chemical substances in toys. There is also cause for concern
regarding toys designed for children under the age of three. Since this is the most vulnerable
age group, toys designed for these children should be tested independently.

The latest RAPEX reports also underline problems concerning market surveillance for toys.
There are still a large number of toys entering the EU market that pose a high risk to the
most vulnerable consumers.

There are clear signals that the revised Toy Safety Directive needs to be strengthened in
order to assure the highest level of protection for our children. We consider that these
issues need to be addressed as soon as possible, making sure that there are no loopholes
following the implementation of the revised directive. We need to remain focused on toy
safety, market surveillance and the prevention of the use of hazardous substances in
products specifically designed for children.

Malcolm Harbour,    author. – Mr President, I think the importance of the question that
we are addressing tonight is the fact that this committee continues to be extremely vigilant
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about issues related to the safety of toys, as indeed it does on the whole gamut of consumer
goods. So we put a huge amount of effort into passing the revised Toys Directive in 2009.

But things do not stop there, and that is why I think it is a welcome opportunity to give
you, the Commission, the chance to reassure us that you are keeping a very close eye on
developments, on test results, and ensuring that the provisions of the existing legislation
and the future legislation will continue to be updated to reflect the growing amount of
scientific evidence about potentially hazardous chemicals. And that, of course, includes
the need for consistent testing methods. Part of the issue here is that, in many cases, we
find that toy manufacturers are faced with difficulties about getting some consistent
standards against which to test, and I know that is something that you will address.

But I also want to pick up the broader issue because I think, as a number of my colleagues
have said, the issue here is not just about the regulation; it is about the whole supply chain
for toys, much of which come from outside the European Union.

I was recently invited by your colleague, Commissioner Dalli, to represent the Committee
on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection at a major trilateral summit between the
Americans and the Europeans in China to talk about toy safety. And one of the important
things that we did there and that the European Commission did – and I give them credit –
was to talk to Chinese manufacturers about designing safety into the product from the
beginning: the knowledge of those directives. This is nothing to do with marking, it is
nothing to do with third-party testing; it is actually the basic principles of transferring
information and knowledge so that we get safety designed into the products from the
beginning. And then those safe products are sustained in production by proper quality
systems, not just for the toy itself, but for all its suppliers.

Now that is how we ensure safety. It is not going to be about marking. It is about the right
regulatory framework, which means getting everybody in the supply chain to understand
their responsibilities.

Heide Rühle,    author. – (DE) Mr President, I have a comment that I would like to direct
to Mr Harbour. That sounds great, Mr Harbour, but I still think that we have some work
to do on our side, too. It cannot be a coincidence that we debate the issue of toy safety in
Parliament in the run-up to each Christmas, as we are doing again this year. Just last year,
it was the carcinogenic substances in toys known as softening agents that we were debating.
Commissioner Verheugen promised us specifically over the last year that there would be
new studies and that he would take action where appropriate. These studies have been on
the table since the middle of this year. According to the study by SCHER, the Scientific
Committee on Health and Environmental Risks, the limit values for the PAHs – the
carcinogenic substances – are too high. The methods of testing, too, are not reliable enough.
We need to give this some thought. My questions to the Commissioner are, how will he
deal with what he has inherited in this regard and what action will he take as a result of
this criticism and in this field?

The limit values for heavy metals, too, especially for lead, are ‘no longer appropriate’, to
quote another SCHER study. What does that mean for us? If we make adjustments for the
heavy metals, will we provide different limit values in the comitology procedure? I call on
the Commission to take action in this area, too.
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In addition, we are also still awaiting the promised limit values for noise made by toys that
is deleterious to health. We were promised these values when we passed the first reading;
they should be presented to us soon. I hope that we will have these values soon.

Last but not least, I would also like, once again, to come back to the issue of market
supervision, as the best directives are only worth as much as their market supervision,
which ultimately ensures the monitoring of compliance with the directives, and of course,
to the tariff issue. Mr Tajani knows, of course, that we would be happy to collaborate with
him in this area. In the shape of Mrs Schaldemose, we have a rapporteur who is looking
to bring about further moves in this very area. We will work closely together on this. This
will be the next important step, alongside the issue of the limit value for heavy metals and
for carcinogens.

Antonio Tajani,    Vice-President of the Commission. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
the debate in plenary on the safety of toys in the European Union could not have come at
a better time than this year, especially in the light of the recent events that have seen
countries such as Belgium withdraw various types of puzzle mat from the market because
the concentration of formamide, a chemical substance classified as carcinogenic, mutagenic
and toxic for reproduction, was high enough to be deemed a risk to children’s health, and
other countries, such as France, accordingly step up their market surveillance of these same
products.

At the moment, we are awaiting notification of the measures taken by the national
authorities, and then we will see to it that the data provided are analysed immediately by
our scientific committees. If it is confirmed as a result of these tests, as a result of scientific
data, that such concentrations of formamide do indeed present a risk to children’s health,
then acting under the committee procedure, we will take all the measures necessary to
amend the provisions of the directive accordingly. The directive – and here I wish to reassure
Mr Harbour – does indeed provide for this mechanism, which means that it can be
constantly updated to reflect the latest available scientific data.

As Mrs Weisgerber mentioned, the Commission, for example, has already made these
amendments for certain chemical substances, such as lead and cadmium, so that their
values are in line with the latest scientific data. These amendments will be scrutinised in
accordance with the regulatory procedure; hence, Parliament will be fully involved in this
work. However, over and above the mechanisms provided for by the committee procedure
– and I am addressing Mrs Rühle here – I personally undertake to keep you constantly
informed of the progress of the work on these two substances.

With regard to the other specific issues raised in the question tabled, I would like to start
with the Scientific Committee on Health and Environmental Risks, which refers to a study
conducted by the Joint Research Centre to analyse the methodology used in laboratories
to identify traces of heavy metals such as lead in toys. These analyses were carried out in
accordance with the EN 71-3 standard.

According to the study, 40 laboratories took part in the analysis, 15 of which are bodies
notified by the Member States as being qualified to assess the conformity of toys within
the meaning of the directive. Only three out of 40 laboratories misinterpreted the results
of the analyses. The Commission has sent the results of these studies to the Member States
that notified the names of the laboratories and to the laboratories themselves, inviting
them to take the appropriate measures.
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The study in question has also been sent to the European Committee for Standardisation
so that it can be incorporated in the review of the EN 71-3 standard, which is currently
under way. The aim of the review is to establish a new standard by the deadline set, namely
2013, for applying the new provisions on chemical substances.

As regards the new directive on toys, adopted in May 2009, it is based on a new legislative
framework for the marketing of products and it provides for greater market surveillance.
The Member States are bound to provide the instruments necessary to ensure that only
safe products are accessible to European consumers. They have an obligation both to
strengthen border controls and to ensure that their inspectorates monitor effectively
products that have already been placed on the European market. Lastly, should the Member
States discover any irregularities in toys, they must immediately notify the other countries
of this information via RAPEX, the EU rapid alert system for dangerous consumer products.

Mr Harbour, the Commission is cooperating very closely with the Chinese authorities, in
particular, with regard to the safety of toys. European and Chinese experts on the subject
meet regularly to exchange information on applicable legislation and standards, and on
administrative practices, too. The Chinese authorities’ inspectors are receiving training
with a view to improving the quality control of products.

As regards chemical substance limits, Mr Buşoi, it is true that a migration-based method
is preferable from a scientific point of view, because it is based on the real risk to which
children are exposed. However, setting migration limits means assessing the risk and the
exposure to risk, as well as permitting acceptable daily intakes in order to calculate those
limits. Given the large number of chemical substances – more than 1 000 – and the lack
of sufficient information on all of them, we cannot implement this method with the
scientific knowledge we currently possess.

That being said, the directive already lays down migration limits for some chemical
substances for which scientific information is available and permits, again via the committee
procedure, the future introduction of migration limits should further scientific data be
made available for other new substances.

Mrs Rühle, as regards compounds and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, these substances
can be found in various consumer goods and not just in toys. Hence, the possibility of
adopting specific measures has now been tested within the framework of the REACH
Regulation, which has a broader scope, and this appears to be the most consistent and
effective method.

Toys intended for use by children under three years of age are subject to stricter rules.
Children below that age are more vulnerable and require greater protection. Should there
be any doubt about the age group for which a toy is intended, the manufacturer must apply
the most rigorous standards. However, there does not appear to be any justification for
making all toys subject to the same restrictions as toys intended for babies. The exposure
to risk and the way in which those toys are used are not, in fact, the same. Furthermore,
certain categories of toys that are intended for older children and for which no risks or
accidents have been recorded would end up simply being banned. This method would be
disproportionate and would contradict the objective of better regulation.

The new directive also prohibits the use of chemicals classified as carcinogenic, mutagenic
or toxic for reproduction, but this Parliament itself decided that an outright ban without
any possibility of derogation would have been neither justifiable nor realistic. However, if
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a substance presents no health risks, because it is inaccessible, say, then it may not be
prohibited.

Assessments must be carried out on a case by case basis using the scientific information
available for each substance. Stricter limits may be adopted under the committee procedure
to ensure an adequate level of safety. The Commission will propose this whenever a genuine
risk and specific data deem it necessary.

As you know, the new directive will apply to economic operators from July 2011. The
obligations relating to chemical substances will apply from July 2013. Ensuring that all
those concerned – Member States and economic operators – apply the new rules and
integrating the necessary adaptations to scientific progress is a priority for the Commission.

In particular, the Member States have already met twice to discuss the changes in certain
chemical substance-related obligations, in October 2009 and in September of this year. A
further meeting is planned in April 2011 to conclude the work.

An expert group on chemicals has also been set up to give the Commission guidance. The
group already held a meeting in November, which produced good results with regard to
defining the issues to be addressed and the options to be suggested. A further meeting is
scheduled for January 2011.

Mr Harbour, with regard to market surveillance, I shall have an opportunity to answer
your questions at a later date.

Lara Comi,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the Toy
Safety Directive marked an important step forward in the protection of children up to
14 years of age. It lays down the essential requirements that toys must meet during
manufacture and before being placed on the market.

The European harmonisation bodies drew up harmonised European standards on the basis
of the essential requirements: the conformity of toys is assessed and guaranteed by the CE
mark, which ensures a high level of safety with respect to international standards. Naturally,
I hope that in time, the CE mark can be replaced by microchips. Moreover, I personally
believe that the European Union is constantly striving to update its safety tests, adapting
them more and more to new technologies.

I must say that I am puzzled about the need to hold a debate, immediately before Christmas,
on a study in which it is stated that the test on the migration limits for chemical elements
in toys is non-compliant. Let us not cause a false alarm and disguise it behind the legitimate
need to continually update our control systems, because that could also damage the many
European businesses that operate in the toy sector and comply with all the rules in force,
and it could do so at a crucial time for their production.

Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that improvements in legislation must always be
matched by improvements in its application. While our work here in the European
Parliament will continue along the lines of improving the quality of toys, my hope for the
new year is that non-European countries will use our standards as a model so as to improve
the quality of their products at international level.

María Irigoyen Pérez,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (ES) Mr President, Commissioner,
the directive adopted in 2009 was a success because it updates the legislative framework
governing the safety of toys. It is a major step in the right direction, because it is showing
us which way to go, but it is not sufficient.
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We need to be constantly vigilant and alert to ensure that toys that are sold do not endanger
the health and safety of children. All toys that are on the market have to comply with
current legislation.

We must revise and improve the monitoring mechanisms for detecting dangerous toys,
due to substances that are considered to be carcinogenic, mutagenic or toxic to reproduction
(CMR substances), fragrances, or other dangerous substances, such as heteropolyanion
(HPA) compounds.

The legislation to follow needs to be clearer regarding minimum age warnings and the
dangers arising from inappropriate use. We need to ensure that the recommended age for
toys is based on child behaviour studies.

We need to be capable of adapting our legislation to scientific advances, based on sound
studies, and be more rigorous in monitoring the market and toy imports.

We need to work together, increase cooperation between Member States and rely on the
customs services working together to monitor the route taken by imported toys.

Europeans are preparing to make their Christmas purchases, and we must guarantee that
the products that they buy comply with all the safety requirements.

Zuzana Roithová (PPE).   – (CS) Mr President, the recommendation of the Commission’s
Scientific Committee regarding the limits for release of the six chemical substances is not
unequivocal, and that has led to this question being put. I agree with the six experts who
performed the assessment, that they could not clearly prove harm to children from these
substances, because in simulating exposure, they use water and not children’s spit containing
lactose. We cannot leave parents of young children in doubt over the possible health risks
of toys made from synthetic materials, however, and I would therefore like to ask whether
the Commission intends to continue its investigation by starting experiments on mice, for
example, as was the case when investigating the effects of bisphenol, which is released
from baby feeding bottles made from synthetic materials and which will now be banned
throughout the EU from March.

I would like to ask two more specific questions. Does the Commission agree with the
proposal of the Scientific Committee, which recommends assuming exposure for a child
amounting to 50% of the exposure for an adult? Furthermore, in view of the fact that the
Scientific Committee recommends reducing the limit for cadmium from 0.5 micrograms
per kilo of weight of the child per day to 0.36 micrograms, I would like to ask how the
Commission will transfer this conclusion and also the other findings of the Committee
into specific measures concerning limits for toys and also other consumer goods.
Commissioner, we really would like to know what the timetable is for these measures, so
that the parents of young children will know where they stand.

Sylvana Rapti (S&D).   – (EL) Mr President, while listening to the Commissioner talking
so knowledgeably about polycyclic hydrocarbons, carcinogens and toxic substances, I
thought for a moment that he was a chemist, not a Commissioner. Then I remembered
that he is the Commissioner responsible for this issue and, therefore, the first thing he
should have done was to reply to us in detail on the CE mark, the issue raised by my fellow
Member, Evelyne Gebhardt, the mark which is supposed to be a safety guarantee for the
toys which our children play with. Then I realised that he had not replied for a very specific
reason: this Friday, it will be two years exactly since the former Commissioner signed a
safety agreement with toy retailers and importers in a toy shop outside Brussels. It is eighteen
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months today since we had a new directive; and yet, here we are again today, like last year,
as the Chair quite rightly pointed out, talking about the same subject, the safety of toys,
and this year, things are even more serious, because we have a recession and, in a recession,
parents who want to buy toys and are short of money will go to the section of the market
that sells sub-standard toys. However, sub-standard toys cause three problems: firstly, that
section of the market does not know what it is doing; secondly, it has no staff and thirdly,
there are no controls, meaning that we still have no protection. As we all know and accept,
children are the most valuable thing we have and, as you quite rightly said, Commissioner,
they are the most vulnerable members of society. Please reply on the CE mark, which is
the safety guarantee. I beg you, Commissioner, to find a practical solution, so that, next
year, neither you nor we are here addressing the same question.

Catherine Stihler (S&D).   – Mr President, the subject of toy safety is important to all
families across the European Union. While it is a parent’s duty to ensure the safety of the
children they have responsibility for, they need to be secure in the knowledge that the toys
their children are playing with are safe. In fact, I have brought some with me this evening
just to remind us what some toys look like.

Therefore, this easy-osy attitude to toy safety, and the fact that we are here at 11:30 at night
to again ask questions about toy safety, does not rest well with me. So what has to be done?

I would like to know from the Commission which companies directly selling or distributing
toys have been successfully prosecuted for misusing the CE marking? On the subject of
market surveillance, owing to the austerity measures impacting on many Member States,
it is the very organisations that are there to protect consumers which are disappearing,
merging with other cash-strapped organisations, and having their funding withdrawn and
their powers diminished. At a local level – often the front line in the battle against unsafe
toys – budget cuts will impact on the effectiveness of trading standards.

Can the Commission and Council investigate whether these cuts will breach commitments
made in the General Product Safety Directive regarding effective resourcing, and what
monitoring is being applied to ensure that Member States are protecting children from
unsafe toys? To this end, will the Commission be bringing forward any legislation on the
common European framework for market surveillance?

As in the question tonight, people have acknowledged the job of RAPEX. However, it is
resource-constrained and there is more that can be done to exchange information and
withdraw dangerous products from the market as quickly as possible. What support is
being given to the sharing of best practice between surveillance officers in the European
Union? In addition, will the Commission introduce a comprehensive EU-wide database
on accident and injury, introducing this in the first instance for children and toy-related
harm, so that unsafe products can be removed from the market as soon as is physically
possible?

I hope that in 2011, we will see improved commitment to tackling the problem of unsafe
toys on the European market once and for all.

Csanád Szegedi (NI).   – (HU) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, it is an eternal truth
that our future lies in our children. Therefore, it is extremely important to keep them safe
from the earliest age, and to ensure that they use high quality toys that do not present a
health hazard. However, determination of testing methods is only one aspect of ensuring
the safety of toys. What is the most important is compliance with legislation.
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Comprehensive testing, as well as the application of sanctions with a serious deterrent
effect in the case of any irregularities, are particularly important in the case of imported
products. We often hear about health hazards in connection with cheap, poor quality toys,
which primarily originate from the Far East. As a practising father, I often find that instead
of being deterred by more stringent inspections, such paltry products find their way into
the hands of our children in increasing numbers and varieties. We must prevent the
continued influx of such toys and support the widespread use of toys made from natural
materials.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – (GA) Mr President, I spoke about this matter last year and, like other
speakers, I am here again tonight, another year gone, and that is not good.

Nevertheless, I suppose there is nothing more disconcerting than to see your child getting
injured or dying as a result of playing with a toy. We think of this in terms of swallowing
something or strangulation, but there is a more covert killer and that is cancer. The evidence
is there that cancer is rising amongst young children in particular. Many people feel it is
as a result of being exposed to chemicals in children’s toys. PAHs are particularly mentioned
and therefore, it is important that we reduce CMR substances in children’s toys to the
minimum.

Therefore, we need to take action.

(GA) It is time for us to do it and to ensure that the toys used by our children are safe for
them.

Antonio Tajani,    Vice-President of the Commission. – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
firstly, I would like to point out once again, in response to the many questions asked during
the debate, that the directive will apply to economic operators from July 2011 and that
the obligations relating to chemical substances will apply from July 2013. During my
speech, I said that the application of the new rules by all those concerned was a priority
for the Commission.

As regards surveillance, it is clear that strict legislation is not only necessary, but that it
must also be applied correctly or else it will never be effective. That is why I am convinced
that the Member States have a fundamental role to play; indeed, a toy that enters the internal
market in Rotterdam or in Constanţa, Romania, today, may wind up in Bologna, Lisbon
or Helsinki tomorrow, without any border controls.

What gives consumers peace of mind, more than directives being updated every fortnight,
is being able to trust in the rigorousness and proper functioning of market surveillance; in
other words, in the fact that, if someone tries to sell unsafe toys, he or she will be punished
and the dangerous products withdrawn from the market.

Obviously, the same argument applies to businesses; those that abide by the rules pay the
price for this situation. Indeed, they appreciate the fact that they are not being exposed to
unfair competition from those that more or less knowingly sell non-compliant products
and toys. In short, the real challenge is to give consumers peace of mind, businesses legal
certainty and a level playing field, and market surveillance authorities resources and
cooperation mechanisms.

Hence, in 2011, the Commission will examine the possibility of developing a multiannual
market surveillance programme for identifying the long-term measures to be taken and
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for making the necessary financial resources available, so as to ensure uniformly rigorous
checks and consistent action by the Member States.

I would also like to inform you that, in 2011, I intend to organise an event at Rotterdam
port with the Dutch authorities, possibly to coincide with the entry into force of the
directive. The idea is to see how the largest port in Europe will go about complying with
the new rules laid down by the new directive.

As regards the CE mark – which was one of the main topics addressed in my hearing before
Parliament prior to my appointment, and which was also discussed in my hearings before
the Committee on the Internal Market – I would remind you that it does not certify quality;
it certifies only conformity to certain standards. Hence, it is a certificate of conformity to
standards, not a certificate of quality. As I have said many times, a quality mark is something
that we could only envisage in the future.

Implementing the CE mark and preventing its misuse – something which unfortunately
happens in the case of many products, including non-EU ones – is already a big job. Thus,
I believe that we can continue to work on this matter, to develop the CE mark – and I
personally am not against discussing the introduction of a quality mark in the future
perhaps, but I think it is premature to do so now.

As for databases, they will be included in the review of the Product Safety Directive.
However, with regard to bisphenol, which is contained in baby feeding bottles, it is not a
toy, it is not covered by the directive, but, as the honourable Member pointed out, it has
already been withdrawn from the market.

I believe I have answered most of the questions put to me. I am grateful to the President
and to the MEPs who put questions to the Commission.

President.   – The debate is closed.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Liam Aylward (ALDE),    in writing. – (GA) Thousands of new toys come on the market
in Europe every year, and Christmas is the time when demand for toys in the shops is at
its peak. Therefore, this is a timely issue.

There are significant concerns regarding harmful chemicals found in certain toys. The
Commission must address this without delay. Safety standards must be based on reliable
methods of testing, and intensive research must be undertaken to ensure that no harmful
substances are found in children’s toys.

Although all the toys that appear on the market from 20 July 2011 onwards will have to
comply with the new Toy Safety Directive, and although we in Europe have the world’s
strictest legislation as regards toy safety, constant care is necessary. The Commission must
be vigilant and strengthen the market surveillance of imports.

Every recall of dangerous toys is a cause for concern, and an immediate examination of
each case must be made. Consumers must have confidence in the CE mark which guarantees
that a product is of EU standard and made from non-toxic materials.

21. Agenda of the next sitting: see Minutes
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22. Closure of the sitting

(The sitting was closed at 23:40)
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