
TUESDAY, 23 OCTOBER 2012

IN THE CHAIR: MARTIN SCHULZ
President

1. Opening of the sitting

(The sitting opened at 08.35)

2. Documents received: see Minutes

3. Interpretation of the Rules of Procedure

President. −   Are there any comments before we proceed with the agenda? Mr Audy, you
have the floor.

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE).   – (FR) Mr President, I want to say something about the
interpretation of Rule 191 of the Rules of Procedure. As there has been no announcement,
I gather that there has been no opposition to that interpretation. For the sake of democracy
in our Parliament, I wanted to be sure that it had no retroactive effect, that it did not affect
the current mandates and political agreements within the committees, and that this rule
would apply to the renewal of future mandates in the parliamentary committees concerned.

President. −   Mr Audy, I have heard your comments; indeed, you informed me of this in
advance. Unfortunately, retrospective application of that interpretation would not be
possible under our Rules of Procedure, so please understand that we must proceed as the
Committee on Constitutional Affairs has determined in accordance with the wishes of the
plenary. The interpretation of Rule 191 is unambiguous. Do please understand that this
is not something that I can change retrospectively. Unfortunately, in politics as in life, you
generally cannot change anything after the fact. That is something we have to live with. I
am very sorry about that.

4. Multiannual financial framework for the years 2014-2020 - Own resource based
on the value added tax (debate)

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

– A7-0313/2012 by Reimer Böge and Ivailo Kalfin, on behalf of the Committee on Budgets,
interim report in the interests of achieving a positive outcome of the Multiannual Financial
Framework 2014-2020 approval procedure (COM(2011)0398 – 2011/0177(APP));

– A7-0316/2012 by Jean-Luc Dehaene, on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on the
proposal for a Council regulation on the methods and procedure for making available the
own resource based on the value added tax (COM(2011)0737 – C7-0504/2011 –
2011/0333(CNS).

Reimer Böge,    rapporteur.  −  (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, if I may,
I wish to make a minor correction to what you said, Mr President: Ms Jensen from the
Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe is also a member of the
negotiating team.
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There we have it, Mr President: that is what budget experts are like, they look at every tiny
detail. May I say that I greatly welcome the intensive work that you have done, in your
capacity as President of this House, to increase democratic accountability in European
budgetary policy, notwithstanding possible differences of opinion about the interview you
gave on Saturday evening. That is for another time and place, however.

Mr Kalfin and I are today presenting an interim report which is ultimately intended to speed
up and facilitate the multiannual financial framework approval procedure. We do so on
the basis of the work done in the past by the Special Committee on policy challenges – the
SURE Committee – chaired by Ms Jutta Haug, with Mr Salvador Garriga as rapporteur.

At this point, I would like to express my particular thanks to the present and previous
Presidencies, for what we have here is a pilot project: before and after the meetings of the
General Affairs Council (GAC), a briefing and debriefing are held on the negotiating boxes
discussed there, and the European Parliament’s negotiating team was also invited to attend
the informal GAC meetings. Hopefully, this will result in greater mutual understanding
and a way forward which is based on actual content, not prejudgements. It goes without
saying, however, that this pilot project – this working method – does not, in itself, guarantee
any outcomes.

Our analysis is not just about a magic number, incidentally. We worked very hard on
content and on the challenges facing the European Union in the globalisation process. We
looked at the existing multiannual programme and compared the Commission’s proposals
to it, and considered how we should proceed. For us, of course, it is about numbers, and
about the right numbers. It is about content, and it is about comprehensive flexibility for
the annual budget procedures. It is about safeguarding own resources which are worthy
of the name. At this particular time, it is also about the unity of the European budget: the
Treaty is quite clear on that point.

Let us face facts: some Member States have been talking about a magic number and yet
they want to see the cohesion and agricultural policies remaining as they are; they are not
interested in anything else. That does not contribute to growth and employment at a
difficult time of budget consolidation. If Member States are not willing to provide enough
money for the European budget, then they really need to tell us which of the political
priorities that they themselves have set will be off the table in future.

We cannot have successes like Erasmus, which benefits 2.5 million students, and then
possibly make cuts there because we want to keep other things in cohesion or agricultural
policy! We cannot say that 3 % is reserved for research and development and then cut the
Commission’s proposals for Horizon 2020! We cannot claim that Europe must prepare
for a new role in foreign and development policy and at the same time fail to achieve our
own 0.7 % GNI spending target for official development aid. That is not how it works. This
cannot enhance our credibility.

We need to focus on better spending, of course taking due account of the budget
consolidation processes under way in the Member States. To that end, we have made many
detailed proposals on how we can work together, on the basis of comprehensive analyses
of administrative aspects and the management of the programmes, and how we can achieve
better implementation. At the same time, however, we point out that programmes such
as Connecting Europe and lifelong learning should not become casualties as we move forward.
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There are other issues which must also be addressed as part of this process: the debate
about synergies between national and European administrations, the question of what
should be regulated on the basis of subsidiarity, and where there is excessive bureaucracy
which we must dismantle. For example, the Member States have 3 164 embassies and
consulates around the world, with an annual budget of EUR 7.5 billion and around 95
000 employees. That is 15 times greater than the 2012 budget of the European External
Action Service. So again, let us face facts: these figures should also be mentioned in the
interests of truth and honesty, ladies and gentlemen.

When we say that based on our analysis and the new challenges created by the Treaty of
Lisbon, we are in favour, in principle, of contributions being set at a higher level than
envisaged in the Commission’s proposals, this also has a firm basis in our analysis. That is
something which the Council must understand. However, if no agreement is reached, we
will not fade out of sight. What we will be left with, in that case, are the ceilings for 2013
– the ceilings, not the budget – which will remain in place until a solution is found.

However, our offer, which maintains an appropriate balance between figures – and the
more difficult the figures, the more comprehensive flexibility is required – means that we
must send out the same clear message that Jean-Luc Dehaene and Anne Jensen have
incorporated into our report. We need own resources that are worthy of the name. During
the final phase, the Commission made an interesting proposal which also involves the use
of the Financial Transaction Tax and, accordingly, a reduction in the national contributions
of those Member States introducing this tax. In this context, it is important, in any discussion
of a euro capacity or euro facility, to understand that the euro is the rule, not the exception.
We cannot outsource the rule. We have to focus on the unity of the European budget so
that we have a strong European Union in future too.

If we take the view that the Financial Transaction Tax is an interesting option for the euro
facility, for example, but we would prefer not to introduce it in the context of the European
budget, I fail to understand the logic. We are maintaining these core elements of our offer
and are in a position to negotiate swiftly and achieve a result as soon as possible – but not
at any price!

President. −   Thank you, Mr Böge. Do please point out to your group how generous I was
with your speaking time!

Ivailo Kalfin,    rapporteur.  − Mr President, I would like to tell you that Parliament’s report
on the multiannual financial framework (MFF) does not have a small script. We have said
very clearly here everything we wanted to say to the Council at this stage. The role of this
report is also very clear: to inform the Council, because the Heads of State or Government
will be gathering at the end of November – and before Mr Van Rompuy begins consultations
with the Member States – and to explain Parliament’s position on the next financial
framework, because the Treaty says that the European Council can only adopt a decision
with the agreement of the European Parliament. So we have prepared this report to facilitate
the debates in the Council and to provide advance information on Parliament’s position,
and we hope this is going to be voted for by a vast majority today.

This report is very clear and consistent and generates very significant support, as have all
Parliament’s positions on the next MFF for nearly two years now. We have been working
in the Committee on Policy Challenges (SURE), as Mr Böge mentioned, and have adopted
different resolutions in Parliament. We have demonstrated great cross-party unity on the
major principles of the next budget. The major principle is that this is an instrument. This
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is not an accounting exercise but an instrument to achieve political goals, to apply the
provisions of the Treaty and to make the European Union viable.

I also want to thank the Commission, especially Vice-President Šefčovič, Commissioner
Lewandowski and the Presidency. The Cyprus Presidency, like the presidencies before, has
done an excellent job of including Parliament in the decision-making of the Council this
time – or at least we had the opportunity to express our opinion very clearly. My thanks
also go to you, the President of this Parliament, and to all my colleagues who have been
working on this issue, because it is an issue which really unites this House and makes our
voice stronger.

I want very briefly to touch on four points relating to the budget. The first is the size of the
budget. I must begin by saying that the Commission’s proposal is not sufficient to finance
all the political ambitions that the European Union has set. This is very clear. We have to
be aware that the procedure for the next multiannual financial framework is taking place
in a very difficult context. We have two challenges – confidence in the European Union
and the ability of the European Union to solve these problems, and the need to make fiscal
cuts and achieve fiscal consolidation at national level.

But let us see what the rationale for the European budget is. Firstly, it is not generating a
deficit. This means that all the rationale for consolidating national budgets due to
overspending in previous years does not hold true at European level. Furthermore, the
European budget does what national budgets cannot do in these difficult times. This is an
investment budget. It does everything that the national budgets are not able to do because
of constraints.

Secondly, regarding confidence in the European Union, this budget has a meaning because
of leverage, the additional funds that it attracts into investment in the Member States.
Ninety-four per cent of the budget goes back to the Member States, and it attracts several
times more investment. So a cut of one euro by the European budget would mean a cut of
several euros for national, regional, agricultural and competition policies.

We have to be clear when we speak about the size of the budget. We hear very often from
representatives of governments that citizens will not accept a higher European budget. We
have to point out to them that we have the same voters. Citizens expect European
institutions and national institutions to work together and to put forward a mechanism
that will propose an exit from the economic crisis and the creation of growth and jobs,
using all the instruments both at national and European level. So I would not set national
institutions in opposition to European ones in this case. We have a common interest – we
are working for the citizens of the European Union.

If some governments need to go back to basic questions such as whether we need more
Europe, whether we can do something better at European level than at national level, and
whether we are able to set common goals and to fulfil them, then we are ready to re-enter
this debate if it is not clear for some governments.

Of course – and Mr Böge mentioned the flexibility of the budget – in a constrained budget,
flexibility is not a technical term. It refers to the possibility of really deploying resources
in the most efficient way in order to achieve the goals that we have set.

I will say a few words about the priorities and content of the budget. We have the traditional
policies here, but we have to make sure that for the next seven years the European budget
stimulates growth, the creation of growth and the creation of jobs across Europe. This is
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the function of the European budget. We are ready to take on board all ideas relating to
better spending – to a more efficient spending of the European budget – but we need this
budget in order to create jobs and growth, especially for young people. We have on many
occasions heard the President of the Commission speaking in this House about youth and
employment.

Finally, just one sentence about the procedure. I want to say here in the plenary something
that we have said many times to the presidencies. The MFF considers two procedures: the
consent procedure for MFF-related issues and the codecision procedure for nearly 70
legal-basis documents. We do not want to see the Council taking the decision on the
codecision procedure, which is the right of Parliament. We will insist on the right of this
House to negotiate properly with the Member States and with the Council on all the
documents related to codecision.

President. −   Thank you, Mr Kalfin. My comment to Mr Böge applies to you as well.

Alain Lamassoure,    Chair of the Committee on Budgets (substitute rapporteur, Jean-Luc Dehaene).
−  (FR) Mr President, thank you for your kind words about our delegation.

President-in-Office of the Council, Commissioners, in addition to what our rapporteurs
have said, I would like to highlight two crucial points for Parliament.

First of all, as far as Parliament is concerned, there can be no agreement on the multiannual
financial framework without a political agreement on resources reform: an agreement on
the principle of this reform, on the adjustments to the correction mechanisms, on the new
own resources and on the calendar for implementation.

Everyone agrees. No democrat can continue to defend the European budget’s current
financing system. The rebates that certain countries receive are not just. They simply reflect
old balances of power. The annual decision-making procedure is devoid of any political
debate and any parliamentary control. None of us here today, irrespective of the institution
to which we belong, can explain to the voters how their national contribution is calculated.

Eighteen months ago, the mere mention of this topic was seen as utopian. Today, the
burden of proof lies with those who defend the status quo. We must thank the Commission
and the Cypriot Presidency for that. Unfortunately, the real negotiations on the substance
of the reform have not really begun. There is still a huge amount of work to be done to
reach a global agreement on the multiannual framework in a month. That is a key point
for Parliament.

The second key point that I will mention is the preservation of budgetary unity. Last week’s
European Council gave President Van Rompuy a mandate to develop the idea of – and I
quote – ‘a fiscal capacity’ for the euro area at the December European Council. It stated
that it would not be tied in any way to the negotiations on the EU budget.

I have to say this: for us, this issue completely overlaps today’s negotiations as we are talking
about exactly the same thing. We are talking about the same thing when it comes to
spending. According to those who promote this idea, we would give additional assistance
to the Member States that are applying tough fiscal consolidation measures. Excellent. We
can reinvent the Cohesion Fund or the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund.

We are talking about the same thing when it comes to revenue. If the revenue from this
new fund comes from national contributions, then the countries that finance the fund
would clearly use it as a pretext to freeze or even reduce their current contribution to the
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EU budget. If we think about the own resources that would be directly involved, again they
will come from our EU budget.

Finally, we are talking about the same thing when it comes to the calendar. We are told: ‘it
is an idea for the future, do not worry’. Of course, it will not apply on 1 January 2013, but
I imagine that in the midst of the debt crisis, the European Council is not dropping
everything to meet in order to take decisions that would apply after 2020, in other words,
that would be applied by our successors’ successors. We are thus talking about the same
calendar.

That is why, and I must be clear on this, the European Parliament will not give its agreement
on the multiannual framework if it does not have a guarantee that all funds that may be
created to strengthen European solidarity are integrated in the EU budgetary procedure.
That is the basic principle of budgetary unity.

There may be annexed budgets, annexed tables. There may be special funding for certain
policies. What we cannot accept, however, is for the European budget to be frozen in time,
like some sort of historical monument, at the symbolic figure of 1 %, and for all of the
funds that are needed for new requirements to come from intergovernmental sources,
avoiding any form of appropriate parliamentary control.

Andreas Mavroyiannis,    President-in-Office of the Council . − Mr President, let me first
thank you for the invitation to participate in this important debate. We all know how
critical it is that we get the future multiannual financial framework right.

The Council attaches the highest importance to the timely conclusion of this agreement.
It will give the Union the means to act and the capacity to implement its policies. The
timing of the agreement is crucial, but so is the quality. We also welcome the very close
cooperation on this issue with this Parliament. I am particularly grateful to Mr Lamassoure
and the two co-rapporteurs for this file, Reimer Böge and Ivailo Kalfin, for their commitment
to this dossier and for their determination to ensure that we reach an outcome which is
acceptable to both institutions.

The Cyprus Presidency has attached particular importance to continuing the practice of
meeting regularly with you, and we will continue to do so until we have an agreement. I
would also like to thank Mr Jean-Luc Dehaene and Ms Anna Jensen for their work on the
revenue side. The Cyprus Presidency is also working very closely with the President of the
European Council as the dossier moves up to the level of the Heads of State and
Government.

Over the last few years, the European Union and its Member States have taken important
steps in response to the challenges raised by the economic and financial crisis. Looking to
the future, the next MFF must ensure that the European Union’s budget is geared to lifting
Europe out of the crisis in a sustainable way. We all agree that the budget must act as a
catalyst for growth and jobs across Europe, in particular by leveraging productive and
human capital investments. Within the future multiannual financial framework, spending
needs to be mobilised in order to support growth, employment, competitiveness and
convergence, in line with the Europe 2020 strategy.

At the same time we are all aware of the constraints under which we are working. At a time
of exceptional fiscal discipline it is essential that the future MFF reflects the consolidation
efforts being made by Member States to bring their deficits and debt onto a more sustainable
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path. We must ensure that every euro spent brings European added value and that particular
attention is given under the future MFF to the quality of spending.

The work is advancing well. You have seen the revised version of the negotiating box which
we produced for the General Affairs Council in September. We also had an informal
discussion in the margins of the General Affairs Council last week in Luxembourg. Your
contribution through your representatives on that occasion was highly appreciated.

Later this week we will issue a revised version of the negotiating box. This will put forward
an overall approach which will provide a range of figures for various qualitative elements
in order to make proposals for the qualitative issues which are linked to the various spending
areas. Concerning own resources, the Presidency yesterday released a non-paper to stimulate
the discussion, particularly on the very sensitive issue of corrections. Discussions are of
course continuing within the Council, and I am therefore not able, at this stage, to give you
a clearer position on how the debate on the MFF or own resources is likely to evolve, but
the Cyprus Presidency remains confident that, together with Parliament, we will soon be
able to outline the parameters of agreement with greater certainty.

As you know, the President of the European Council has convened a Special European
Council on 22/23 November and has announced that he is ready to prolong the meeting,
should it prove necessary. The Cyprus Presidency very much shares this objective, and it
is with this in mind that we are continuing to work intensively with all the Member States
and yourselves in the run-up to the November meeting.

Mr President, honourable Members, we have been following closely your discussions on
the interim report drawn up by Reimer Böge and Ivailo Kalfin on which you will be voting
later. I wish to thank both of them for their work on this report. It contains a number of
important points, which we will bring to the attention of Member States. The same applies
to the revenue side and own resources, Mr Dehaene’s report and the work of Ms Anne
Jensen. I want to thank them, too, for their excellent work and cooperation. We have had
throughout – and we hope that this will continue – an outstanding level of cooperation
with committee chairman Mr Lamassoure and the whole negotiating team of the European
Parliament. I would like to take this opportunity to thank you personally, Mr President,
for your personal involvement and assistance and, most of all, your strong commitment
to providing the European Union with the most important instrument in our hands for
living up to our ambitions for growth and jobs for the young generation, in order for all
of us to honour the contract between generations. Achieving the best possible result on
the MFF for the common good of Europe is not just a priority of the Cyprus Presidency, it
is a joint endeavour involving this Parliament as well as the Commission and the European
Council.

Following the award of the Nobel Prize to the European Union, we must more than ever
show European citizens that we are able to unite around a fundamental part of the European
project by doing everything to make the European Union more relevant, to prove that the
European Union is part of the solution and to offer to each EU citizen a better future. I look
forward to hearing your views on this issue.

Maroš Šefčovič,    Vice-President of the Commission . − Mr President, firstly we would like
to thank you for the opportunity to respond to the European Parliament’s interim report
on the next financial framework.
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We all agree that this proposal is probably the most important item on the agenda of the
European Parliament, the Council and the Commission. Through the decision on the MFF
we are clearly sending a message to the outside world on whether we are able to deliver
on Europe 2020, have enough resources to fund our common policies and can play our
important role on the international stage.

We are also all aware that, for the first time, the multiannual financial framework is being
negotiated under the new treaties. Both Janusz Lewandowski and myself have been strong
supporters of the clear will of Parliament to exercise its right fully. I would like to thank
the Cyprus and Danish Presidencies for having established a very good framework and
excellent cooperation with Parliament’s negotiating team and with the Commission. I
would say, in particular, that the informal exchange of views before the last General Affairs
Council was very important in this respect.

As you know, the General Affairs Council is the place where the discussions on the MFF
are taking place. It is where Janusz and I have been defending the Commission’s proposals
and where there is also active involvement of the European Parliament in the whole process.

We have studied your interim report in great detail and we very much support your starting
point that this is an investment budget. We have to repeat this message again and again,
because this is the message we have sometimes lost in the negotiations and in the
Europe-wide discussions. We have a very strong argument on our side, because even the
European Council recognised the catalysing role of the EU budget when it adopted the
Compact for growth and jobs in June.

If you allow me, I shall make a couple of comments on the more horizontal issues before
I hand over to my colleague Janusz Lewandowski, who handles all budget questions for
the Commission.

First, on the question of the volume of the budget, we are convinced that our proposal of
1.08 % of GNI represents a credible budget and is a balanced figure which would enable
us to stabilise the financing of the CAP and the cohesion policy and allow for a noticeable
increase in the EU 2020 strategy priorities. We very much appreciate the focus Parliament
has put on the improved quality of the spending of the EU budget, because we would like
to achieve a qualitative leap in terms of EU funding and European added value. We would
like to increase the efficiency, effectiveness and simplification of their delivery.

On the issue of the application of macro-economic conditionality, I take note of the report’s
opposition to the Commission’s proposal, and I would just like to underline that the
Commission’s proposal has been conceived not as coercive measures but rather to
incentivise structural reforms and thus optimise effectiveness and absorption capacity.
They are not meant to penalise the Member States or regions that need financial support
most urgently, but rather to ensure that precious capital will actually help address the very
deficiencies identified in country-specific recommendations.

On specific points raised in the report on administrative expenditure, I can confirm that
the 5 % staff reduction over a period of five years is a major effort in the face of the crisis.
It is an effort to which all institutions and agencies should contribute.

Finally, the issue of timing. I know that most of us in this Chamber are convinced that we
need a decision before the end of the year so that we can continue with efficient spending
after 1 January 2014.
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Janusz Lewandowski,    Member of the Commission. − Mr President, let me start with the
own resources issue. I would like to thank the European Parliament right away for giving
real impetus to the reforms and discussions. After the unhappy and rapid end of previous
attempts, it was the European Parliament, through its resolution, and Alain Lamassoure
personally, who again initiated the attempt to reform the revenue side. Alain was the person
most insistent at the time that we should go ahead with a reform of the revenue side.

Parliament’s interim report contains a very forceful message – namely the unity of the
budget. Unity can be understood in different dimensions, but it is essential to understand
the unity of the European budget as the complementary nature of expenditure and revenue.
Expenditure and revenue should reinforce each other and not stand in each other’s way.
So we are agreed as to the deficiencies of the present system and the remedies. It is important
to know that the Commission today decided to authorise enhanced cooperation on a
Financial Transaction Tax. So the ball is now in play, as it is also with the VAT system
which will replace the current – very complex – statistical VAT system.

To complete the revenue side of the story: if one wants – and as London, for example, has
said we need – a more transparent, simple and fair system of revenue, then we have the
system of annual corrections, which is very transparent, simple and fair for everybody.

I will now make a few points on horizontal issues, starting with flexibility. If there are more
constraints, we need more flexibility. That is clear. What is less easy to foresee are unforeseen
events, so therefore the emphasis on flexibility in our package has been increased. There
is also a very clear signal in this respect in your interim report, and I would like to underscore
the use of the so-called contingency margin. This has been useful on several occasions
under the current financial framework – for example, the economic recovery plan was
made possible through contingency margin decisions – but we are basing this on the acquis
accumulated in this financial period and the experience of this financial period. So we are
leaving things open on how to shape flexibility properly in the 2014-2020 budget.

On the so-called ‘large-scale projects’, our decision to place Galileo in and GMS ITER outside
was based on the different nature of those large-scale projects. But what is essential is to
ensure their proper financing, perhaps by ring-fencing, so again here we are in agreement.
We are also in agreement, I am happy to inform you, as to the infamous ‘reste-à-liquider’
(RAL). RALs are generated through annual budgeting, and the only real solution to the
issue of these outstanding RAL commitments is through proper annual budgets and not
through artificial devices that kill the predictability of commitments.

A final point concerns simplification, which is a universal request that has come from
every corner of the European Union and on which we have to deliver. We have to deliver,
and we have a new Financial Regulation. Inga Gräßle was a very tough partner in this
negotiation, but it was very much conducive to the final goal of simplification. Now, the
second stage is to ensure against the propensity to make it more complex at the level of
57 spending programmes. So we need a scan of what is sectoral, in order not to allow a
watering-down of the simplification proposal under the Financial Regulation. With such
important and experienced players as today’s speakers, I am sure that we can offer the
European Union a decent 2014-2020 budget that provides predictability of investment
for that seven-year period.

Marietta Giannakou,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. − (EL)
Mr President, the multiannual financial framework will, quite rightly, remain in place for
seven years. However, the information coming to us about the negotiations with the Council
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is not at all encouraging. It appears that the Council is asking for significant reductions
which are out of step with the actual state of the Union and the economic crisis, because
the multiannual financial framework can help indirectly.

As regards the ‘Global Europe’ arm of the External Action Service, the European Commission
has rightly proposed higher funding, and this funding is needed because the Union has to
play its international role and respond to unforeseen political or other situations which
arise every day. In other words, there has to be the scope and potential for the Union to
use all of the available instruments to fund various interventions in relation to the countries
concerned, particularly those where democracy is being restored, and to fund the External
Action Service itself.

Mr President, Parliament ought to give full support to an increase in the multiannual
financial framework, exactly as proposed by this House, and ought to insist on it, because
if we retain the framework as the Council wants it, this will give an unacceptable message
to the citizens of Europe as to how the Council of the European Union would address the
substantial problems facing the EU.

Charles Goerens,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Development.  −  (FR)
Mr President, Malthusian theory, according to which we can only live in prosperity if others
life in poverty, has had its day. The current stalemate poses a real risk to our commitment
to the official development assistance of the European Union as a whole.

Our Committee on Development is very aware of this and is calling on the governments
of the Member States to strongly oppose any move to treat official development assistance
as a balancing item in this difficult economic climate. This would undeniably diminish the
European Union’s capacity to be a strategic player in the areas of cooperation and
humanitarian action, areas in which it is undoubtedly the largest, and by far the most
effective, global player. It would sow doubts among our partners about the EU’s reliability
in its role as a cornerstone for those who are still unable to manage by themselves.

Yesterday we had the opportunity to set out our ambitions in the debate on the Agenda
for Change. Today is the first test of our consistency: we must follow up our statements
with actions by refusing to lower our guard against the challenges that we will face over
the coming decade.

Syed Kamall,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on International Trade. −
Mr President, so here it is. Governments across the EU are having to tighten their belts and
reduce their debt and reduce their deficit, but the solution here seems to be to increase the
debt and spend even more taxpayers’ money to increase that debt; to continue with wasteful
subsidies rather than focusing on the better use of existing resources.

At the Committee on International Trade we asked for a better use of existing resources
to help SMEs in the EU to access markets overseas, in order to facilitate trade. We also asked
for help for entrepreneurs in developing countries to meet EU standards so that they can
access our markets, create growth back in their own countries and reduce their reliance
on aid.

Overall, I think we should remember that spending is only one very small part of the picture.
How do we return to growth? Let us ask the question: how many large EU companies
which compete at the top level globally have been established in the last 20 years? Where
are the Googles and the Facebooks of Europe? We should focus on completing the single
market, promote entrepreneurs and make way for growth and prosperity.
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Jan Mulder,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Budgetary Control. −  (NL) The
most important thing for the Committee on Budgetary Control, of course, is that the money
is well spent. To that end, it is necessary that the Court of Auditors gives a positive DAS
for once, a positive statement of assurance. We hope that shortly, in November, the DAS
will not turn out to be negative as it has been on so many occasions.

The Committee on Budgetary Control strongly believes that the means to achieve this is
the Member State declaration. Someone in each Member State must take political
responsibility for the EU money that is spent. The new Financial Regulation that we are
probably going to approve today provides for this. We in the Committee on Budgetary
Control think that the Commission must grasp this opportunity to encourage Member
States to issue their national declarations and to treat Member States that do so more
favourably than those which do not.

Hence:

T

he stick and the carrot, as they say in English.

Pervenche Berès,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Employment and Social
Affairs. −  (FR) Mr President, the keystone of the European Union, the dimension that was
lauded by the Norwegian Nobel Committee, is solidarity. However, there can be no solidarity
without money, without a budget. We know today that over the past 14 years the national
budgets have increased, on average, more rapidly than the European Union budget, and
now the Member States want the EU budget to decrease more rapidly then theirs.

Moreover, President Barroso wants the social model to be the spearhead of our
competitiveness. The International Monetary Fund tells us that the austerity policy that
we are implementing is counterproductive. Day after day, we ask the Member States to
carry out structural reforms. The first of these involves investment in human capital. I do
not like that expression but it is what it says. Our greatest asset is the quality of our men
and women.

In that regard, in the next budget, if we do not succeed in building a wall to consolidate
social spending, allocating 25 % of cohesion policy funds to the European Social Fund, we
will be on the wrong track and we will not be preparing the European Union to cope with
the challenges that lie ahead.

In the same spirit, we must defend the programme for the most deprived persons and the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund.

Edit Herczog,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy.
– (HU) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, the time has come for change
and for unity. This is my main message to you. The time has come to create a framework
for growth, a structure that will drive our economy forward. We need investment, a uniform
internal and external market, and legislation to promote growth. By taking significant
steps, Europe can restore confidence. In the spirit of the 2020 strategy, as a member of the
Committee on Industry, Research and Energy, I would also particularly like to highlight
the importance of creating financial resources for investment as part of industrial policy.
We cannot allow the cannibalising of research and development funds to resource the
ITER, Galileo, and GMES policies to continue.

11Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



Independent funding is needed. I completely agree with the Commissioner on this point.
We need the COSME Programme, and we need the Connecting Europe Facility. Young
workers will only be able to find jobs if Europe is strengthened by a new industrial policy.
The greatest loss that has occurred with the financial crisis is this lost generation of young
people. It is our duty to help them into work. Commissioner, we will support your efforts
in this regard.

Marisa Matias,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Food Safety. – (PT) Mr President, it is my responsibility to work with colleagues on
proposals regarding the environment and public health. We would urge that, in the current
crisis, public health and the environment are not forgotten in the multiannual financial
framework, which unfortunately seems to be the case. We therefore request increased
financing for the proposals intended to strengthen public health in Europe. We request a
25 % increase in the amounts intended for climate policy, which is so important. We request
that we go beyond the European Commission’s proposal with regard to the preservation
of nature and conservation of biodiversity in the LIFE programme. We also request financing
for civil protection. We are making these requests because the multiannual financial
framework is the test that will determine whether or not the European institutions have
learnt from the crisis. It is not only the amount that is in question, but also the policy
orientation of this amount. What we need to know is whether the future will be austerity
or solidarity, sanctions or social progress. That is the question.

We are currently experiencing exceptional times and, in exceptional times, you cannot
continue with the same policies as before. We cannot continue in the same vein and we
cannot allow a Europe to develop that will threaten the very European project.

Brian Simpson,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Transport and Tourism . −
Mr President, I speak this morning on behalf of the Committee on Transport and Tourism
and, on your advice, I will focus on two crucial issues. Firstly, the need to stimulate growth
and jobs is the cornerstone of the EU’s recovery plan and its 2020 vision, and transport
and the provision of much needed infrastructure can be crucial in delivering jobs and
growth as part of those plans.

Secondly, we welcome the Commission’s proposal on the Connecting Europe Facility as
providing an effective tool in delivering cross-border transport infrastructure that is both
sustainable and achievable. Every transport minister I meet wants help from the EU to
build up a European added-value transport infrastructure from within their Member States,
but clearly there is often a breakdown of communication between the transport ministers
and the finance ministers.

In conclusion I reiterate that the Commission’s proposal is warmly welcomed by the
Committee on Transport and Tourism.

IN THE CHAIR: ISABELLE DURANT
Vice-President

Andrey Kovatchev,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Regional Development.
−  (BG) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the EP’s Committee on Regional
Development feels that the funding of the cohesion policy should be retained at least at
the level of the 2007-2014 period, which is the absolute minimum and should therefore
be the bottom line that cannot be crossed in future EP debates on this subject.
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The multiannual financial framework (MFF) and the annual budget of the European Union
are investment tools that contribute to economic growth, increase competition, raise the
standard of living in the regions and, of course, help to create jobs.

From both the political left and right, we very often hear the lofty speeches about needing
‘more Europe’. We must not be hypocritical; we must not say, on the one hand, that the
answer to the crisis is ‘more Europe’ while, on the other hand, some EU Heads of State or
Government agree to cut the funding for this ‘more Europe’, especially its cohesion policy,
which will mean only that we will have to compromise our objectives in the 2020 strategy.

Ladies and gentlemen, I am calling on you today to adopt the EP’s interim report on the
MFF and to defend it before the Council.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Liisa Jaakonsaari (S&D),    Blue-card question. – (FI) Madam President, I would like to ask
the representative of the Committee on Regional Development directly whether this
substantial loss applies to countries like Greece, Italy, Bulgaria, Portugal and Spain, and
what will happen for poor areas of rich countries, like Wales, North and East Finland, and
the poorest areas of Poland. Will these areas suffer terribly because of this?

Andrey Kovatchev (PPE),    Blue-card answer . – Madam President, I am not sure if I
understood my honourable colleague’s question very clearly. Cohesion policy benefits
both: the beneficiaries of cohesion money and the recipients of this money, so I think both
sides are beneficiaries. Member States who need these solidarity instruments also benefit,
but the countries which contribute more to the European budget also benefit from this
money. So we need to present this in the right way to European citizens, the taxpayers:
there are no losers or winners from cohesion policy, but the whole Union – all 500 million
people in our continent –benefit from cohesion policy. I hope this answers your question.

Paolo De Castro,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Agriculture and Rural
Development. −  (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the Committee on Agriculture
and Rural Development, which I have the honour of chairing and for which I drafted the
opinion on the interim report, clearly expressed the wish that the common agricultural
policy budget should be frozen in real, not nominal terms, as proposed by the European
Commission. Although this is evidently the majority position, at this sensitive point in the
negotiations I am in favour of giving full support to the own-initiative report drawn up by
Mr Böge and Mr Kalfin, who have done an excellent job, providing Parliament with a strong,
cohesive and united negotiating position.

However, I should stress that were further cuts to be made to the common agricultural
policy budget, it would be very difficult to reach an agreement on reform. All of the political
groups in the committee have always stressed their wish not to have a final vote on the
reform reports until there is clarity on the budget question. Indeed, the budget must be
equal to the challenges posed by the agriculture of the future.

João Ferreira,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Fisheries. – (PT) Madam President,
the proposed multiannual financial framework (MFF) for the years 2014-2020 represents
a reduction in relative terms by comparison with the current MFF. This financial perspective
will not result in economic and social cohesion, but in greater divergence. The intolerable
cuts that some in the Council wish to impose mean that the Commission’s proposal is not
sufficient or even acceptable. With regard to fisheries and maritime affairs, the proposal
makes provision for an overall allocation of EUR 6.685 billion for the main financing
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instrument in the sector, namely the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund. This represents
an annual average of EUR 955 million for the duration of the financial framework, which
is even below the amount set aside for 2013, the final year of the current financial
framework. The sums set aside for each of the years covered by the future financial
framework all fall below the amount set aside for 2013. In other words, even though the
current multiannual financial framework is highly insufficient, the proposal for the next
one is even worse. The proposal also suggests that the already limited amounts for cohesion
should be diverted to other purposes. This suggestion is reiterated by this report, which is
sufficient reason for its rejection.

Morten Løkkegaard,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Culture and Education.
−  (DA) Thank you, Madam President. As the spokesperson for the Committee on Culture,
I have had the difficult task, at a time when we are trying to save, of calling for more funding
in the areas represented by the committee, namely young people, education and culture,
as well as the cultural sector. Fortunately, we have been able in our statement to lean on
the Commission and the Commissioner in the area where a very ambitious plan has been
proposed – an ambitious proposal – and naturally we are pleased about it, on behalf of the
committee. This concerns the programmes for education, training, young people and
sport, as well as the creative and cultural sector; if all goes well, they both have a chance
of receiving a boost in a time of savings, and naturally this is also necessary so that we can
have the necessary growth and contribute to the 2020 strategy. Today I must appeal to
the Member States that have also made their feelings clear on the Commissioner’s motion
and on our support, but now we must see what the finance ministers will say about it, and
in any case I must urge the Council to support it too, when we come to the difficult
negotiations concerning the budget.

Dagmar Roth-Behrendt,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Legal Affairs.  −
(DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, where the Council and the Member States
are concerned, I often have the feeling, well, I am often reminded of a monitor lizard.
Monitor lizards have forked tongues. Perhaps that is too complex a metaphor for the
Member States, so let me simply say that they have a split personality. They want to impose
more and more new tasks on the European Union – and to some extent we support that
with our priorities – but they are not willing to equip the EU with the capacities it needs,
in terms of adequate personnel, to perform these tasks.

I have heard our fellow Members talking about the different policy areas, such as agriculture,
as Mr De Castro has mentioned, but also cultural policy, research, environmental policy,
social policy and regional development. These are tremendously important areas for all of
the Member States and for the regions which we represent. What strikes me, however, is
what the Member States are not doing. They are not considering who is meant to do the
work on all of these policies. Who is supposed to process the applications? Who will ensure
that the projects are implemented properly and funding is channelled to where it is needed?
For that to happen, we need enough staff, and these staff must be properly qualified, highly
skilled employees. We need the very best people we can find! We need a multicultural
workforce from many different European Union countries, with more geographical balance
and outstanding language skills. What does the Council want? What do the Member States
want? They want to make cuts here!

Unless we have an appropriate financial framework for administrative expenditure, we
will not be in a position to work on any policy areas at all. With that in mind, I urge you,
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President-in-Office, to ensure that the Commission’s proposal on the staff regulations is
accepted so that we have an appropriate framework that enables us to carry out this work!

Rafał Trzaskowski,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Constitutional Affairs. −
Madam President, we have to keep the pressure up within our respective political families
so that the timetable is kept and we have an agreement on the multiannual financial
perspective. We cannot tackle the crisis without the means needed to fuel growth in Europe.
First things must come first.

We cannot meet our pledge for more Europe without a budget commensurate with our
ambitions and now a little institutional twist. We have to realise these ambitions with one
budget – with one unified budget – in order to safeguard the prerogatives of this House
and the democratic scrutiny of the whole process. We have to make it clear that all
expenditure should be kept within the EU framework. As Alain Lamassoure has said, we
do not need to reinvent the wheel; we have to fight for an ambitious multiannual framework,
but we cannot do it effectively while simultaneously thinking about new budgets or new
institutions. These ideas may not only weaken the progress of this House but also lead to
the fragmentation of the Union.

Inês Cristina Zuber,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Women’s Rights and
Gender Equality. – (PT) Madam President, in the discussion within the Committee on
Women’s Rights and Gender Equality, it was unanimously concluded that the current
proposal for the next multiannual financial framework does not reflect the importance of
increasing investment in this area, inter alia, as a necessary and sensible response so that
social rights are not further harmed in times of economic crisis. Rather than reducing
financing for those specific vertical policies aimed at women’s rights, at this crucial moment
we need greater intervention in these areas, by maintaining specific programmes such as
the Daphne programme, by keeping gender equality as a specific objective in the Rights
and Citizenship programme, by continuing to earmark funding for the European Institute
for Gender Equality, and by financing small-scale women’s organisations which are carrying
out crucial work in this area. In this area of women’s rights, as in other areas, what
fundamentally stands out is the Commission’s desire to reduce the financing in this
framework, by allocating only 0.37 % of the EU’s gross national income to the objectives
of economic, social and territorial cohesion. This is a road that will add greater divergence
to the already catastrophic policies of the European Union.

Salvador Garriga Polledo,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (ES) Madam President, I think
that Parliament is being unfairly accused, in this debate, of proposing a straightforward
budget increase.

We are not talking about expenditure, but about something political. This is a profoundly
political debate; it is a debate about expenditure ceilings and political objectives, and the
amount of shared resources – resources belonging to the European Union as a whole –
that should be used to finance the political priorities that we, in this Chamber, have set as
our objectives for the coming years and which are fundamentally linked to the Europe
2020 strategy for growth and employment.

I find entirely natural that we should be focusing on how to readjust these priorities in line
with the scant resources available, because Europe is in the midst of a severe financial crisis,
but it makes no sense for us to be shooting ourselves in the foot and blocking the only
common instrument we have to carry out our priorities.
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As we know, the Council intends to cut the proposal put forward by the Commission,
which, itself, is already insufficient. We therefore wish to make clear to the Council and
the Commission that, if there is going to be less money – because, ultimately, the Council
agreement will make reductions – then we need to have as much flexibility as possible.

Unfortunately, a heavily cut and inflexible budget will make it impossible for Parliament
to say yes to the forthcoming proposal.

Patrizia Toia,    on behalf of the S&D Group . – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen,
a budget is the programme and charter of an institution since it shows what it is, what it
does and above all what it intends to do in the future. We are faced with a crucial choice
between a budget for mere survival or subsistence – with a little less for everyone – or a
courageous budget with selective decisions, with investment in job creation, innovation,
youth, in other words in the future of the European Union and its development role. It
must be emphasised that, as has been stated very clearly by Mr Kalfin among others, today
Europe can do what the individual Member States cannot do for the economy, for regional
development and for the regions – where social cohesion will either be strengthened or
die – in other words, for the lives of the very citizens we mentioned.

The great European choices are today in danger of being suffocated by accounting-based
disputes – within the Council and elsewhere – between net beneficiary countries and net
contributors. It should be underlined that this as a false problem, because it is easy, taking
account of what happened in the past, to demonstrate with figures and numbers, rather
than with words, that the contributor countries actually gained, often more than the others,
from the convergence of economies and growth.

The Council is currently working to add figures to the various headings. The war of positions
has started: statements, stances taken by certain countries that view the budget as a mere
expense item to be cut mercilessly, and even used to appease anti-European sentiment,
easy to fuel at a time of crisis. This is a mistaken position that does not help the integration
that we are struggling to achieve in other areas.

As many of us have pointed out, our Europe is still incomplete and imperfect. We adopted
a stability plan that was supposed to include development, but we have stabilised so much
that we are in recession. Let us at least take the opportunity offered by this budget and this
multiannual financial framework to make choices that go in the right direction.

Anne E. Jensen,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (DA) Thank you, Madam President.
Flexibility has been an important subject for the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and
Democrats for Europe, but so has new own resources. We can see from the paper that
came from the presidency yesterday, which serves as an illustration, that there are great
problems with own resources. It is not a transparent system, and it is not a fair system. It
should be changed, and it has also not been planned very well. However, I fear that the
Cypriot Presidency is placing a great deal of emphasis on net contributions. This is the way
of thinking that we must move away from. The expenditure that we put into the EU budget
must reflect genuine needs and sensible policies that we implement at European level, not
what the Member States should get back. To a certain extent, this is what will decide it, and
so we will readily save on common expenditure on research so that we do not ultimately
have to touch expenditure on agriculture and that lovely money that easily comes back to
the national coffers of the finance ministries. It must not be like this. The report by Mr Böge
and Mr Kalfin contains six points concerning new own resources. What we propose is a
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procedure so that we can achieve a better system, and I would like to propose that the
Council read these six points and take note of them.

Helga Trüpel,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (DE) Madam President, Commissioner
Lewandowski, President-in-Office, first, let me say that having listened to the speech by
the Cypriot President-in-Office, I am shocked to hear how little passion it conveys for
Europe. I simply do not get the impression that your heart is in it and that your proposals
for the next multiannual financial framework reflect any genuine determination to work
for the future of Europe.

We are all in the same situation in Europe. On the one hand, we understand that the Member
States must consolidate their budgets. At the same time, we all know that we need to
stimulate sustainable growth and that this is in our shared interests. We need to combat
climate change, we have to move our economy towards a low-carbon pathway, and we
have to offer our young people new prospects and, with that, new hope, which means
building confidence in the European project as well. However, we cannot do so if we allow
the budget to contract to the level now being proposed by the net contributors on the
Council. That sends out the wrong political signal and does not reflect the spirit of Europe.

Why is it so important to have our own resources and above all to introduce proper
regulation of the financial markets and expect them to contribute to overcoming the crisis?
Because this is just. The banks must shoulder their share of the responsibility. It should
not simply be the taxpayers and ordinary people who have to cover the costs of the crisis.
The banks must make their contribution as well, since they speculate on the financial
markets. That is why the Financial Transaction Tax is the right way forward politically and
economically. It is a contribution to a social Europe and it is needed to fund the European
budget.

Mr Lewandowski has now cleverly proposed a system of incentives. The Member States
would pay a lower percentage of their GDP if they participated in a Financial Transaction
Tax. One-third would go to the Member States themselves and two-thirds would accrue
to the EU budget. This would be a win-win situation for the Member States and would be
in Europe’s interests as a whole. Hopefully, the Council will show some movement on this
issue.

Let me make one final comment, if I may: a eurozone budget has also been proposed in
the political discussions. I think there are indeed good reasons for additional incentives,
also in relation to the European budget, but this is about the indivisibility of the EU budget.
We will not relinquish any rights of democratic control over the budget. This issue has
arisen before, and regardless of whatever bright ideas some heads of state and government
may have, you can be sure that we will defend our parliamentary rights with self-confidence
here, and that we will continue to campaign for a genuinely and truly democratic Europe,
and that applies to the budget as well.

Richard Ashworth,    on behalf of the ECR Group . – Madam President, I congratulate both
our rapporteurs and I would say that there is a great deal within their reports which we
can support. However, there are three points which I want to make: firstly on the question
of the size of the budget. It is important that we reflect the difficult times being experienced
by the Member State governments, and for that reason we are calling for a freeze at 1 %
GNI.
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Secondly, on the issue of own resources: we remain open to suggestions, but we are not
persuaded by the case either for a financial transaction tax or for value added tax. Thirdly,
on the question of the rebate, can I remind this House that this is simply a matter of
mathematics and not one of sentiment, emotion or politics.

Finally, I recognise the efforts which are being made towards resolving the crisis in the
European economy. However, with resources strictly limited, is it not time that we
revaluated our spending priorities for the European Union budget? It is clear that we are
going to have to take tough choices in the future, and I want to stress to this House that
those choices must be based on the target of achieving true, European added value.

Jürgen Klute,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group  .  – (DE) Madam President, first of all, I
wish to express my sincere thanks to the two rapporteurs. I think that overall, the report
establishes a good position for this House in this heated debate between Parliament and
the Council.

From my Group’s perspective, I would point out, first and foremost, that austerity policies
in recent years have obviously failed and that countries which have run such policies and
are under pressure to make savings have seen a loss of growth and tax revenue but also an
increase in poverty and unemployment. Cuts in the MFF would mean the continuation
and entrenchment of these policies for the next seven years, as a substantial proportion of
the EU budget goes back to the Member States where it is used to support economic
development, research and education. For that reason, we cannot and will not vote for
such cuts in the MFF.

Let me take an example from history. My country, the Federal Republic of Germany, faced
a similar deep-seated crisis after the Second World War. Then in 1953, the London debt
agreement was adopted, which not only cancelled Germany’s debts; it also, and above all,
aimed to provide clear and tangible impetus for economic growth through programmes
initiated under the Marshall Plan. This helped to bring Germany out of its post-war
indebtedness and paved the way for its economy to develop in the way that it has.

So our view is that we cannot make cuts: we must expand the budget and develop it further,
and thus ensure that growth can help us overcome this crisis.

I fully support Helga Trüpel’s detailed comments about own resources and the Financial
Transaction Tax. We support this position too and would welcome rather more
commitment from Parliament to moving forward on the question of own resources and
implementation of the Financial Transaction Tax, as this is an important issue for this
House.

Claudio Morganti,    on behalf of the EFD Group . – (IT) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, this interim report on the multiannual financial framework offers some
interesting points that we agree with, such as the need to maintain expenditure at a moderate
and sustainable level and the need for greater flexibility in the use of resources. The crucial
point, however, is how to finance all of this. The current mechanism is not sustainable and
introduction of new forms of correction and compensation for the Member States is not
acceptable.

In the last decade Italy’s average annual net contribution has been about EUR 5 billion.
Northern Italy must at the same time support a country that is falling apart and a Europe
that acts only in the interests of Germany and a few other countries. The United Kingdom,
Germany and other countries have obtained corrections they now wish to retain. This is
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not possible, unless we are also to introduce a correction for the Po Valley area, in order
to compensate for what the citizens of Northern Italy contribute to central government
in Rome and to Brussels, with very little in return.

Lucas Hartong (NI).   – (NL) Madam President, yesterday Mr Lewandowski spoke about
the 2013 budget; today we are discussing the budgets for the years after that. Fortunately,
the British Prime Minister has already threatened to use his veto on the ‘billions budget’
and I advise our Dutch Premier, Mr Rutte, to do the same. Why?

To teach the Commission that it cannot threaten national parliaments with impunity. To
remind the Commission that it is those same national parliaments that make the decisions
on the European purse and not the Euro-clique here. To call for an end, finally, to all kinds
of committees and agencies that do not contribute anything useful to national objectives.
Above all, to let the Commission know that it must not imagine that European taxes will
ever happen.

The Commission had better listen. Fortunately the Netherlands as a Member State can
exercise its veto, just like the United Kingdom. As far as the Freedom Party (PVV) is
concerned, the sooner it does this, the better.

Marian-Jean Marinescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, the report by Mr Böge and
Mr Kalfin reflects and highlights the priorities decided by Parliament in the report of the
Special Committee on Policy Challenges and Budgetary Resources for a Sustainable
European Union after 2013 (SURE report). The European Union budget represents an
indispensable tool in solving the effects of financial crises. We are discussing here a budget
of which 94 % is reinvested in Member States and which needs to be used for creating
economic prosperity through investments and creation of new jobs. The austerity measures
were necessary, but to be effective they need to be complemented by measures that catalyse
the economy. For this reason the budget enlargement is indispensable and freezing ceilings
at their 2013 level is not an option. The perception of the Union’s budget and the gridlock
created in the new multiannual financial negotiations can only be changed by an in-depth
examination of the own resources system. A new system for collecting VAT and the taxes
on financial transactions are two innovative directions that must benefit from our
unconditional support.

Referring to our activities in the European Parliament I believe that the strategy authorised
by the contact group is leading us, in the case of a proposal under the threshold proposed
by Parliament, to a negative vote. In the event that there is no certainty that a sufficient
number of members will vote against the Council’s decision, there will be a delay
unfavourable to the European Union. The strength of the European Parliament is in its
co-decision procedure. Trust must be extended to all members of this Parliament so as to
allow the normal negotiations within the European political files, horizontal files. It is
possible that such an approach will change the position of many Member States.

Jutta Haug (S&D).   – (DE) Madam President, Commissioners, ladies and gentlemen, the
next multiannual financial framework and the amount of funding and the policies we want
to finance are the focus of our discussions and disagreements here as we seek to reach a
consensus, but this is only one side of the coin, namely the expenditure side. However, we
must work on the other side of the coin as well, namely the revenue side. That is nothing
new. For almost 20 years, the European Parliament has been calling for a more transparent,
fairer and simpler system of own resources. Now, for the first time, we can lend weight to
this demand.
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In the SURE report last June, we called for a system of own resources which would abolish
all of the rebates and make the revenue side of the EU budget completely independent of
the contributions made by Member States. The Commission took account of these demands,
at least to some extent, by proposing a reform of own resources from valued added tax
and the introduction of a Financial Transaction Tax. We support this proposal by the
Commission, even though it only amounts to a 40 % reform. It is at least a step forward,
and what is more, it moves in the right direction.

The European Union has won the Nobel Peace Prize. This was intended to be an expression
of gratitude but also an incentive to go further. A more peaceful approach could also be
achieved if the constant bean-counting between the net contributors and the net recipients
were consigned to the past following a reform of the revenue system. A genuinely European
revenue stream would also highlight the European value added of the EU budget. Then
this constant small-minded national bean-counting could finally stop.

George Lyon (ALDE).   – Madam President, my UK Liberal Democrat colleagues and I
support a great deal of what is in the resolution here today. We support a move to own
resources allowing Europe to raise more of its own funding while reducing Member States’
GNI contributions. We support a more flexible budget allowing Parliament to switch
spending in-year and, most importantly, allowing end-year under-spends to be rolled over
into the next financial year instead of being handed back to Member States. We also support
spending on growth and jobs and the objectives of the 2020 strategy.

We also want to see a genuine mid-term review of the MFF budget in 2017 so that the
ceilings can be looked at again if and when – as we all hope – growth has returned and
austerity is on the retreat.

Where we cannot agree is on the size of the budget. In my own Member State, welfare
benefits are being cut, health and education spending is frozen and wages are frozen or
declining. It is therefore impossible to justify any significant increase in the EU budget.
That is why I want to see a budget that better reflects the tough times that all national
governments are facing at this time. However, we can only accept a smaller budget provided
we get greater flexibility so that we can deliver on our key priorities.

Konrad Szymański (ECR).   – (PL) Madam President, I think that the arguments in this
debate are familiar to all of us. Those in favour of a ‘small budget’ stress the need to cut all
public spending, while advocates of a ‘large budget’ underline how this expenditure will
boost growth for Europe as a whole. What interests me, however, is something entirely
different. I would like someone to explain to me how it is that the Christian Democrats
and Socialists in this Chamber are talking about a ‘large budget’, while in Austria, Sweden,
the Netherlands, Finland, Luxembourg and, finally, France and Germany, these same
political parties intend to cut this budget. Is it not the case that it is very easy for Christian
Democrats and Socialists to talk about a large budget in this Chamber, when they know
very well that their political interests and a reduction in European Union funding are
safeguarded in the Council as a result of the pressure exerted by their own parties? If that
is true, the European Parliament risks damaging its reputation and attracting ridicule, while
the defence of European solidarity staged here is nothing more than play-acting at
negotiations.

Marta Andreasen (EFD).   – Madam President, this House is stretching the meaning of
the word ‘investment’ beyond elasticity. Can any MEP claim that the many billion euros of
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taxpayers’ money spent on the Lisbon Agenda have delivered any return? Let us look at
the evidence.

In 2007, EU unemployment was 7.3 %; today it stands at 10.5 %. In Spain, one of the
biggest recipients of cohesion funding over recent years, the jobless figure today sits at
25 %. GDP for the European Union has been flat. We should also not forget that the Court
of Auditors has not given EU spending an overall clean bill of health for over a decade.

The MFF has been built around a legacy of failed projects, and the 2014-2020 MFF simply
seeks to top up those failed projects. Employment comes from new industry and new
industry requires capital, flexibility and less red tape – none of which the European Union
helps with. The MFF needs a haircut and not a Financial Transaction Tax to pay for more
waste.

Daniël van der Stoep (NI).   – (NL) Madam President, the Commission has the audacity
to ask for half a billion euros from the Dutch taxpayer because it has a deficit of
EUR 10 billion. While Brussels is asking the Netherlands to stick within the 3 % budget
norm, it cannot even manage to stay within its own budget.

Madam President, the EU should not exceed its budget. If it does, that is due to the financial
mismanagement of this Commission and is not the fault of the Member States. The
Commission should be burning with shame. While a new government has been formed
in the Netherlands and is trying all manners of ways to scrape millions together, this
Commission shamelessly asks for half a billion euros.

The debate here about the long-term financial framework is completely futile if the
Commission is still unable to stick to its agreements. This hypocritical attitude of the
Commission, combined with its completely unreasonable requirements for the MFF, makes
me increasingly hope for a cast-iron veto from more Member States.

Danuta Maria Hübner (PPE).   – Madam President, I would like to mention four risks
which I think are related to the MFF negotiations. Firstly, the decision on the multiannual
financial framework is not taken in November. How can we explain to citizens that they
cannot count on the EU budget as a catalyst for jobs and growth? We have to make it very
clear to the Member States – who will come to the negotiating table to say no – that the
Treaty allows us to have the budget even if they block the decision. The only challenge will
be to identify the legal basis for launching new investment programmes, and we will find
it.

Secondly, corrections. I agree that they are crucial for the process. So far the debate has
focused on expenditure. The corrections should be transparent, temporary and few in
number. The debate begins only now, and I believe that it would be irresponsible to move
to a growing number of national corrections. This will make the decision in
November impossible.

Thirdly, the risk of the traditional VAT system – which deserves retirement – not being
replaced by a new, feasible system is rather high, so we might end up with an increased
role for GNI and a vague commitment to own-resources reform in the future. It would be
a shame if we could not afford it any more.

Lastly, on behalf of my committee, let me say regarding cohesion policy that we should
not depart from the major mission of the policy, which is investing in growth – but with
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a view to reducing the structural disparities, which means that the national and regional
allocation criteria should respect the Berlin methodology.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Rareş-Lucian Niculescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, I have asked to speak in this
final debate in support of amendment 72, initiated and tabled by a number of Members.
This amendment refers to direct payments in agriculture and aims to replace the idea of
reducing the existing gap with the idea of converging direct payments between the Member
States. The difference between the two ideas is very clear and very significant.

This Parliament, through a number of resolutions, has pronounced in favour of equal
treatment of Member States in terms of agricultural payments. It seems that the idea is not
valid for the moment but perhaps it will be in future. In today’s resolution Parliament
effectively gives a mandate to the President of the European Council for future consultations.
This mandate is incomplete without the legitimate and well-founded aspirations of Eastern
European citizens.

Csaba Sándor Tabajdi (S&D).   – (HU) Madam President, my colleague Jutta Haug was
right when she said that if the Nobel Prize Committee were following the debate here, we
might never have been awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. There are undoubtedly serious
tensions between the net contributors and the new Member States, the net beneficiaries.
It would be good if what Vice-President Šefčovič said about the seven-year budget being
a budget for development and investment were true. I have my doubts, however, when I
see the way the future of the Cohesion Fund and Structural Funds is shaping up, and
especially their internal organisation. I have to say that this is one of the biggest challenges
for the new Member States, given that a great deal of the development and investment that
has taken place has come from the Cohesion Fund and Structural Funds.

Lastly, I would like to draw your attention to the case of Hungary. Sadly, the European
Commission has planned poorly and without conducting an impact study, and one country,
namely Hungary, stands to lose 30 % of its Structural Funds support. This is unacceptable.

Oldřich Vlasák (ECR).   – (CS) Madam President, one of the key points in the negotiations
on the multiannual financial framework is the agreement on the distribution of resources.
In my view, the Berlin methodology used since 1999 to calculate the distribution of
European funds among Member States represents a solid and carefully negotiated
compromise.

There are concerns, however, since I am now looking at proposals for a reduction in the
coefficients for Member States with a gross national income of less than 82 % of the EU
average from 4.25 % to 3.3 %. I therefore call upon the Cypriot Presidency to prevent any
changes to the coefficients of national prosperity which might result in a restriction on
resources for less advanced regions.

Supporting European solidarity means concentrating limited resources in the most needy
areas.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Madam President, I think this morning’s debate could be summarised
as both an appeal and a challenge to the European Council. Firstly, an appeal to get the
MFF sorted by the end of the year and, secondly, a challenge. Mr Böge, the rapporteur, put
this well when he said that, if they want reductions, they had better justify them and tell
us where they want them. Is it CAP? Is it cohesion funding? Is it Horizon 2020? And on
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what basis? Our funding here in Europe is always justified on the basis of adding value. If
they can show that it does not add value, then we have no argument, but I think they will
find that very difficult to do.

The second point I want to make is that the second part of our discussion this morning is
on own resources. I would like to compliment the countries who have introduced the FTT
on their enhanced cooperation. Hopefully it will prove successful, so that all countries will
join in eventually. That certainly will reduce the need for argument and debate in the future.

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D).   – (PT) Madam President, we cannot understand how the Council
can assert that the priority continues to be strong, smart, sustainable and inclusive growth
when it subsequently states that the Presidency recognises the inevitability of having to
reduce the total level of expenditure, and that the Presidency considers that an effort must
be made to reduce all headings. Have they already forgotten the Lisbon Strategy objective
of becoming the most dynamic and competitive economy by 2010? Can they remember
the regrettable state in which we found ourselves in 2010? Are they forgetting that we are
setting out a strategy for 2020? Or are these only words? What about the objective of
increasing the employment rate to 75 % and increasing investment in research, development
and innovation to 3 % of gross national income? What about reducing the number of
people at risk of poverty by at least 20 million? Are they not forgetting the basics? The
Union budget is not a budget for expenditure, but a budget for investment, which is all the
more essential given the difficulties being faced by national budgets.

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) Madam President, the cornerstone of the European Union
is the Member States, which make up the European Union and give up some of their powers
and financial resources to the European Union. Only the Member States, their governments
and their national parliaments are entitled to say how much of their taxpayers’ financial
resources are to be handed over for the joint activities of the European Union. At a time
when all of the countries of the Union and their citizens are having to make substantial
savings, the Commission, too, must make a contribution to the consolidation of Union
savings and be flexible in reassessing the priorities in line with the current economic
situation.

I personally support solidarity within the European Union and I am convinced that there
is a need to look for model solutions not only to bring about a fair redistribution of financial
resources, but also to prevent such financial resources being squandered on projects that,
in a spirit of solidarity, do not bring the developing parts of Europe bonuses that might
help them to achieve economic growth.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE).   – (PL) Madam President, the proposed multiannual
financial framework is modest. It is too modest and cannot be explained by the crisis and
the need to make savings. The budget for the common agricultural policy is 12 % lower
in real terms, while the proposed CAP reform reduces its competitiveness and imposes
additional objectives for which there is no funding. The report misguidedly proposes
dealing with Pillars I and II jointly when assessing the CAP. The Pillar I budget is based on
old, historical calculations – on criteria that have long since lost all relevance. The budget
for Pillar II is based on objective, coherent criteria. The second pillar is mainly used for
rural development and environmental programmes rather than to benefit farmers.
Combining these two pillars will lead to erroneous conclusions and I am surprised that it
has been suggested.

23Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



Mojca Kleva (S&D).   – (SL) Madam President, before us is an exceptionally important
document, which is probably among those with the greatest political weight for the next
seven years.

By adopting this report on the multiannual financial framework, we have an opportunity
to send a clear message to the Council and the Commission.

At this time of crisis, an investment-oriented EU budget must remain sufficiently high to
deal with unemployment and stimulate investment, growth and cohesion among Member
States.

The EU budget must remain an instrument for coordination and fulfilment of the European
Union’s objectives, and must thereby ensure the implementation of investment and
development programmes which the Member States would otherwise quickly delete from
their national reform programmes in a time of crisis.

I would just like to focus on the issue raised by Mr Vlasák, regarding changes to what are
termed national development factors, which are extremely important to cohesion policy;
these changes threaten the less-developed eastern region of Slovenia with the possibility
of a 40 % loss of cohesion funds.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE).   – (EL) Madam President, we all agree today that the
multiannual financial framework is becoming crucially important for the next period, a
period which – as everyone has mentioned today – is characterised by high unemployment
figures, recession and negative growth rates.

Therefore, although we all understand the needs we are faced with, it is particularly striking
that when it comes to the distribution of funds – and I am referring in particular to the
Cohesion Fund and the European Regional Development Fund (and I would like an answer
on this from the Commission and from the Presidency, if possible) – we are taking as a
guide the economic figures and per capita income for the regions in the years 2009 and
2010. I should explain that this leads to considerable unfairness, because since then we
have experienced very rapid changes and unfavourable developments; in Greece, for
example, the economy has contracted by about 18.4 %, in other words a figure comparable
to that seen in Germany and the United States during the Great Depression.

Is the Commission aware of this unfairness? I know this point has also been raised by the
Greek Government. Will we see some progress on this issue?

Mairead McGuinness (PPE).   – Madam President, I believe that increasingly the European
Parliament must be the European Parliament, not a collection of parliaments of Member
States. That is why this interim report – and I commend my colleagues Böge and Kalfin –
actually reflects a hugely European dimension to the budget. For too long we have had
debates about those who pay and those who benefit. This is not the way we should talk in
terms of a European Union budget. Yes, we have to acknowledge difficulties in Member
States, but we must insist that the budget of the European Union is for European citizens,
for growth and for jobs. The chairman of the Agriculture Committee has reflected very
well the view of that committee, but can I also stress to colleagues that we are asking for
this money to facilitate more farmers in the European Union. We have heard the arguments
of colleagues from the new Member States, who rightly and justifiably feel that they are
badly treated because of the differences in payments, so we must acknowledge that this
report is a European report. Let us keep up that good work.
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Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner, President-in-Office of
the Council, we must reach an agreement if we do not want to be the laughing stock of the
international community over what, unfortunately, remains a small budget. That agreement
is difficult to reach, however.

I would like to emphasise the need to establish a review clause for 2017. By 2017 the
Member States will have had time to ratify the Treaty on Stability, Coordination and
Governance. The issue of public finances will be resolved, as will the issue of sovereign
debt. In 2017 we will have a new Parliament, a new Commission and a new President of
the European Council. Consequently, if we do not reach an agreement, let us open a political
debate on all of the issues. In this regard, I would like to emphasise this review clause,
which, in the context of this political debate, will allow us to set out perspectives that
correspond to the European ambitions to which we all aspire.

Vladimír Maňka (S&D).   – (SK) Madam President, in some states there would be no public
investment without cohesion and, without investment, all of the drivers of the economy
would soon come to a standstill and we would not be able even to speak of a struggle
against the crisis. It is not just the poor Member States that benefit from a policy of solidarity;
owing to the single market, so, too, do the rich Member States, which are significant
suppliers of goods, services and know-how.

In this respect, I should like to draw your attention to the joint declaration of the Prime
Ministers and representatives of the 15 states of the Friends of Cohesion of 5 October,
following a meeting held in Bratislava in Slovakia. These included representatives of new
and old Member States. The participants declared that the cohesion policy was a vital
investment instrument for our countries. If there were to be a reduction in financing in
this area, we would not be able to achieve the Council’s recently adopted ambitions and
objectives or the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy. The heads of the 15 states agreed
that there was no room for a reduction in cohesion policy funding. I believe that this strong
message will carry weight in the final decision about the future of Europe.

Zofija Mazej Kukovič (PPE).   – (SL) Madam President, in the multiannual financial
framework for 2014-2020 we must be especially aware that speed of decision-making is
extremely important.

Speed of decision-making because we are in the midst of a crisis and are wondering what
to do and where to invest, and this financial framework provides answers to precisely these
questions.

We should also be more aware that Europe is unique in its ratio of rural development to
large city development. For this reason we should of course maintain the positive trend
we have experienced in the past regarding rural development and cohesion.

Erik Bánki (PPE).   – (HU) Madam President, Presidents-in-Office of the Council,
Commissioners, I originally intended to draw your attention to the importance of sport
and to talk about how crucial it would be to increase funding for sport in the next seven-year
budget from the level provided for in the present draft. We have submitted a motion to
this effect. I very much hope that the House will support this motion, as sport has a crucial
role in promoting social cohesion and a notable beneficial impact on health and work
performance in society. However, I must also respond to Csaba Tabajdi’s comments on
the Hungarian budget situation.
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The decent thing, I think, would be to speak honestly and openly with each other; I think
that the European Commission and Council should tell us what is required, what it would
like Hungary to do. According to Eurostat figures, the Hungarian economy, the Hungarian
budget, ended 2011 with the largest surplus, so I think that it is unacceptable that they still
refuse to lift the excessive deficit procedure that has been in place against Hungary since
2004. On the basis of these figures, this is unacceptable, in my view.

Jan Olbrycht (PPE).   – (PL) Madam President, the debate has shown that a clear majority
in this Chamber are in favour of a budget that reflects the European Union’s objectives.
We in the European Parliament are all aware of the crisis and the need to save money, but
in real terms the EU budget is, in fact, shrinking. Consequently, taking artificial measures
to reduce the budget simply in order to win over voters in the Member States is not
legitimate behaviour. Not only will it cause us to deviate from the objectives we are setting
ourselves, but, most importantly, it will create budgetary difficulties. I would very much
like the Council to consider the current state of the budget and what will happen if we do
not keep our promises.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE).   – (SK) Madam President, the multiannual financial framework
must reflect the political ambitions of the European Union set out in the Europe 2020
strategy and respond to the expectations of citizens of the European Union. The budget
should remain clearly reasoned, stimulating and, above all pro-growth, so that the economic
crisis is definitively overcome as quickly as possible, and the Union can increase employment
and the prosperity of its citizens, and cement its standing on world markets.

The cohesion policy therefore requires appropriate financial resources. These resources
should in any case not be less than in the current programme period. Just the opposite, the
budget for the cohesion policy should be further increased, since the disbursements
represent strategic investments in the added value field.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Janusz Lewandowski,    Member of the Commission . − Madam President, colleagues, thank
you for your comments. There is no multiannual financial perspective without the consent
of European Parliament – that is clear. Therefore your voice and your vote are important
and should be helpful in the very exceptional circumstances in which Europe finds itself
today. It is also a sign of good institutional cooperation, with each institution having an
important role to play – including the national parliaments – with regard to the issue of
own resources and taxation: no taxation without representation. That is my answer to
Mr Hartong, who usually makes critical comments and leaves the room instead of listening
to the answer.

This is a part of this rational construction I admired for so many years from behind the
Iron Curtain. It is absolutely right to place the multiannual framework in the context of
the realistic growth, jobs and competitiveness agenda for Europe. It makes a difference
whether this is just a political announcement or an agenda equipped with money. The
European budget is about the multiannual predictability of investment in Europe with a
shortage of investment money in the national budgets. The European Parliament has a
clear role to play when it comes to the proper level of budgets.

Our technical update for cohesion was not very fortunate, given the recent figures, but we
cannot make the other basis for the ‘Berlin methodology’ in relation to cohesion. The recent
figures, as updated, which are not fortunate for cohesion, are the only ones on which we
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can base our calculations with safeguards for countries like Hungary, which have
experienced some problems in recent years.

Regarding own resources, your important message is on the unity of the budget. We can
understand unity as also not being a fan of the second budget for the European Union, but
this is a unity of a complementary nature of revenues and expenditure. The proposal on
the table, supported by the European Parliament, is really a fair, transparent and simple
response to everybody who wants a simple, transparent and a fair system of own resources.
If we manage to achieve real reform where revenue is concerned, we deserve another Nobel
Prize. The same goes for simplification, which has been requested in the soon-to-be 28
Member States.

Finally, the European Parliament has an important role to play at the level of expenditure.
This is a modest proposal: comparisons with national budgets are not fair. No single
Member State has in the past had to accommodate such a major enlargement in terms of
geography. We are to be 28, not 27, in the next financial perspective, and we are to have
many more powers and areas of responsibility at European level. Therefore I cannot resist
several comparisons. Yes, our annual budgets are less than the annual budgetary deficits
of some Member States. I cannot resist pointing out that the UK’s contribution to the
European budget is on a par with that country’s contribution to its fire service, and less
than it contributes to its prison service. It is 14 times less than the servicing of the UK debt.
That is not the problem of the European Union.

IN THE CHAIR: MARTIN SCHULZ
President

Andreas Mavroyiannis,    President-in-Office of the Council . − Mr President, I would like to
thank the honourable Members very much for this debate. I fully understand that some of
you – and of course this is just a euphemism – do not support an approach which would
reduce the overall size of the MFF. I very much appreciate, however, your frankness on
this issue.

You are well aware that there is also a divide between Member States on this issue. I hope
you appreciate that there are valid and strong arguments on both sides and different
approaches regarding the best way to achieve our targets. I would like to reassure you that
we are working hard on the revenue side and will soon come forward with more details
regarding our approach.

Some very important institutional issues with regard to the EU budget in the aftermath of
last week’s European Council were raised by the rapporteur, Mr Lamassoure, and other
distinguished speakers. I will refrain, if you will allow, from commenting on them, especially
since later this morning we will have the opportunity to discuss them directly with the
President of the European Council, Herman Van Rompuy.

Now I will comment briefly on what Ms Jensen had to say. With all due respect, I do not
think that in our paper we either expressed support for the ‘juste retour’ or referred to direct
payments as a holy cow. We just raised issues and questions for consideration. But maybe
I did not fully grasp the gist of your point.

On FTT, we all know that it has proved impossible to fly at the level of 27. Now we are
advancing with enhanced cooperation, and the Presidency is fully committed to moving
this forward. But we need to be aware that this enhanced cooperation is not about an own
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resource but rather a national resource. It is not FTT as an own resource. What we are
trying to do in the current exercise on the MFF is to find a way to establish a link between
the revenue accrued in Member States participating in enhanced cooperation with own
resources with a corresponding reduction to their GNI contribution. But we need to be
fully aware that there are both legal and political obstacles in some Member States which
otherwise would like to participate in the FTT-enhanced cooperation.

I would also like to emphasise – and reassure those Members who spoke on this issue –
that a focus on less-developed regions is one of the few non-controversial issues in this
debate.

When we say that the level of the MFF will unavoidably have to be revised downwards and
that all headings and sub-headings will have to be affected, we are not expressing a wish.
We are trying, as honest brokers, to provide radiography – an accurate presentation of the
current situation. The same applies to questions regarding staff, raised in particular by
Ms Roth-Behrendt. There again we need to get the right balance.

Let me once again insist on the fact that the Council has not yet come to a decision on the
MFF and that discussions are continuing in a pragmatic way and with the full commitment
of all – I stress of all – Member States towards reaching a timely compromise. Of course
we all work on the basis that nothing is agreed until everything is agreed. We will study
very carefully and give full consideration to your interim reports, both on MFF and on own
resources based on value added tax.

We have also listened very carefully to the views expressed here this morning and I can
assure you that I will bring them to the attention of colleagues within the Council. Osmosis
between the work of institutions is a key word for the Cyprus Presidency.

Reimer Böge,    rapporteur.  −  (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, thank
you for your contributions to this debate, which to a large extent have supported the
positions presented in our interim report. I would ask you to continue to support our
report in today’s vote. I would also like to reiterate my thanks to everyone who worked on
this text. May I say on a personal note that the cooperation with Ivailo Kalfin, the members
of the negotiating team and the contact group has been one of my most positive experiences
as a rapporteur in this House, and I hope that we can sustain this to the end so that we have
the chance to achieve a positive outcome together.

If the Cypriot Presidency, the Presidency of the European Council, now unveils a new
negotiating box – a range of figures, as Andreas Mavroyiannis has said – this will take us
into a new phase in the negotiating process. So let me be quite clear: after the vote on this
interim report, we are willing to negotiate from now until 22 November on all of the issues
relating to the multiannual financial framework and on all of the details of the
interinstitutional agreement, wherever this is necessary to work together to identify
solutions which result in an acceptable compromise. It is up to the Presidency to make use
of this offer so that it can be integrated into the Conclusions and the debate at the European
Council meeting on 22-23 November. Ultimately, and this needs to be reiterated, the
outcomes or agreements reached by the European Council are a political agreement, and
nothing other than a negotiating mandate for the Council so that it can finally achieve a
positive outcome with Parliament in the weeks thereafter. First of all, Parliament must give
its approval, by a majority of its Members, so that the Council can then make a unanimous
decision. That is something that this institution should never forget in this procedure!
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Ivailo Kalfin,    rapporteur.  − Mr President, I want to thank all colleagues for the debate
today. With this debate, and hopefully with the vote a little later, Parliament will give a
very clear signal to the Council. I am sure that the Presidency will take that message to the
Council itself.

There are three important issues that we have to take from the debate. First, the budget
needs to be sufficient. Therefore, any decrease in the budget will be accepted with difficulty.
We have mentioned several times that we will not accept a haircut approach to the budget.

Second, the budget has to be highly targeted. We are ready to discuss any ideas on better
spending of the monies under the European budget, and we want to see these being used
exactly for the purposes for which the EU budget is needed and expected.

Third, this budget has to help the Member States do something that they cannot do on the
basis of their national budgets, which is to help them with additional instruments to create
growth and jobs in the Member States, because all taxpayers have an interest in this
happening. These messages have to reach the Council and be understood before the Council
takes a decision.

We will also insist on the possibility of negotiating all the instruments contained in the
legal basis. Again, whatever the Council decides will be taken into consideration, but we
will not give up our right to negotiate on the legal basis.

Finally, a word on own resources. I am very happy to hear from Commissioner
Lewandowski that the Commission is going to start the procedures for enhanced
cooperation for the FTT, but the FTT has to be an own resource and has to make it easier
for the Member States to reduce their GNI-based contributions. We do not want a bigger
European budget; we want a more stable European budget, and we will fight for it.

Alain Lamassoure,    rapporteur.  −  (FR) Mr President, the tougher the negotiations and
the more parties around the table, the greater the temptation to agree to continue what
has already been done.

Unanimity is necessary. Indeed, there is one thing on which we all agree: the previous
agreement. We just need to continue. No one will win, but no one will lose. Everyone will
keep their slice of the cake and everyone will avoid losing face. That is what we did
previously, despite the efforts of Reimer Böge and our rapporteurs at the time.

Today, in fact, the Cypriot Presidency is publishing a document on the ‘resources’ part of
the budget. Its reference is the Fontainebleau agreement, approved by the European Council
in 1984. That was 28 years ago. The European Union did not exist then. Cyprus and Poland,
for example, were not Member States. The economic community was limited to 10 Western
states. The Iron Curtain had torn the continent apart. China was struggling to combat
widespread famine. The idea of a single European currency was raised only at academic
conferences.

We are in a new century, we are in a new world, we are in a new Europe. Four successive
Treaties have resulted in a significant increase in the competences of the Union, which
now has three times as many members. Everything is new, expect the budgetary framework.
We have a historic responsibility. Our generation of heads of government, ministers,
Commissioners and Members of the European Parliament would be disgraced if Europe
found itself in 2020 with a budget whose amount, financing and distribution had been
designed to cope with the needs we had 30 years ago.
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President. −   The joint debate is closed.

The vote will take place today at 12.30.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Cristian Silviu Buşoi (ALDE)  , in writing. – (RO) As rapporteur for the opinion of the
Committee on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection, I welcome the multiannual
financial framework (MFF) for the years 2014-2020 and the correlation with the Europe
2020 strategy. In the present economic context we have to concentrate on measures that
can improve the economy and overcome the economic and financial crisis facing us. Part
of the solution is having an internal market that functions properly, and the only way to
make this possible is by appropriate financing.

We are well into the process of implementing the Single Market Act. I believe that the MFF
should provide the necessary financial means for implementing the commitments made.

SMEs are another important element for economic growth and job creation, which means
that the MFF should provide strong support for an EU policy aimed at improving SMEs
access to finance. No less important is the consumer protection policy, with its ultimate
objective of empowering consumers. It is not possible to have a properly functioning
internal market without adequate infrastructure; the Connecting Europe Facility represents
an important step towards creating a single energy market and a digital single market while
enhancing free movement of goods, services and people.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) The European Parliament has taken a decisive
stance against reducing the 2014–2020 European Union budget since inadequate levels
of funding could jeopardise, among other things, the EU’s new strategy for growth, the
implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy and economic growth. I would like to stress
that not only must the overall budget remain intact, but within it, so must the budget for
regional policy for the period 2014–2020. Cohesion policy plays a vital role in achieving
the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy, as well as being essential if we are to overcome the
economic crisis. It is a key pillar of the ‘intelligent growth’ which the EU considers so
important, a strategic tool for investment and competitiveness, and one of the main
embodiments of European solidarity. For these reasons, funding for cohesion policy needs
to remain at least at the level of the 2007–2013 period. In view of this I think it is
unacceptable that the Commission’s proposal would mean that Hungary is the only EU
Member State where per capita GDP in the period 2014–2020 will consistently be less
than 75 % of the EU average, while its cohesion support could fall by nearly 30 % relative
to the current budgetary period. I consider the low growth ceilings set and the growth
projections used to determine support levels unfair and counter to the spirit of the EU
Treaties because they hit countries with the lowest growth levels hardest and hence keep
them trailing behind in the long term.

Kinga Göncz (S&D),    in writing. – (HU) The next budget of the European Union should
reflect the increased range of functions and ambitions of the EU: it is impossible to finance
closer cooperation, and economic, financial and political union with fewer resources. The
budget must be geared towards growth and employment, enhanced competitiveness, and
cohesion for less developed regions. Reducing the European budget would inevitably
impede growth and competitiveness, goals reinforced by common agreement and which
we need to achieve if we are to overcome the crisis. In many Member States today, EU
support represents the only basis for economic growth. Expenditure cuts would increase
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the gulf between the developed and less developed regions, between affluent segments of
the population and those living in poverty, undermining one of the EU’s most important
fundamental principles, solidarity. For this reason it is vital to make our position clear: the
European Parliament opposes freezing the budget at its current level or reducing it. Of
particular relevance here is the demand put before Parliament by the Group of the
Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament that in the
next EU budget commencing in 2014 a quarter of the Cohesion Fund resources should be
spent on projects aimed at promoting employment, social inclusion and poverty reduction.
Equally vital in my view is providing more generous support in the 2014-2020 budget for
programmes aimed at promoting human rights and enforcing the rights inherent in
European citizenship. We must resolutely reject any attempts to produce a future budget
for the eurozone that is detrimental or counter to the interests of the EU27.

Sandra Kalniete (PPE),    in writing. – (LV) Parliament’s position on the multiannual financial
framework must be clear and rigorous: the budget amount recommended by the
Commission should not be reduced. A reduced budget in the European Union would have
a negative impact on economic growth and competitiveness throughout the EU, and would
weaken its cohesiveness, solidarity and ability to overcome the crisis. Any reduction would
restrict opportunities to ensure a fairer distribution of direct payments and proper financing
of the cohesion policy. I can only support the President of the Commission, Mr Barroso,
who recently, in Bratislava, stated at a meeting of the Friends of Cohesion group that Europe
needs political unity – the wealthier countries must agree to a wide-ranging policy, which
provides for support for the less wealthy regions of Europe, since this is an investment in
the growth of the European Union as a whole. I understand the political difficulties in many
Member States when the EU budget is discussed. However, together with the rapporteur
I would like to remind you that the EU budget represents only some 2 % of total government
expenditure in the Union, and is hence more than 45 times smaller than the sum of
government expenditure in the Member States.

Vojtěch Mynář (S&D),    in writing. – (CS) I would first of all like to say that the
macroeconomic measures for the financial stabilisation of the EU adopted since 2008 have
not yet been found to be adequate and effective in overcoming the economic crisis. We
also have the objectives set by the Europe 2020 strategy. For these reasons, it is appropriate
to put forward the MFF 2014–2020 as an essential condition for strengthening European
economic governance and for supporting the objectives set in the above mentioned strategy
for smart and sustainable growth in support of social inclusion. The MFF and the EU budget
together are one of the instruments that should both help in allocating investment into
activities increasing growth and employment and help Member States in their structural
reforms. The correct identification of investment priorities (human capital and education,
development of the knowledge-based society, infrastructure, research and innovation,
small and medium enterprises, green and new technologies) and coordination of them in
the Member States should kick-start economic growth in the EU. Among other things, the
report stresses the importance of supporting research and innovation, the policies of
cohesion and general competitiveness in the EU, including financing of large infrastructure
projects (ITER, GMES, Galileo) and the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. It can
generally be stated that the report submitted by Mr Böge and Mr Kalfin provides a clear
analysis of the MFF and reflects the comments of the EP, and I therefore recommend that
it be approved as it stands.
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Wojciech Michał Olejniczak (S&D),    in writing. – (PL) The European Parliament is an
institution that represents all European Union citizens and, as such, must play a specific
role in determining the next multiannual financial framework. In particular, it is worth
actually thinking of cohesion policy as an EU investment policy that helps to achieve a
systematic rise in the population’s standard of living. That is why it is also better to avoid
earmarking as much as 25 % of regional funds for the European Social Fund, as, however
important its role in promoting employment and tackling social exclusion, it is cohesion
policy that serves more effectively to achieve the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy. At the
same time, special EU support programmes benefiting the poorest should be maintained.
The multiannual financial framework 2014-2020 should also bring us closer to achieving
full convergence of direct payments across the EU under the common agricultural policy.
However, even rural development measures financed by the European Agricultural Fund
for Rural Development (EAFRD) differ in nature depending on the size and state of
development of rural areas in the individual Member States. For that reason, country-specific
allocations of EAFRD monies should be retained. Parliament must also firmly oppose all
attempts to reduce rural development funding as contrary to the objective of social and
economic cohesion within the EU.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) Although the European Parliament
understands the budgetary constraints and the rationalisation efforts which the Member
States are making, it ought to insist that the long-term EU budget is a strategic tool for
investment, for boosting growth and competitiveness, and, of course, for creating jobs
throughout Europe.

As regards cohesion policy, here, too, the message is very clear: this policy is the only
European growth policy and as such it must continue to be available in all regions of Europe.
Cohesion policy is the main part of the response to the crisis, because it contributes
decisively to growth and job creation, and it deserves and is entitled to adequate funding.
For this reason, the European Parliament maintains that the financing of cohesion policy
must be maintained at least at the 2007-2013 level. By maintaining the current budget
level and with an up-to-date, targeted, results-oriented cohesion policy, I am confident
that we will achieve much more.

Kristian Vigenin (S&D).   – A democratic, stable and prosperous neighbourhood, sharing
the values of the EU, is clearly in the EU’s interest. To achieve this goal, we should take
political and financial responsibility and be prepared to offer Eastern Partners further
support and clear prospects for an enhanced relation with the EU. The Commission has
committed to grant additional support to those neighbouring countries undertaking
significant political, economic and social reforms. In the time-frame of the MFF several
Eastern Partnership countries could have in force an Association Agreement, including a
DCFTA. Association Agreements would contain strong commitments by the Eastern
Partners to legal approximation and structural reforms in many areas, like trade, for which
the EU has promised to provide financial and technical assistance. Political association and
economic integration of the Eastern Partners will be successful only if the necessary financial
support is provided. In this context, and in the light of the latest ‘MFF negotiating box’
presented by the Council Presidency, I demand again that the level of financial resources
envisaged in the proposal of the European Commission for the 2014-2020 multiannual
financial framework is at least maintained to enable the EU to play its key role for the
development of these countries.

(The sitting was suspended briefly.)
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5. Conclusions of the European Council meeting (18-19 October 2012) (debate)

President. −   The next item is the debate on the European Council and Commission
statements on the conclusions of the European Council meeting (18-19 October 2012).

Herman Van Rompuy,    President of the European Council . − Mr President, after a brief, but
heartfelt, welcome of the award of the Nobel Peace Prize to the European Union, which
was felt by all to be a tribute to past work and an invitation to redouble our efforts for the
future, the focus of last week’s European Council was on the economic issues, namely the
implementation of the Compact on Growth and Jobs approved last June and the discussion
on the interim report on deepening economic and monetary union (EMU).

We also spent time on some foreign policy questions and touched on a matter which I
know is of concern here, the appointment to the vacant seat on the Board of the European
Central Bank, which was raised both by me and by your President in his speech at the
beginning of the meeting.

The Union’s commitment to promoting the equality of women and men is an objective
laid down in the Treaty. Yesterday’s vote by the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs on the appointment is an understandable expression of concern that a great deal
remains to be achieved, notably regarding the European Central Bank. But I note also the
committee’s recognition that the candidate’s professional competences are in no way in
dispute.

For my part, at last week’s European Council, I made a strong appeal to all Heads of State
or Government to identify and propose female candidates for vacant posts at European
level, in particular in the economic and financial sectors, where the under-representation
of women is blatant. I underlined that we need to be active in encouraging this process.

I hope that, with such renewed commitment to gender balance, Parliament will base its
final decision on the current candidate for the ECB executive board on the sole criteria of
professional qualification and experience. It is urgent to fill that vacancy.

Now let me move on to the economic questions which were at the core of our discussions.
First, growth and jobs. We are still suffering from a lack of growth – 25 million people are
unemployed in the Union, many of whom are young people. Overall growth projections
for next year are at best modest. I am painfully aware of the toll this is taking on our societies.
In several countries, the adjustment is more severe and lengthy than many had expected.
Reining in budgetary deficits and restoring competitiveness would have been necessary
even without the crisis in the eurozone. It is therefore all the more necessary to share the
burden of this adjustment fairly and to have policies especially targeted at reducing
unemployment. Here, the EU instruments can and should assist.

Creating jobs and boosting socially-inclusive growth remains our utmost priority and our
ultimate goal. The commitments made under the Compact for Growth and Jobs cannot
wait: they must be followed by decisive action and translated into concrete results. This is
particularly urgent for the implementation of the EUR 120 billion package we agreed
in June, for progress on the single market issues and on our EU-2020 goals. It is also urgent
for measures supporting social inclusion, promoting research and development, developing
the competitiveness of our industries, and harnessing the potential of international trade.
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In the meanwhile, we will discuss in November the multiannual financial framework at
the European Council. We need a growth-oriented EU budget. Although it represents only
1 % of European GDP, it can, as an investment budget, have a huge impact on growth.

Of course, restoring confidence in the eurozone is a key part of bringing back internal
demand and growth. On this, we can now witness the first results of our cumulative actions.
Let me give a few examples. The so-called spreads are decreasing significantly in almost
all eurozone countries. Public deficits are now lower in most countries. Competitiveness
and export performances are stronger in all countries. The upcoming common bank
supervisor is a major breakthrough and we launched two weeks ago the European Stability
Mechanism so that our ‘firewall’ now amounts to EUR 700 billion.

In the specific case of Greece, significant progress has been made. The eurozone Heads of
State and Government issued a statement welcoming the determination of the Greek
Government to deliver on its commitments and also commending the remarkable efforts
of the Greek people. The Eurogroup will examine this progress in light of the forthcoming
troika report and take any necessary decisions.

Our second major debate was on the interim report which I drew up in collaboration with
the Presidents of the Commission, the Eurogroup and the European Central Bank – a group
of four presidents who also met with your President, Martin Schulz. My office also consulted
Member States and the European Parliament’s delegation, whose contribution was
significant. I also personally met some of your rapporteurs, coordinators and committee
chairs. This was an interim report seeking to clarify concepts and test the level of support
for various ideas that have arisen, with the aim of reaching conclusions in December. It
highlighted points of convergence and outlined areas that would require further work. The
European Council gave a mandate to continue this work and propose a specific and
time-bound roadmap to be presented at its December meeting so that it can move ahead
on all the essential building blocks on which genuine EMU should be based.

Our immediate priority was progress on financial integration. In June, we agreed to break
the vicious circle between banks and sovereigns. The urgent element now is setting up a
single supervisory mechanism (SSM) to prevent banking risks and cross-border contagion
from emerging. That is why the European Council called for swift progress, with the
objective of agreeing on the legislative framework by 1 January 2013. Once this is agreed,
the SSM could become effectively operational during 2013. This places a huge responsibility
on all of us to meet this ambitious timeline. We cannot afford to risk losing momentum.

When establishing a Supervisor, several aspects need to be taken into consideration. First,
there must be a clear separation between the monetary responsibilities of the ECB and its
supervisory functions. The ECB should be able to carry out supervision directly in a
differentiated manner, meaning using national authorities in supervisory tasks as much
as possible. The SSM will be designed and implemented with the integrity of the single
market for financial services in mind. Finally, the mechanism should be inclusive and
transparent: all Member States are free and invited to join. This openness should be reflected
in the governance structure, with appropriate rights and obligations for all.

The SSM is a first, essential step towards a complete, integrated framework for the financial
sector. Other steps also need to be taken quickly, starting with harmonising national
resolution and deposit guarantee schemes, following which the Commission will propose
a single resolution mechanism.
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As agreed in June, direct recapitalisation by the European Stability Mechanism will be
possible once an effective SSM has been established. We asked the Eurogroup to draw up
the exact operational criteria.

For a stable economic and monetary union, we also need stronger integrated frameworks
for budgetary matters and economic policies. On both these fronts we have already done
a lot. Let me put it this way: if we fully use all our tools – the six-pack, the forthcoming
two-pack, the European Semester with its country specific recommendations, the new
macroeconomic imbalance procedure and the Treaty on Stability, Coordination and
Governance – then we will have already taken a major step towards fiscal and economic
union. Yet to secure the eurozone’s long-term stability, we also need to be able to better
deal with economic shocks and spur economic convergence.

Here, some new avenues in my report attracted attention. I received a mandate, together
with my colleagues, to explore them further between now and December. One of these is
that Member States could enter into individual arrangements of a contractual nature with
the EU institutions on the reforms they commit to make, in response to the country specific
recommendations of the Council, to promote growth and jobs.

Another is the possibility of an appropriate fiscal capacity for the euro area. This new idea
requires further exploration and it was agreed that this is unrelated – I emphasise ‘unrelated’
– to the preparation of the next multiannual financial framework.

It will be crucial for the new EMU to be fully legitimate and accountable. As a general
principle, we all agree that democratic control should occur at the level where decisions
are taken. It is also important to build this deeper economic and monetary union on the
EU’s institutional and legal frameworks, and to make sure that it remains open and
transparent towards Member States outside the eurozone.

As in all our regular European Councils, I wanted to devote some time to strategic
discussions on our external relations and our foreign policy. We focused on two main
issues. First, our relations with China – taking a step back and looking at the long term. I
debriefed the European Council on the September Summit with China, a very positive one.
As you know, this key partner is undergoing a ‘once in a decade’ leadership change. We
exchanged views on how to engage constructively with the new leadership. We must pass
on the same messages to Beijing, both the easy and the difficult ones, in our contacts at all
levels. China presented a package of proposals for future cooperation between the EU and
China. We will respond in the same spirit with our own proposals. We will come back to
this issue to prepare the next summit, which should take place in China in autumn 2013.

Second, we addressed crisis areas in the world: Syria, Iran and Mali. This was indeed the
first time that we had discussed developments in Mali at European Council level. The
situation has a security, humanitarian and regional impact on the Sahel. It could also
become a threat to our own societies and to our own security. The Union is contributing
to the international efforts led by the United Nations to stabilise the situation. We decided
to accelerate our own planning for a possible European military crisis management
operation and support for the international military force, in accordance with the recent
UN Security Council Resolution 2071.

To conclude, this was a positive summit. It is good for Europe that we will have a single
supervisory mechanism up and running in the course of 2013.
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Between now and December we will work on further progress to reinforce our economic
and monetary union. The biggest contribution to growth in the short term is restoring
confidence in the eurozone.

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission. − Mr President, last week’s European
Council was the first in a series of three summit meetings this autumn. Our objective in
these meetings is to reach decisions which will have a significant impact both on short-term
stability and our longer-term objectives.

First and foremost, we must deliver on the Compact on Growth and Jobs agreed in June.
The reality is that the crisis is still with us: too many of our Member States are facing
recession; unemployment remains worryingly high (with the potential to further undermine
social cohesion), and I am painfully aware of the difficult situation in which many European
citizens find themselves. Implementing the growth compact is, therefore, much more than
a demonstration of our political will; it is a question of fairness and equity.

In some of our Member States, citizens are making major sacrifices because of the situation
resulting from excessive debts in the public sector and irresponsible financial behaviour
in the private sector. This is why we need to provide citizens with hope, and a realistic
prospect that growth and jobs will return and that the most vulnerable in society will not
suffer.

The Commission has delivered a great number of proposals and inputs to underpin the
Growth Compact. However, the reality is that this Growth Compact, including an important
investment package worth EUR 120 billion, has not yet been fully implemented. Some
progress has been made, but frankly it is not enough.

I presented to the Heads of State and Government a detailed report describing what is on
the table, where the blockages exist, and what the next steps are. It is high time that
proposals on negotiation tables became reality.

Let me give some examples. Agreement is within reach on the proposals on venture capital,
accounting and alternative dispute resolution in the next two months. But work on several
other proposals that are crucial for growth and fairness in the single market needs to be
accelerated. Public procurement reform; a tax on savings, including mandates for agreements
with third countries; professional qualifications; e-signatures: we need to give a new political
push in all these areas.

Last week I urged the Member States’ governments to do their utmost to bring the Compact
on Growth and Jobs to life. Likewise, I count on this House to assume its responsibility
and play its part in finalising legislation on its elements.

Let us demonstrate to our citizens that Europe carries a message for growth and jobs. When
talking about growth, it is clear that the financial sector must also make a fair contribution
to recovery. I welcome in particular the recent progress on a European Financial Transaction
Tax. Following the requests we have now received from 10 Member States, this very
afternoon the Commission will make a proposal for a Council decision authorising
enhanced cooperation. This will be the first step in the process. We will also present an
action plan on tax fraud and tax evasion – including tax havens – before the end of the
year.

I also want to confirm to you that, following the adoption of the employment package,
the Commission will introduce a Youth Guarantee Scheme before the end of the year. This
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will aim to ensure that young people are presented with either the offer of a job, continued
education, an apprenticeship or a traineeship within four months of being unemployed
or leaving formal education. This will be supported by the European Social Fund. We will
also introduce a quality framework for traineeships to help young people in their transition
from education to work. We are taking these measures to prevent a ‘lost generation’ in
Europe.

It is not just the Compact on Growth and Jobs where we have to turn political will into
reality. It is essential that by the end of this year there is agreement on the single supervisory
mechanism for banks. This is also a pre-condition for the direct recapitalisation of banks
under the European Stability Mechanism.

By reaching agreement on this, the European Union has a huge opportunity to restore
confidence, demonstrate its capacity to take difficult decisions in times of crisis and send
a message of stability. Let us not fail to seize this moment. And let us also be clear about
one thing: reaching agreement on these issues is a fundamental precondition if we want
to be credible in our further deepening of economic and monetary union.

Regarding the Single Supervisory Mechanism for banks, without prejudice to the ongoing
legislative process, the European Council confirmed many of the key principles on which
the Commission proposals were grounded. This includes being as open as is legally possible
to all Member States who want to participate. As we have stated time and time again, we
do not need new walls in Europe between the euro area and non-euro area members.

Secondly, we need proper accountability at the level at which decisions are taken, which
for the Commission clearly means to this Parliament, and maintaining the level playing
field and the integrity of the single market. This also includes tasking the ECB with
responsibility for prudential supervision and the power to intervene, if needed, with any
bank in the euro area, as well as a clear separation of this supervisory function and monetary
policy. We will continue to work closely with the European Parliament on all these matters.

One important element is the political commitment of the Heads of State and Government
that agreement should be reached by the end of this year. I hope that the governments will
now respect the commitment they have taken at the highest level. Let us not forget why
we are acting here: we are advancing in our response to the crisis. We need to definitively
break the negative link between bank debt and sovereign debt – and this is urgent. That is
why the Commission put its proposals on the table within weeks of the June European
Council. Delivering the single supervisory mechanism will give a very important signal to
our citizens, but also to our international partners and to investors in general.

The European Council also spelled out the need for rapid adoption of the provisions relating
to the harmonisation of national resolution and deposit guarantee frameworks based on
the Commission’s legislative proposals on bank recovery and resolution and on national
deposit guarantee schemes. It also called for a rapid conclusion of the single rule book,
including agreement on the proposals on bank capital requirements. This House has a
decisive role to play in all these matters, and the Commission will work closely with you
in the coming weeks to move ahead quickly.

Before I look at the other, longer-term elements of deepening EMU, let me start by
underlining how crucial it is to finalise the legislation known as the ‘two-pack’. The prior
coordination of national budgets is one important pillar of our crisis response, and it is in
the interest of the European Parliament, I would assume, that we incorporate as many
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elements from the Fiscal Treaty into the Community method as is legally possible. This is
what we are doing with the two-pack.

Now that the European Union institutions and Member States have embarked on a reflection
process which will cover all aspects of a deeper EMU (including issues of solidarity), I am
hopeful that we can agree that the two-pack goes ahead and not deal with other issues
covered by the further deepening of the EMU.

As far as these other aspects of EMU-deepening are concerned, the summit was also an
occasion for the Heads of State and Government to look in more depth at the issues on
the basis of the interim report prepared by the President of the European Council, myself,
and the Presidents of the European Central Bank and the Eurogroup. I would also like to
underline the very useful contributions that the European Parliament and President Schulz
have made to this report.

Coming to the next steps, I had already informed this House last month that we will deliver
a blueprint for EMU in time before the December European Council. This blueprint will
set out the Commission’s own thinking on all the building blocks of a deeper, genuine
EMU.

Allow me a specific word about the issue of the fiscal capacity of an economic and monetary
union. As I said in the State of the Union address before this House, to deliver lasting results,
we need to develop a fully-equipped Community economic governance, together with a
genuine, credible Community fiscal capacity. This would complement our efforts for a
stronger and more binding framework for the implementation of key economic policies,
in particular in the euro area, as one important means of preventing imbalances.

While much has been done here, for instance through the Six-pack and the country-specific
recommendations, further steps are crucial to combine specific conditions with specific
incentives and to really make economic and monetary union sustainable. One interesting
idea in this context is that of contractual arrangements between the Member States and
the Commission. Such arrangements could underpin the commitments taken under the
country-specific recommendations with specific support for their realisation. We must,
however, be clear that this has nothing to do with the decisions on the next multiannual
financial framework, which we will, hopefully, be able to take in the coming weeks.

I want to thank this House for its important contributions and the cooperation with it on
all these matters. It is very important to have the views and the involvement of the European
Parliament at every stage in this process. We are designing a new system whereby more
decisions will be taken at European level. We therefore need stronger accountability. Fixing
accountability at the level where the decisions are taken will be one of the fundamental
principles which will guide our discussions on economic and monetary union.

At the same time, we need to make sure that more democracy means more transparency
and not more complexity. We already have a very complicated system of decision-making
in Europe. A proliferation of institutions, mechanisms and procedures would make Europe
more opaque and less readable and would distance us from our citizens precisely at a time
when we need to draw closer together.

There are also a few more key principles for these reforms. First, we need to build on the
existing institutional and legal framework based on the Community Treaties. We must
support the deepening of integration in the euro area as the basis for strengthening our
currency, the euro. We must ensure convergence between the existing and future euro area
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members. And we must respect the integrity of policies conducted at the level of the current
27 (very soon 28) Member States of the European Union, particularly the integrity of the
Single Market.

Our tasks are mapped out. Let us not forget that, beyond the Growth Compact, the two-pack
and banking supervision, we have other tasks and responsibilities this autumn. I am speaking
in particular about the MFF. I expect those governments which are always talking about
the need for investment to promote growth and jobs to contribute their support for the
instrument for investment at European level. Once again this will be a critical test of our
commitment to these policies.

During the summit we also had an opportunity to send a very important message regarding
Greece at the level of euro area Heads of State and Government. I welcome the conclusion
of that meeting, when we said: ‘We expect Greece to continue budgetary and structural
policy reforms and encourage its efforts to ensure swift implementation of the programme.
This is necessary in order to bring about a more competitive private sector, private
investment and an effective public sector. These conditions will allow Greece to achieve
renewed growth and will ensure its future in the euro area’. It is very important that the
Heads of State and Government have expressed this willingness and this commitment and
their hope about keeping Greece in the euro area.

Finally, the European Council discussed the external dimension of our actions, with a focus
on our strategic partners, including China, and the need for a proactive agenda for trade.
It is crucially important that Europe defend its interests in this globalising world. But
openness is a vital element in facing the challenges of growth, and we must not miss out
on the opportunities for further trade liberalisation.

It is significant that, at a time when many of our citizens have doubts about the ability of
Europe to meet the challenges we face, the international community, through the Nobel
Peace Prize, has sent us a clear message: the world needs a stronger European Union. It is
indeed an honour to have this recognition for the project for integration and unity of this
continent which has, over 60 years, brought us so much. But it is also a responsibility and
a challenge for us to show the ‘courage de chaque jour’ – the everyday, mundane, courage
– to do the right thing and take the decisions we need to take.

By advancing the deepening of economic and monetary union and progressing towards
a political union, let us make sure, together, that the Nobel Peace Prize in 2012 will not be
awarded to an idea of the past but to a project of the future.

(Applause)

Joseph Daul,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (FR) Mr President, President of the Commission,
President-in-Office of the Council, ladies and gentlemen, I am, by nature, an optimistic
person. My optimism is realistic, however. It is based on concrete elements, on facts and
accomplishments, and on experience of everything we have achieved in the past 60 years,
which, in the end, is just a start.

The Nobel Prize awarded to the European Union is recognition of what we have built
together over 60 years. However, it is also encouragement to go further, and I believe in
Europe. I believe in the Community method. I believe in the added value that the European
Union offers through its common policies. I also believe, however, in the European
investment that allows our budget to inject some EUR 100 billion into our economies
every year, and it is by no means enough.
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Europe needs these ambitious policies, policies that are going to help us to restore growth,
but to implement them, we need an ambitious budget. I think that the debate here has
clearly demonstrated that. I therefore appeal to everyone to face up to their responsibilities.
We need a financial framework that matches our ambitions and, above all, we need an
agreement at the end of the year if we want to appear credible to the outside world,
Mr President.

Last week’s European Council took a further step towards achieving our economic union.
Our crisis is an economic crisis, but our mistake has been to fail to meet our commitments
and comply with the rules that we set ourselves. In recent months, we have faced up to
our responsibilities here, in this Parliament, and we have introduced the necessary
instruments.

The ‘economic governance’ package now has force of law but it has to be applied. The same
goes for the ‘two-pack’ that we are discussing today. I think that we are going to conclude
that very soon.

Ladies and gentlemen, one of the lessons of this crisis is that we cannot exclude certain
sectors, such as the banking sector, from our common laws. My group is aware of that,
which is why we support the Council’s proposal to establish a European bank supervisor.
In our economy, everything is connected. The slightest failure, the collapse of a single bank,
affects the entire system. The banks may think that they are too big to fail, but no bank is
too small to be supervised. We are convinced of this: our citizens, our businesses and the
banks themselves need to have confidence in our financial system.

We in the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) will make every
effort to ensure that Europe emerges stronger from this crisis and that our European Union
is reinforced because we believe that Europe is the solution.

For some 20 years, the single market has been our success, but for that success to last, we
must complete it and finish our work. We must force the Heads of State or Government
to quickly fill in the gaps in the single market. I am thinking, in particular, about the
establishment of the digital single market. If we do not do this, we will lose a turnover of
EUR 1 billion every year.

Ladies and gentlemen, Europe is at a crossroads. Some people want to do away with some
of the European Union’s competences and reduce Europe to an economic free trade area.
Europe is much more than that, however. Since the signature of the Treaty of Rome by
our founding fathers, the European project has been synonymous with peace and prosperity.
That has now been rewarded with the Nobel Peace Prize.

For 60 years, Europe has set an example in the world. Our role tomorrow is to strengthen
the social market economy, increase our solidarity, continue to defend human rights and,
above all, spread our values throughout Europe and beyond.

President-in-Office of the Council, as I have said often here in this House, in times of crisis
we need to take decisions. When we take decisions, it is inevitable that we will make some
mistakes, but the worst thing to do in a crisis is to wait for too long. If we wait for too long,
we will eventually cost our fellow citizens billions of euros.

That is my appeal to you, and I hope that we will see a very good European budget before
the end of the year. That will be proof of our commitment for the outside world and the
markets.
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I wish you the very best of luck; I hope that you have the determination to reach your goal
and bring us a nice Christmas present at our December part-session.

Hannes Swoboda,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, President Van Rompuy,
I would like to start with the same issue that you began with, namely the European Central
Bank and gender equality. First of all, I have a rather different view on the substance of
Mr Mersch’s comments. I was extremely disappointed by them. However, I am even more
disappointed by your position and your explanation here today. Mr Van Rompuy, it is
simply not good enough!

(Applause)

We are not prepared to accept this kind of evasiveness. We have shown personal
commitment because we believed that we could move forward, and we have built bridges.
The President of this House built bridges, and yet all you have to say about gender equality
is that, yes, we do not have enough of it! What we wanted was not a description of the
situation but a commitment from you on how to move forward, and I am very sorry to
say that we did not get it!

(Applause)

As for the Council, I believe that the outcome was half-hearted. I would not go as far as to
say that it was negative, but it lacked substance. As for the Compact for Growth and Jobs,
we do not need 27 or 28 countries to meet in order to determine that, so far, it has had no
effect. The Member States must play their part in ensuring that it is effective. Indeed, that
is the critical task for the Member States. However, the problem is not only the Compact
for Growth, of course. I think it is very regrettable that we have no opportunity to discuss
in more detail today the reasons why the Commission and the majority on the Council
still do not accept the World Bank’s findings, namely that their calculations are wrong and
that the policies which we are pursuing are leading us into recession. Unfortunately, the
Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), the European Conservatives
and Reformists Group and, indeed, the Liberals are blocking any discussion of this issue.
It is not about the Compact for Growth; it is about changing our policies for growth. We
need policies at last which do not lead to recession but promote growth and employment.
That is what I am demanding from the Commission and from the majority in the Council!

(Applause)

Do you not see that as unemployment rises, so does Euroscepticism and even outright
rejection of Europe? That is the problem we have today. Chancellor Merkel and Mr Schäuble
are throwing up a smoke screen, and there is a lot of talk about eurobudgets and a
super-commissioner, but this is not going to solve the problems we face today. Even with
the banking union, we can see how important it was that François Hollande said that we
need the banking union now, or relatively soon. That is not just a question for France and
Germany. It is a question of two fundamentally different concepts. The one says that
institutional issues are important, so we will think about a convention which we want to
appoint as soon as possible, perhaps as early as December, and we will think about a super-
commissioner. However, as for thinking about the social problems which our policies are
creating – no, they do not want to do that, nor do they want to think about the problems
facing Spain and Ireland with the banks and their recapitalisation. Let me assure you that
as Socialists and Democrats, our Group will not leave Spain or Ireland to fend for
themselves. We will fight to make the banking union a reality soon – with sensible rules,
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of course – and to ensure that the ESM can finally progress with recapitalisation. Those are
things that we agree with, Commission President. Indeed, that is why we are resisting these
delaying tactics. In-depth consultation? Yes, by all means, but we need a solution soon, for
we do not want any further deepening of the crisis in Spain and Ireland and other countries,
with even more people losing their jobs. That cannot be our goal. For us, that is an
intolerable situation.

That is why I would like to mention the social question again. Mr Van Rompuy, we need
this fifth sector, this fifth pillar, on social issues. That is an urgent necessity. We cannot
have a situation in which social issues are simply mentioned in passing and dealt with in
a few sentences. Mr Barroso and Mr Van Rompuy said at the press conference that they
can see the misery within society. Let me say it again, gentlemen: your job is not to describe
what is happening. Your job is to change the situation and to work for a social Europe.
That is what we need!

(Applause)

We are very proud of the Nobel Peace Prize. We are handing out badges because we are so
proud of this achievement; that applies to us as a Group as well. However, we were not
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for social peace within the EU. We do not deserve that yet.
If we are awarded a Nobel Prize on that basis some day, I will be very satisfied with what
we have achieved in Europe. However, we have not achieved it yet. On the contrary, many
of the measures being agreed today move us in the wrong direction.

My final comment concerns Mr Cameron. We should make one thing very clear to
Mr Cameron, who wishes to veto the budget. Mr Cameron, the fact is that we have a stronger
veto: if you veto the budget, there will still be another one, namely the budget for 2013
and 2012! I would be very happy if Mr Cameron were to pursue that course of action, if
he showed that he is not interested in Europe, and if he issued an even stronger rebuff to
countries such as Poland and so on. We have more leverage than he does. If Mr Cameron
does not want to give us his support, we will simply take the 2012 budget as the basis for
the future budgets. That is the message that Mr Callaghan should be taking back to
Mr Cameron!

I have one final comment on this subject: it is not acceptable for Mr Cameron to steadily
withdraw from Europe while still wanting to have a say on every issue. Mr Cameron and
the Conservatives, but also the Liberals in the United Kingdom need to make a decision. If
you want nothing to do with Europe, then act accordingly, but do not try to have a say on
every issue or contribute to decision-making on what happens in the Europe that you
reject. Decisions on Europe should be taken by those who are committed to Europe. In
my view, that is a fundamental principle which Mr Cameron needs to understand.

(Applause)

Guy Verhofstadt,    on behalf of the ALDE Group . – Mr President, let me first welcome the
decision of the European Council on the banking union. Nevertheless, I have to tell you
that I thought it had already been decided in June – but better a European Council that
decides the same thing twice than nothing at all.

I am also glad to see that the Council finally agrees with the position of the European
Parliament and that of the European Commission. We said from the beginning that this
system has to be applicable to all banks, and it was an absurd idea to supervise only some
banks.
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My second remark is also what our colleague Mr Swoboda said on the timetable. I have to
tell you that I am less positive, because this timetable that they agreed on is firmly linked
to – what? To the electoral calendar of Germany. I find it irresponsible that we first of all
have to wait nine months before we can start to implement something that we will approve
here through legislation by the end of the year. Nine months to wait for what? For the
electoral calendar and the outcome of the elections in Germany. This is the
intergovernmental method; if every time you have to wait for the electoral calendar of
France, then Italy and now Germany, you will do nothing.

My second point concerns the Paper. I think there are many good ideas in the Paper, and
there are also ideas with which I have some difficulties: the idea of individual contracts,
for example. I do not think that our European Union is what I would call a private law
concern, based on contracts between the Member States and the European institutions.
No: we want common policies and binding legislation.

My second point on the paper is on mutualisation of debt. May I ask you, Mr Barroso –
you know, I will do it every time – every month I will come back to you and ask you: where
is your proposal on the redemption fund and on the start of a Eurobond market? Because
you know that it is the only way that interest rates can go down in the European Union.
Take, for example, Slovenia. Slovenia is a country with less than 60 % public debt; at the
same time it has a fiscal deficit of more or less 3 %, and it has an interest rate of 6 %, because
it is a small market and nobody is interested today, with this crisis, in buying Slovenian
bonds. The Eurobond market is the only way to solve it. I can tell you I have talked about
the necessity to approve the two-pack, while Parliament’s position is clear: if there is no
proposal on the redemption fund on the table, we will not approve the two-pack. It is the
same for Mr Schäuble’s proposal. Mr Schäuble can say, ‘I want the Super-Commissioner
for economic and monetary affairs’. We will not go in that direction – even if I am in favour
of that proposal – if there is no proposal on neutralisation of the debt as a first step towards
the redemption fund or a first step towards a Eurobond market. We are firm on this within
Parliament because we know that it is the only way to end this crisis, besides all the other
measures which need to be taken.

Finally, something completely different, Mr President: Syria. It is time for the European
Council to do something, for the Nobel Peace Prize winner to do something. We all know
what is needed in Syria. We need, as fast as possible, a no-fly-zone so that Assad can no
longer do what he is doing now: using his air force to massacre his people. Aleppo, dear
colleagues, is becoming more and more like Dresden. Daily bombardments, shelling by
the Syrian air force and a whole city in ruins. I find it a scandal that neither the European
Council nor the other European institutions are taking their responsibility regarding that
scandal together with the international community.

Rebecca Harms,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (DE) Mr President, President-in-Office,
ladies and gentlemen, first of all, let me comment on the issue of women in the European
Union and congratulate Ms Reding. I think she has hit exactly the right note with her
proposal for quotas. I would also like to send a message to all her female colleagues and
the other female Commissioners. I believe that every woman who has achieved power and
influence in today’s European Union should be aware that on the one hand, this is of course
due to skills and qualifications; on the other, however, it is also due to the fact that other
women have campaigned for instruments such as the quota. This awareness should guide
all those who are tasked with decision-making or who are in leadership roles, such as
Ms Reding’s female colleagues at the Commission. Mr Barroso, I urge you not to undermine
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a positive initiative that enables the Commission to stand out as a beacon. On the contrary,
I urge you to give Ms Reding your support.

As regards Mr Mersch, it is a great shame that Mr Mersch, of all people, appears to be
undermining Ms Reding’s strategy. Indeed, let me make it clear to Mr Van Rompuy that
the Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance will not support this under any
circumstances. Perhaps it is enough for you to know that women have a future at the
European Central Bank from 2018 onwards. However, this knowledge and prospect are
not enough for us! We want a woman at the centre of power in the European Central Bank
today, and we are not going to be fobbed off by you.

Ladies and gentlemen, the Nobel Peace Prize has been mentioned in passing in today’s
debate. I was starting to think I was mistaken. When I first heard about this decision, taken
in Europe’s northern-most region, I was deeply and genuinely moved. As a European
politician, I almost took it personally. I felt that this came close to being an unexpected
declaration of love for this great shared European project. Of course, it also meant that I
looked forward to the summit with very different expectations, Teflon-coated, perhaps.
So what happened? Where was the moment of reflection? What happened to the Nobel
Committee’s appeal for reflection and for ‘thinking big’ in the European Union? From my
perspective, that is the crucial aspect of the award: it makes us think about what we have
achieved by working together, and what we may achieve in future.

Mr Van Rompuy, it has been agreed once again that we should give ourselves more time
to deal with the banking union. We can afford to do so because the European Central Bank
has bought itself some time under Mr Draghi, as it did before under Mr Trichet. Once again,
we have seen the crisis pass from an acute to a chronic phase. However, you should not
take too long, nor should you be under any illusions, as you were once again with your
speech today. In my view, at the end of December, we not only need to have the clear
contours or a legal framework for supervision in the banking union. We also need to have
the other two pillars in place, the two pillars which are never mentioned in the front row,
namely deposit protection and the possibility of bank resolution in the European Union,
which must take place in a process which is not only subject to democratic controls but
also inspires confidence. In other words, there is a lot to do before the end of December.

Let me take up a point made by Mr Swoboda. Mr Van Rompuy, you said earlier that things
are improving. You obviously consult a different set of statistics from mine. Perhaps we
should swap. I have figures from the IMF and the World Bank which clearly show, once
again, that single-minded and aggressive austerity policies do not improve matters. They
do not even support the recovery of public budgets. In our crisis countries, we have higher
deficits, and we also have an ailing economy, not only in the crisis countries but
Europe-wide. We also have higher unemployment, especially among young people.
Knowing this, I then came across a further publication from the IMF which says that fiscal
consolidation can only be successful in the context of economic recovery. This requires
very serious consideration, and highlights all of the shortcomings in the present policies
to overcome the crisis. Economic recovery can only take place on the basis of better growth
policies. I am interested to see what will happen now. I regard the comments made by
Mr Tajani and Mr Oettinger almost as a threat. As for Europe 2020 – which, incidentally,
they appear to have written off entirely – let me say that I cannot imagine being able to
achieve sustainable economic recovery with industrial policy strategies of the kind proposed
by Messieurs Oettinger and Tajani.
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Finally, was it President Hollande or Chancellor Merkel? After the summit, everyone was
asking who had won. If we needed any further proof that the two of them did not merit
the Nobel Peace Prize and did not match up to the Nobel Committee’s expectations, it can
been seen in this particular issue. Political union and deeper European integration have to
be dragged out of them. Chancellor Merkel should go to the German public long before
the election and explain why financial solidity on its own makes matters worse. President
Hollande, for his part, should explain to the people of France why even France has to
transfer sovereignty to Brussels.

Nicole Sinclaire (NI).   – Mr President, I am just wondering whether, in the interests of
fairness, we will all be allowed to overrun by two minutes?

Martin Callanan,    on behalf of the ECR Group . – Mr President, there were some good things
to come out of last week’s Council meeting. For instance, there was the support for the
single market of 27 Member States, developing more open trade, the cutting of some red
tape and the withdrawal of some pending Commission proposals. These were all good
things. However, we need to see more action on all of those initiatives and my group will
certainly support Mr Barroso in taking these initiatives forward.

However, when it comes to the main topic of debate – yet again the euro crisis – we can
see that the summit manifestly failed to deliver. Both Mr Van Rompuy and Mr Barroso
spoke in this Chamber after the previous summit in June. They spoke about balancing
solidarity with responsibility and described the results back then as ‘significant’. They said
that these took Europe a few more steps down the road to recovery. Well, of course, over
the summer it became clear that some key Member States had had second thoughts about
what they agreed then, and the few small steps forward were overwhelmed by some pretty
giant leaps backwards.

The only significance of that summit, with hindsight, was that it represented yet another
missed opportunity. The window created by the actions of the ECB to enable political
leaders to get ahead of the curve in reassuring the markets was lost then, and it is lost now.
No amount of fudging over the timetable for the supervisory mechanisms or the carefully
chosen words about mutual support can cover up for the fact that this summit simply
backtracked on what had been agreed.

I have a lot of sympathy for both Mediterranean Europe and Northern Europe, but we
cannot go on with this stalemate, with one side unwilling to hand over budgetary
sovereignty and the other side unwilling to hand over its chequebook and its cash. It seems
to me that, as Mr Verhofstadt observed, we now have no chance of making any headway
towards a solution to the crisis before the elections in Germany. The problem that we face
is quite simply one of leadership. To take a topical example that has been mentioned in
this debate, when the EU was awarded this famous Nobel Prize, the bickering began
immediately about who was going to collect the prize, who was going to make the speech
and who was going to talk at the dinner. I started thinking about all of those political leaders
and organisations who actually really deserved to collect that prize for delivering peace in
Europe, for holding firm during the Cold War and for challenging the might of the Soviet
Union. I thought about the contributions of General de Gaulle, President Reagan, Prime
Ministers Kohl and Thatcher, NATO, and Pope Jean Paul II. No doubt everyone in this
Chamber has some figure that they want to put forward as contributing to that list. It seems
to me that they had one thing in common – they had political courage, the courage to
stand firm, to take political risks and to make sacrifices for what they believed in.
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What a sad contrast to the modern day Europe of today, where difficult decisions are
delayed, timetables slip, and political realities are ignored. It was sobering to note that that
Nobel Prize was awarded to the EU, not because we are dealing effectively with the current
crisis, but because we are failing to do so. It is not a message of congratulations to Europe’s
leaders, it is an act of charity. The prize has not been given to the EU because it is strong
and doing well. It has been given now because the EU is weak and doing badly. That was
made clear in the citation itself – in the announcement – if you read it.

So let us put aside the self-congratulations and let us forget the mutual backstabbing. Let
us get on instead with the difficult task of making the urgent decisions that are required to
make the European economy competitive and to launch the project again.

Gabriele Zimmer,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group . – (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I would like to begin by thanking Rebecca Harms and the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs for the decision taken yesterday evening that a
recommendation be made not to elect Mr Mersch this week. I think this is the right decision.
I also see it as sending out a signal which, hopefully, when the time comes, will secure
majority support in this House, because it really does send out completely the wrong
message to tell us that Europe should continue to be run solely by men, and to say that
everything arising in the various policy areas dealt with by the European Union, whatever
is necessary to safeguard social and indeed regional cohesion, can only be dealt with by
male representatives. I think this is the wrong form of representation, at least in the majority
of cases, although I admit that there are exceptions.

The results of the most recent summit are relatively limited. A previous speaker said that
at the end, two victors appeared in front of the microphones and cameras and went through
the usual ritual of saying that there were no losers. There are losers, however. Ordinary
people are the losers. People within the European Union have lost out because once again,
we are playing for time, because no one has given any thought to the fact that European
policy needs to be corrected as a matter of urgency!

I will come back to the example of the Compact for Growth and Jobs in a moment. You
surely cannot seriously be proposing in your recommendations or in the Council’s decisions
that, ultimately, the Structural Funds must be reprogrammed to fund the Compact for Jobs
and Growth. This would mean that 25 % of the ESF would be under threat. With that
proposal, you are also putting a question mark over the future of the European Platform
against Poverty and Social Exclusion. In the fight against poverty, we are talking about the
fate of 120 million in Europe. Then you say that the Nobel Peace Prize for Europe is
well-deserved. It simply does not add up!

Therefore, which signals should the summit have sent out? Firstly, there should have been
a recognition that austerity policies do not automatically lead to more growth. If the
International Monetary Fund can do it, it should be child’s play for the European Union to
admit that these policies have plunged hundreds of thousands more people into poverty
and social exclusion. We do not need an undemocratic fiscal pact which erodes the rights
of the national parliaments and especially the European Parliament. We need a solidarity
pact, one which is designed for 99 % of the people of Europe, to replace the austerity pact
from 1 % of the people. We need sustainable growth which can only be achieved with
decent work, equitable redistribution and appropriate contributions from those who caused
the crisis in the first place.
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Let us take a look at Greece again: the next tranche will amount to EUR 600 million and
is supposed to be spent entirely on repaying the national debt. That means that almost
EUR 30 billion have now been earmarked solely for the banks. Portugal was in a similar
situation: of the EUR 78 billion allocated, only EUR 8 billion were actually earmarked for
the public budget. What you are talking about, and what is being practised here, is certainly
not the right balance. That needs to change, and that is what we are demanding. The
timetable – the roadmap – for the banking union is really only a brief moment. Why will
you not admit that this is simply about splitting up the national banks? You do not mention
the ECB’s mandate and role as a lender of last resort or the ancillary roles which could be
played by the European investment banks in this context. You need to change your
approach. You need to change course – and then perhaps we can talk about the Nobel
Peace Prize being well-deserved!

Nigel Farage,    on behalf of the EFD Group . – Mr President: Mr Van Rompuy, when you
first appeared here, in what proved to be a rather expensive speech I said you would be the
quiet assassin of nation state democracy – and sure enough, in your dull and technocratic
way, you have gone about your course. But I have to say you are even worse than I thought
you were going to be. I thought it was just going to be a federal Europe – a federal Union
– but actually it appears, with every statement you make, that what you now want is the
total subjugation of states to completely undemocratic structures based in Brussels.

I misread the bailouts. I thought that when the bailouts happened and I could see the panic
around this Chamber, with people fearing economic meltdown... But you, of course, were
calm through it all, because you saw the bailouts as your opportunity to take control. Just
think how Ireland today has managed, and Greece, for that matter. The sinister-sounding
troika come in, 50 officials spend a few days in the country, investigate the situation and
then tell puppet prime ministers what they may or may not do. I note great enthusiasm in
this Chamber for Spain to have a bailout: lots of Members here want Spain to accept the
bailout, so that they too are subjugated to this new order. Indeed in Italy, the appointee
there, Mr Monti, is very keen for his own country to be bailed out because, to quote him,
he fears that parliamentary democracy could bring down the European Union.

It is pretty clear that your next phase is for those that have not been bailed out and may
not need to be bailed out. You now want them to sign budget guarantees and to have the
power to strike down national budgets after they have been through parliaments. I have
to say I feel that the eurozone is now in a very dark place economically, socially and
politically, and I fear that the countries trapped inside it, in that prison, will be there for
many years to come. So it is odd that, against this backdrop, the Nobel Peace Prize has
been awarded to the European Union. It is true that Germany has not invaded France since
1945, but I do not think there is any prospect of that happening – unless what you are all
saying is that the Germans are inherently bad people. No, the threat actually came from
Russia, and we should be thanking NATO and millions of American soldiers who served
on European soil to maintain peace. Yet I do not hear a word of that, because we loathe
America and everything that it stands for. No, this is now a divided, split Europe, with
neo-Nazi politics on the rise and violent demonstrations in the streets. Frankly, I think that
the award of that Nobel Prize devalues that whole organisation.

It is not all bad news, because in Britain the opinion polls are clear that a clear, settled
majority of Brits now want to leave this Union, leaving David Cameron as piggy in the
middle, trying to pretend to be a Eurosceptic when he comes over here, going back home
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and claiming victories – but he is stuck. I predict one thing: big political change is coming
in Britain, because he is losing the support of millions of his own voters.

Nicole Sinclaire (NI).   – Mr President, once again we have a summit that promises a
solution but in the fullness of time delivers little but further EU integration. Through the
fault of unelected, incompetent Eurocrats and blinded Member State leaders, the financial
crisis is being used as a tool for further EU integration. What a heavy price we are paying
for the Eurocrats’ fantasy of a United States of Europe. Have they learned nothing from
their folly?

President Barroso and his apparatchiks care little for the ordinary person. This latest round
has been done on the back of the Greek collapse and the 43 % increase in the suicide rate
there. My fear is for the UK which, despite being out of the eurozone, is seemingly
unaffected. Yet this deal fails to safeguard the City of London and its prosperity. David
Cameron has given the green light to banking union and got nothing in return. Why? Was
this not the opportunity to renegotiate some of those powers back from the European
Union, as Cameron endlessly promises? It shows his words to be empty and that once
again we have a Conservative Party which talks tough on Europe, with its sprinkling of
Judas goats. But Cameron turns out to be nothing more than the German Chancellor’s
poodle.

Three out of four Conservative voters want an ‘in or out’ referendum but are being deceived
by their leadership, which continues to sleepwalk the UK into a federal Europe. So I call
on those Conservative supporters to stand up to David Cameron for the future of your
party and for our country. Send him a loud message: we demand a referendum.

Ioannis Kasoulides (PPE).   – Mr President, with the bottom-up approach, step by step,
during a period of four years, the jigsaw puzzle for fencing the monetary union with an
economic, budgetary, fiscal and now banking union is gradually being completed. But the
decisions are hesitant and sometimes ambiguous, the implementation very slow, while
the markets are reacting with a speed we cannot match.

The main necessity for the banking union is the moral hazard which exists in asking
taxpayers to shoulder the recapitalisation of private banks, and even their rescue. The idea
is for banks to borrow directly from the EMS, under conditions to be established in the
coming months and through a supervision mechanism at European Central Bank level,
and thus to decouple the burden of Member States’ sovereign debt for the sake of banks.
If a number of banks now need direct support, this is due to the necessity of capitalisation
at the new levels required and to the non-serviced loans as a consequence of the economic
crisis. That is why this new mechanism should apply retroactively, covering banks that are
now in this difficult situation.

Liem Hoang Ngoc (S&D).   – (FR) Mr President, the October Council decided on a timetable
for the implementation of June’s decisions.

The banking union will therefore see the light of day in 2014. It will allow us to supervise
6 000 banks in the euro area. It will guarantee deposits and be responsible for resolving
banking crises. This will prevent the taxpayers from having to pay the price once again,
because the citizens, and workers in particular, are not the culprits responsible for the
crisis; the real criminals are the greedy financiers. They have taken the role of police, accusing
the citizens of always wanting too many social elements. However, the social pillar is
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exactly what is missing from your interim road map, Mr Van Rompuy; that and the
democratic pillar. As a result, many of our citizens are becoming more Eurosceptic today.

The members of the EP’s Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs affirmed in the
Thyssen report that there cannot be genuine economic and monetary union without
democracy and without a social pact. The European Parliament must have its say at each
stage of the European Semester. It must be able to discuss the troika’s decisions. It must be
involved in the European Stability Mechanism governance structure.

Finally, budgetary discipline must, in each Member State, be accompanied by a substantial
European budgetary capacity in order to deal with asymmetric shocks, as you say yourself,
Mr Van Rompuy. However, this counter-cyclical fund must be financed using new,
sustainable resources, and it must be managed under the Community method in order to
prevent the collapse of the Union.

Ladies and gentlemen, many of us agree that there cannot be a successful federal transition
without solidarity, without social progress and without democratic progress. That is the
message that our Parliament and its President must spread in the ongoing debate.

Marielle de Sarnez (ALDE).   – (FR) Mr President, I want to say to Mr Barroso and
Mr Van Rompuy that when I listen to them I get the feeling that there is a timing issue.
What I mean by that is that, contrary to popular belief, I do not believe that the European
crisis is behind us. Thus, we do not want proposals for tomorrow or the day after, we want
actions for today, and I will give you a few examples.

The first relates to the banking union. We are all in favour of it. The key is to make it effective
and make it operational now, not in a year’s time, in order to allow recapitalisation of the
banks; otherwise, of course, public debt will increase, and that would not be very smart.

Secondly, alongside the banking union, we need a solidarity mechanism, the creation of
a European bond market. Once again, we need to do it now, before the countries in difficulty
are completely ruined and, indeed, need more support from Europe.

Thirdly, as regards the budget and the economic and investment policy, we need to
implement the necessary public policies now; otherwise, there will be a recession tomorrow.
It is better to do this before there is a recession than when in the midst of one, because then
it will be too late.

Fourthly, as regards gender equality in the European Union institutions and the ECB in
particular, Mr Van Rompuy, we need to act now, not in 2018. Otherwise, what kind of
credibility will we have if we are defending women’s rights outside the European Union
yet having to teach a lesson to the governments of certain countries that do not respect
those rights themselves?

Finally, as regards the political union, democracy and democratic legitimacy, which
accompanies them, we need to put these issues on the table now and make progress on
them now; otherwise, we will lose the confidence of the European people once and for all.

Derk Jan Eppink (ECR).   – Mr President, let me first congratulate you, Mr Barroso and
Mr Van Rompuy on winning the Nobel Peace Prize.

Unfortunately, I cannot congratulate Mr Vidal-Quadras, Vice-President of this Parliament.
On Spanish television he suggested sending the Guardia Civil to Catalonia to deal with
moves towards Catalan independence. This remark was utterly appalling. Let the Catalonians
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themselves vote on their future. Look at Prime Minister David Cameron with regard to
Scottish independence. Cameron said, ‘OK, let’s hold a referendum in 2014’. That is the
way to go about this, ladies and gentlemen. Not the army, but democracy.

In order to explain his remarks, Mr Vidal-Quadras sent us a letter which makes it even
worse. Here is the letter. Reading it, I had the impression that it had been drafted by General
Franco himself. He calls Catalan independence neither peaceful nor democratic. Well, what
about him? So, dear winners of the Nobel Peace Prize, what are you going to do about that?

Mr Schulz, what are you going to do about it? Not much, so far. You said that
Mr Vidal-Quadras was just expressing his private opinion and that he was not speaking as
a Vice-President. But he was. He was announced as Vice-President and he is Vice-President
24 hours a day, seven days a week, is he not? So, Mr President, please do not run away from
reality. Call upon your Vice-President to apologise to this House, to apologise to the Catalan
people and to resign. He does not reflect the dignity of his position and he is not worthy
of the Nobel Peace Prize. I would say to Mr Vidal-Quadras ‘verguenza – shame on you’!

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Luis de Grandes Pascual (PPE)  , Blue-card question. – (ES) Mr President, I would like to
say to Mr Eppink that he has just used the little time he had to dish out words of insult and
condemnation from a position of absolute ignorance.

Is he familiar with the Spanish Constitution? Because all Vice-President Vidal Quadras said
– nothing more and nothing less – was that the provisions of the Spanish Constitution
should be enforced; anything else was merely the personal comments of an individual,
which had no bearing on anything and which I respect as such, but with which I do not
agree.

Derk Jan Eppink (ECR),    Blue-card answer . – Mr President, the only point I wanted to
make is that while I do not wish to interfere in the internal affairs of Spain, I do not approve
of a remark made by a Vice-President of this Parliament suggesting that the army should
be sent to a province. The matter should be left to the voters and not to the army. We know
the history of the Guardia Civil, and the señor knows about it better than I do! So let him
please talk about it, and let us talk about democracy and let the Catalonians decide
themselves.

Takis Hadjigeorgiou (GUE/NGL).   – (EL) Mr President, the situation has been described
here in the blackest of terms, and it has been described by Mr Barroso and Mr Van Rompuy,
but the problem is what to do next, after the analysis. You are discussing things at a slow
pace and deciding, late in the day, that you will take measures much later.

Never in the history of humanity has democracy been better used against the community,
against citizens. The possibility of direct funding of banks should be put into action
immediately. We cannot accept that the Cypriots and the Spanish should be burdened
with the banks’ debts. It is not acceptable that a private debt should be turned into a public
one. Can it be said more plainly than that? Although you agree that this has to happen,
you are leaving it for later. You are doing what you have always done: you are thinking
after the event. Furthermore, the proposal on 10 % equity for banks is a proposal that
pushes the banks to stop giving loans – an absurdity if ever there was one.

Niki Tzavela (EFD).   – (EL) Mr President, regarding the Nobel Peace Prize, I would say to
those of you who are going to receive it, that you should pay due honour to the European
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citizen who really deserves it, and this means, firstly, the citizen of the South, who can no
longer survive in the conditions in which he finds himself, and secondly, the citizen of the
North, who continues, in a spirit of mutual European solidarity, to support the South.
These two citizens are putting up a fight and holding fast to the European vision.

Mr President, now that we have turned to a growth and employment agenda, I think we
should see to it that there are no reductions in the allocation of Structural Funds to the
South, which are crucial for those countries’ development.

Andreas Mölzer (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, it was announced in advance of the summit
that no decisions would be taken; it was simply about setting the policy course. In my view,
this policy course is merely a continuation of the wrong approach, the centralist approach,
pursued to date, which has led the eurozone into a dead end. Instead of giving the bankrupt
countries the opportunity to leave the eurozone if necessary, the discussions focused on
a fiscal union, with Brussels in control of the national budgets.

More robust supervision of systemically important banks is undoubtedly to be welcomed.
After all, uncontrolled speculation has created a situation in which bank after bank has
had to be shored up with taxpayers’ money. Nonetheless, banking supervision, no matter
how effective, cannot contribute substantially to ending the euro crisis; for that, what is
needed is a comprehensive reform of monetary union. However, instead of applying the
brakes at last, the eurozone is apparently to be further centralised, with talk of a single
budget for the eurozone and, indeed, Eurobonds, which would amount to nothing less
than the irreversible ‘communitisation’ of debt.

Mario Mauro (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, although
I believe that things are a bit better, the impression after this Council is that a sort of
‘Penelope’s shroud’ principle is being applied and we are being asked to return again to
matters that we thought had been concluded.

I would therefore ask in regard to the single supervisory mechanism, which is certainly a
good compromise, what the Commission intends to do to put pressure on the Member
States pushing for its entry into force to be postponed. What is going to be done to ensure
that they adopt more reasonable positions?

As many wise leaders have observed, time is money. We must acknowledge that some
countries want more time, but not enough attention is being paid to the fact that we seem
to be postponing indefinitely the adoption, and the final implementation, of any decision.
In other words, I believe that the results achieved by the Council should be viewed positively,
but I also believe that all possible efforts should be made to ensure that these results take
immediate effect.

Roberto Gualtieri (S&D).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, a single currency
requires genuine economic union; not merely a system of rules and regulations but
economic government based on democratic institutions and equipped with adequate
resources. Parliament insists that there can be no effective and legitimate ways of achieving
this aim unless developed within the Union framework based on the institutions of the
Union, and that the European Parliament is the Parliament of the euro because the euro is
the currency of the Union. It is right that these principles should be recalled in the European
Council’s conclusions, but they need to be stated tangibly and coherently.

Greater fiscal capacity is required to absorb the shocks caused by the crisis and to sustain
growth and social inclusion, but clearly such fiscal capacity can and must be made a part
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of the EU budget and must be based on additional own resources; above all it should not
distract from the need to have a joint capacity for issuing and managing debt.

However, we are opposed to individual contracts: they are ineffective and risk bringing
about an asymmetric transfer of sovereignty, which would accentuate the democratic
deficit. Parliament proposes a different model: binding and general social and economic
objectives defined in ordinary legislative procedure at EU level, with national governments
and parliaments competent to decide how these might be achieved.

This approach reflects a vision that is at once more ambitious and more realistic of a Europe
in which stability, growth, social cohesion and democracy go hand in hand – and for this
reason a fifth social pillar is essential – and of a federal transition aimed at building consensus
among citizens on the basis of a clear road map. This would involve: 1) correcting a policy
based on austerity and the inter-governmental method with swift Decisions that take
maximum advantage of the possibilities offered by the Treaties and prioritise growth and
employment; 2) rendering the upcoming European elections genuine elections for the
government of the EU. Finally, a convention should be called to complete the building of
real democratic government for Europe and its currency. Parliament calls on you to act,
and Parliament will exercise all of its powers.

Sharon Bowles (ALDE).   – Mr President, how many really understand the implications
of the single supervisor? It looks to me like banking union ‘lite’ – getting the taste without
the commitment. But, like monetary union, the ‘lite’ version will tie Member States together
with de facto mutualisation in the event of systemic failures. Of course, we hope that stays
theoretical, but citizens should know. Meanwhile, to avoid mutualisation, the ESM is out
and recapitalising Spain’s current bank debt is out. Bond buying is linked to other
conditionality. So what is the hurry? Is it a question of pushing through a good news story
before the citizens get to understand it or before Parliament finds a better way, leaving the
substance to never never?

We are working to this mad timetable, but I see this as ‘legislate in haste and repent at
leisure’ when a few months more could actually deliver the real deal. For all the gung-ho
about banking union, I see no sign of it in CRD IV, which is still an exemption fest. Is it the
intention for the ECB to stop all that? I think we should know and we should know up
front.

Finally, on women in the ECB, we need more than talk that falls short of promises. That is
no different from all the promises on gender equality that have so universally failed.

Laurence J.A.J. Stassen (NI).   – (NL) The Council’s conclusions are the umpteenth exercise
in pushing at an open door. The simulation of growth, the implementation of the 2020
strategy and the further development of the EU, we have heard it all before.

You can hold all the meetings you want but as long as you stick your heads in the sand
about the fundamental problems of the European Union, the situation will go from bad
to worse. A common currency for a continent with so much diversity is doomed to fail.
We should cherish this diversity and not ruin ourselves with even more centralisation and
control from Brussels. The euro is not worth that.

Besides, a majority of the citizens in Europe do not want to transfer more powers to Brussels.
Everyone knows that, unless they are blind. We are all democrats, are we not? Why are
these signals coming from society not being taken seriously?
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What has to happen before you finally see the error of your ways and come to the
unavoidable conclusion that it can no longer go on like this. Even more economic austerity,
unemployment and social unrest? This project is completely off the rails politically,
economically and democratically.

Give the citizens back their freedom and release them from the crushing bonds of monetary
union. That would do justice to democracy and offer a chance of economic recovery.

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE).   – (FR) Mr President, President-in-Office of the Council, President
of the Commission, I want to make a point of procedure to the members of the Conference
of Presidents under your authority, Mr President. I regret that we did not have a political
debate to prepare for this European Council with the General Affairs Council. I would
suggest, and I hope you agree, President-in-Office of the Council, that you should come
and prepare for the European Councils with us so that you can hear the political debates
in this House.

I was disappointed in this European Council: very little was said about growth; practically
nothing on competitiveness; no proposals on a major infrastructure investment plan.
Indeed, all we heard about it in the press was that agreement had been reached on the
timetable for the banking union.

When it comes to the proposals concerning the contractual relations between the Member
States and the European Union, like some other speakers, I have a hard time believing
them. Take the national reform programmes: France, under Mr Fillon’s Government, put
forward proposals that were accepted at the June European Council, with the new President
of the Republic. Where are the recommendations for each Member State? France had
proposed reducing public spending, and reforming pensions and the labour market. I think
that we need to monitor these country-specific recommendations.

However, we can tighten contractual relations through convergence on social aspects;
Article 155 of the Treaty provides for this. We must ensure convergence of minimum
wages. The former communist countries have been members of the European Union for
eight years. We must factor convergence of minimum wages into the price chain.

As you said, President-in-Office of the Council, we need to restore confidence. We need
to use politics to restore the confidence of the people.

Enrique Guerrero Salom (S&D).   – (ES) Mr President, it would be unfair to deny that
this Council has resulted in some progress, but it is also correct to say that it has not been
immense and has been slow to materialise, meaning that, although we are moving forward,
if we fail to do so at an adequate pace, we will fall further behind on the objectives we are
pursuing.

In my opinion, it has not been an especially successful summit, and this is because of the
following: the repetition that sees some decisions taken and then taken again, the slowness
with which some measures are put into practice and their vagueness once they are, and,
finally, the failure to achieve a balance between strict austerity and real social content.

With regard to the reiteration of agreements, it must be said that, now that we are
approaching almost 30 summits, it is hard to tell one from the next; we remember the
summit of May 2010, because it was the ‘Austerity Summit’, and that of June 2012, because
it was the ‘Growth Summit’, but while austerity has certainly materialised, we have yet to
see growth to the same extent.
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In terms of the slowness and vagueness of the measures adopted, the European Council
conclusions usually state that it is essential that the measures agreed are implemented
swiftly, but, looking at the conclusions of the recent summit, it is phrases such as ‘in the
coming weeks’ and ‘work is under away’ that predominate, while the only thing that really
is under way since the ‘Growth Summit’ is the EUR 100 million for a political programme.

As regards the lack of balance, the fact is that the Council’s work does not include a
significant amount of social content or social dialogue, and there is a danger, for instance,
that it will fall to the Member States to find solutions for the problems arising from poverty.
We need a European response to help Europe’s poor. It is the only way to lend the European
Union legitimacy.

Luis de Grandes Pascual (PPE).   – (ES) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, there is an
old principle that has passed from the legal to the political world and it is ‘pacta sunt servanda’,
which means ‘agreements must be kept’.

By that, I am referring to the important measures adopted by the European Council in
June to put an end to the crisis in which we find ourselves. Since these agreements were
adopted, market pressure has eased, with markets welcoming decisions capable of breaking
the vicious circle between banks and sovereign debt, as well as plans to move towards a
genuine economic and monetary union and the commitment to defend the euro at all
costs.

Ladies and gentlemen, the European Council held last week undeniably achieved some
positive results: satisfactory progress was made towards a banking union, while the
agreement between the 27 Member States on the creation of a single supervisory mechanism
is also to be welcomed; and it is right that this task should be entrusted to the euro area
finance ministers.

However, I must criticise the biased interpretations that have, unilaterally, been made in
this respect. It is not acceptable to make personal interpretations that could misrepresent
the mandate granted to the finance ministers, nor do we approve of describing as settled
matters that were not even discussed.

We urgently need to move towards a real single supervisory mechanism that covers all
financial institutions. A joint deposit guarantee scheme and a crisis resolution mechanism
must also be implemented. The euro’s survival depends on the rapid creation of an effective
banking union.

Udo Bullmann (S&D).   – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, with or without a
summit, Europe is still in recession. There is a lack of growth stimulus and a shortage of
jobs. Mr Barroso and Mr Van Rompuy, you will have to launch some fresh initiatives before
your term in office comes to end, otherwise there will be no end to this crisis in Europe. A
summit, no matter how intensive the debate, cannot change anything. Europe’s young
people have no jobs.

Mr Barroso, you have instruments at your disposal. Mr Andor and the Commission could
utilise the available instruments. Why are we not making cuts within the framework that
we already have, within the framework of the commitments made in the European Semester,
tying the Member States into this process and starting straight away? Why are we not
focusing on the young unemployed based on a specific annual percentage proposed by
the Commission? Why can we do all kinds of things on a binding basis but we apparently
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cannot combat youth unemployment this way? The European Parliament is waiting for
you to take the initiative.

We need more economic policy competences at the European level, that is absolutely right.
The basic question is this: who is doing the regulating here, and what are they regulating?
Every time the German Finance Minister, Mr Schäuble, comes and talks to us, he says that
he would like to have a strong Finance Commissioner. We say, fine, let us give the job to
Mr Rehn. That is the Mr Rehn who is possibly listening now to what this House has to say.
Mr Rehn, it would be wonderful if you were given more competencies. However, let us
make a deal, and let us be quite clear about it: you would then negotiate your mandate with
the European Parliament. Life would be very different then. You would not have to ring
round all of the European capitals to find out what they wanted at that particular moment.
You would not have to negotiate any bilateral agreements with people who have no idea
what it is all about. No, you hammer out your mandate with this House. Europe has all the
means at its disposal and all the techniques it needs. We should be strengthening the
European Union in its present form. We do not need another Europe. We do not need any
new institutions. We need to strengthen the existing institutions, and that means
strengthening the European Parliament. That is the only way to move out of the crisis.

President. −   Thank you, Mr Bullmann, we will send Mr Rehn the transcript of your speech
so that he can at least take note of what it says on paper. Mr Barroso, perhaps you could
let him know that we are kindly sending him Mr Bullmann’s statement. He does not appear
to be terribly interested in it.

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE).   – (HU) Mr President, facts are extraordinarily stubborn things.
The most recent Eurostat statement shows unambiguously that our crisis management is
inadequate. In spite of this, decision-making at the current summit continues to be erratic.
No decisions have been arrived at, only a direction. At the same time, I think it is important
that the new banking supervision should be able to start operating on the basis of the
current EU institutions and treaties, and that in future a clear separation will be made
between the European Central Bank’s monetary policy and its supervisory responsibilities.
We have wasted a great deal of time, but this is not a good reason to make irresponsible
decisions now on the pretext that time is short, and which could result in flawed supervision.

I am referring to the sort of decisions that will be detrimental to non-members of the
eurozone, or indeed to those who voluntarily sign up to the new supervisory mechanism.
It is a well-known fact – we have stated this several times and we will not deny it – that the
crisis does not respect borders. This is why it is clear to me that we must also have
cross-border crisis management – while of course taking into account the interests of the
Member States. In other words, saving the euro requires maximum integration. For those
of us who have stated that we want to join the euro in future, it is unacceptable to hear talk
of a multi-tiered Europe in connection with banking supervision. Those who say this are
flying in the face of the fundamental principle of European solidarity. They have not read
the signs of the times and they are refusing to learn from the bitter lessons of the past.

Marietta Giannakou (PPE).   – (EL) Mr President, it is right to turn our attention to growth
and job creation, but all of the available financial instruments and mechanisms must be
mobilised. Without the growth dimension, the budgetary consolidation effort will fail.
The recapitalisation of the European Investment Bank is an important step and may indeed
have multiple benefits, especially in countries which are undergoing budgetary adjustment.
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The citizens of my country, and other countries too, who are experiencing the harsh reality
of budgetary adjustment, should soon come out of this situation. As regards the single
supervisory mechanism, this is indeed an element in the deepening of monetary union,
and its creation must be expedited. All too often, the banks are part of the problem rather
than part of the solution.

Mr President, comments have been heard here about whether or not there is equality
between the sexes. We must move on from talk to action. Europe received the Nobel Prize,
not only for what it has done in the past 60 years, but also for what it ought to do in the
future, and especially in the immediate future, as a force for stability, democracy, freedom,
social justice and growth.

Marianne Thyssen (PPE).   – (NL) A great many measures have been taken in the past few
years to address the multi-faceted crisis: standard measures and non-standard measures;
measures within the Treaty and measures outside the Treaty. Despite this, confidence has
not been restored and it is confidence, above all, that is necessary to recreate a financial
and economic climate that is conducive to economic growth and employment.

Of course, complex structural problems require structural solutions, in the Member States,
but also in the Union. That is why we are anxiously looking forward to the final road map
to a strong economic and monetary union that you, Mr Van Rompuy, have been working
to complete with the Presidents of the other institutions, and that you plan to use to
eliminate the flaws in the economic and monetary union. It has to be an ambitious plan,
a plan that is implemented without delay, because the crisis will not wait for politics. That
is also the reason why we in Parliament are not sitting around doing nothing.

Last week in Brussels, we voted on my report in the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, on the building blocks of the road map. As rapporteur, I would, of course,
recommend that you read it. We discuss the four building blocks but we also add a fifth:
a social pact to remind us what it is really about.

As far as the banking union is concerned, Mr President, we are working hard on amending
the proposals, as the Commission’s text really could be improved on a number of points,
but that need not cause any delay. We in Europe will be able to take further significant
steps during the course of this year if everyone shoulders their responsibility. We in
Parliament will certainly not cause any delay.

Paulo Rangel (PPE).   – (PT) Mr President, President of the Council, President of the
Commission, I must of course firstly welcome the Council results, despite their being rather
tardy, in my opinion, given that they have come somewhat after the final decision. The
fact is that progress has been made. Precisely because I agree with everything said by
Mr Kasoulides, I would simply like to ask the President of the Council one question: those
countries which are struggling and which are receiving assistance have fought hard for the
retroactive application of the scheme to bank debts in order to decouple their sovereign
debt. This has apparently not been accepted. However, we heard statements yesterday from
the highest German and French authorities that Ireland would be treated as a special
situation. My question is whether the Council has approved a decision to act discriminatorily
and treat Ireland in a different manner from countries such as Portugal, Greece, Spain and
so on.

Herbert Reul (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we have major problems
in Europe. From the outset, we agreed, firstly, that in all of the Member States, we must
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make more sparing use of our financial resources; secondly, we agreed that we urgently
need structural reforms; and thirdly, we agreed that we need to stimulate growth. We have
done all this. The truth is that things are moving forward. This is happening slowly, but
we are making progress. Sometimes, I do not understand why there are these agitated
speeches, as if we were constantly expected to reinvent the world. We are on the right
track. Mr Van Rompuy, I am most grateful to you for being such a staunch advocate of an
approach which relies on steady and systematic work. It is not about introducing something
new every week. It is not about producing a new instrument or investing hopes in some
other marvellous innovation week after week. What we need is a systematic approach.
That is the only way to move forward. Indeed, progress is being achieved, slowly but surely.
Thoroughness and reliability are better than speed and a hectic approach. That is why
implementation and systematic controls are more effective than a constant stream of new
ideas.

I am very happy with the way we are working now. In fact, let me say this on the topic of
banking supervision: it does not matter which day we introduce this system of banking
supervision, as the two Presidents have said. What matters is whether it works. We ourselves
adopted all manner of decisions in connection with the European Banking Authority and
we wanted more. Today, we are doing things differently, more systematically. What matters
is whether and how the new structures work, not when they work. So I would like to thank
you for this systematic and somewhat calmer and more dependable approach. I think it is
the right one. What ultimately counts is not who talks a better game but whose actions
speak louder than words.

(Applause)

President. −   That brings us to the catch-the-eye procedure. However, I have one major
request. We have still not concluded the debate. We now have five minutes for the
catch-the-eye procedure. I have a long list of Members who have asked to speak under the
catch-the-eye procedure, more than an hour, which shows just how spontaneous it is. I
suggest you take your seats, as the responses from Mr Van Rompuy and Mr Barroso are
still to come.

Let me also make it quite clear – and this applies to the audience in the gallery as well –
that it is not acceptable for speakers and audience alike to have no chance of hearing what
is being said because so many private discussions are taking place in the gangways of the
Chamber. I would therefore ask you to take your seats; otherwise, I will not allow the debate
to resume.

Can I also ask the ushers here in the Chamber to approach the individual discussion groups
that appear to be forming and perhaps make it clear to them that they should take their
seats. Unfortunately, I do not have a command of all of the various languages; otherwise,
I would make the point myself in Spanish, for example, given that part of the PP delegation
appears to be holding a meeting here in the gangway. Ladies and gentlemen, please sit
down. That applies to the Greens as well, Mr Albrecht. Do please take a seat; there is no
charge!

Catch-the-eye procedure

Anni Podimata (S&D).   – (EL) Mr President, the last European Council confirmed that
in the medium term there is a good chance that we will move in the right direction, but in
the short term the priority is to come out of the crisis, and we therefore need some speed
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in decision-making, while abiding by the principles of social justice, respect for democracy
and consistency in enforcement.

For this reason, Mr Barroso, we must welcome this important decision by the European
Commission to submit, today, the proposal for enhanced cooperation on the introduction
of a Financial Transaction Tax, because the fact is that it is one of the few fair social measures
we can adopt at this time. Consistency in enforcement is a principle which must apply at
national and European level. You underlined this in the case of Greece, and rightly so, but
to achieve consistency in enforcement, government commitments are not enough. Citizens
must be convinced that their sacrifices will bear fruit, because without the citizens there
can be no successful enforcement, and the Union can help in this by being true to its
commitments.

Romana Jordan (PPE).   – (SL) Mr President, it strikes me as very good that the Council
has set out specific priorities, which at this time is especially important, and I will highlight
those which have not yet been mentioned.

The European Research Area must remain a priority that we should implement more
rapidly in line with the Ljubljana Process. We must facilitate mobility for researchers, and
in particular proper working conditions and comparable pay for the same work.

If we compare ourselves with the United States, we need to do more primarily in the area
of designing a suitable environment for researchers and private investors. Our deficit of
up to 3 % of investment in research and development lies principally on the side of private
investment.

Secondly, the internal market binds us and provides an opportunity for development.
However, setting this up comes at a price, which we must take into account when adopting
budgets.

An example is the Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators: owing to the low
budget there is indeed a threat to implementation of the Regulation on wholesale energy
market integrity and transparency (REMIT), which should prevent information abuse and
fraud.

I also support the strong words from the Council regarding the Iranian nuclear programme,
but at the same time I regret that next week a European Parliament delegation will
supposedly be visiting Iran. I do not think it is the right time for that.

Graham Watson (ALDE).   – Mr President, our citizens will welcome the emphasis of the
Council on economic growth and the recognition that growth depends on trade.

However, much of that trade is internal. I wonder what Mr Van Rompuy will do to persuade
Member States to lift the remaining barriers to trade in order to make the single market
work as the Council wishes. What will he do to encourage Member States to open their
markets in services in order to achieve the full potential of the single market? What will
Mr Barroso do to withdraw some of the proposals he has talked of in order to reduce the
regulatory burden? Which proposals are we talking of? Much trade is external, and we
welcome the Council’s conclusions on Japan, Canada and Singapore. But do not forget
India, and please do not overlook the USA.

Finally, citizens will welcome the commitment to the Connecting Europe Facility. But if
the Council wills the ends, it must also will the means to pay for them.
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Peter van Dalen (ECR).   – (NL) Banking supervision was discussed at the summit and
under the plans the ECB should become the regulator, but its buying-up of dubious
government bonds has made it part of the problem. The ECB needs to regain its
independence first by ceasing to inflate its balance sheet with government and bank debts.
Then it will be able to supervise the banks, provided the banking supervision and monetary
supervision are functionally separated, and provided the separation does not mean that
the banking supervision has to be brought under the political control of Parliament. The
Stability and Growth Pact has shown that political supervision does not work.

In any event, banking supervision is not a cure for all problems, as the continuing concern
about Greece, Portugal, Spain and Italy pushes us into a tough conversation about the
future of the euro. This will involve serious discussion of painful solutions.

Zita Gurmai (S&D).   – Mr President, first of all a comment on the ECB board nomination.
Vice-President Reding is about to unveil her proposal for quotas of women on company
boards, but wishful thinking without concrete action behind it is not going to solve
anything. Gender equality is a democratic and fundamental issue.

For the rest, I welcome the decision of the ten Member States to introduce the FTT, as well
as that of the Commission to introduce the Youth Guarantee Scheme. The European
Socialist Party and the S&D group have actively campaigned for this for a long time now,
and it is about time that this translated into concrete measures. I also welcome the
willingness of the upcoming Irish Presidency to advance plans for that Youth Guarantee
Scheme.

President Barroso himself said that we should do everything possible to avoid dooming a
lost generation across Europe. However, when I listen to him and President Van Rompuy
talking about growth and employment, I cannot help but wonder how they plan to achieve
it without the necessary means and funding.

John Bufton (EFD).   – Mr President, it is very rare that I have anything positive to say
about European Commissioners, but today is different. Over the weekend in the UK, on
Sky News, the Commissioner for Trade, Karel De Gucht, turned round and said that the
UK can survive without Europe. This is something that we have been saying for years. I
would like to ask Mr Barroso, when he stands up, if he agrees with his Commissioner.

Ana Gomes (S&D).   – Mr President, how is it possible that the European Council did not
pay any attention to the IMF’s admission of errors in calculating fiscal multipliers and the
impact of austerity, with the consequent tragic costs in terms of the recession endured
directly by the peoples of Portugal, Ireland, Greece, Spain and Italy, and the indirect
weakening of the eurozone and the Union’s economic outlook as a whole?

How come the Commission, which is supposed to be the promoter of European interests
and which is part of the troikas in bailout countries, is not pressing those troikas to reassess
the adjustment programmes in the light of these mistakes, which have been admitted by
the IMF, and of Director Lagarde’s clear recommendations to allow more time and
reasonable interest, in order for those countries to adjust?

How can the Council and Commission continue to insist on ‘perpetual imprisonment in
austerity’, as French President François Hollande has so rightly put it, for EU bailout
countries, which has such dangerous economic and political consequences for the whole
of the European Union?
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(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

José Manuel Barroso,    President of the Commission . − Mr President, first of all regarding
the assessment of this European Council, some of you have probably noted that in my
initial statement I mentioned three European Council summits. I did that on purpose
because this summit was important in terms of confirming some earlier decisions. That
represents some progress already because the reality is that, unfortunately, doubts existed
as to the commitment of some governments regarding decisions they had taken previously.
In fact, though, the final decisions on some of those most important matters will come
later, namely regarding the EMU in December and regarding the MFF, hopefully,
in November.

So my assessment of this European Council is that it was certainly a step forward in terms
of previous decisions being confirmed, but it was not yet the comprehensive response
needed for the current challenges in the euro area and in the European Union. I consider
this a fair assessment of the results of this European Council. Of course we have to know
that we are working on extremely sensitive matters where, to be frank, the initial positions
of our Member States are very diverse and where the interest, I believe, of all the European
institutions is to create the right conditions for consensus and operational decisions.

One point where there was some progress was on the single supervisory mechanism (SSM)
and I am also glad that this debate today has shown a broad degree of consensus on the
principles set out in the Commission proposals and reflected in the European Council
conclusions. These include, most importantly, that the SSM should cover all banks, that
there needs to be openness – as full as possible – and to have as full as possible participation
by the non-euro Member States which so wish, and that the SSM is a key element in proving
that the European Union is capable of moving forward, of restoring confidence, deepening
the EMU and opening up the way to decisions on bank recapitalisation by the ESM.

I particularly welcome the determination expressed by Parliament, namely by rapporteur
Ms Thyssen, to advance the SSM work so that we can reach a quality result by the end of
2012. The Commission will work closely with you to further improve the SSM proposals
and open the way for the operational phasing-in of the system in 2013 – as had in fact
been proposed by the Commission – starting with systemic banks and eventually extending
to all banks in the euro area and participating non-euro area Member States.

Another important issue that was mentioned here – I think it was a question by Mr Mauro
– was the sense of urgency. I want to tell you that I made that urgency clear. The reality
once again, if you want to be honest in our assessment, is that not all Member States feel
the same degree of urgency. This is probably due to the fact that they are in different financial
and fiscal positions, but I believe that it is important for the credibility of our response that
this response is properly prepared. Some of these issues are extremely difficult from a
political and technical point of view but the decisions should be as urgent as possible.

Another issue that was raised concerned a social pact for Europe. How can we complement
some of these decisions with proper consideration of the social dimension? The elements
proposed in the social pact are, to a large extent, already reflected in the Europe 2020
strategy. That is, let us not forget, a strategy for inclusive growth, and in fact the
macroeconomic imbalance procedure has been an integral part of the implementation of
this strategy during the second European semester. This has implied a number of new
challenges for all of us, notably in terms of ensuring that the labour market and social
issues are adequately reflected and assessed within this new framework.
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This integration results from the fact that economic growth and employment and social
aspects are two sides of the same coin. It was interesting to see in the debate that many
people are speaking about having a real minister for finance in Europe. They should
probably also be thinking about having a real minister for the economy in Europe, so that
we complete the work on financial stability with a commitment to sustainable growth and
also to the economic and social dimension. Employment and social cohesion are not just
an outcome of economic growth but are also an important determinant. The Commission
strongly believes that our values of social justice, solidarity and equal opportunities must
remain at the heart of European integration and continue to be understood as prerequisites
for our future economic prosperity, for the well-being of European citizens and for European
cohesion. They must also appear in the European Union’s growth agenda.

At the beginning of 2013 the Commission will present a social investment for growth and
cohesion package which will also address various aspects mentioned under what some of
you have described as the social pact. The message I want to convey to you is that, yes, we
are doing everything we can with the tools and instruments available at European level to
inject this economic and social dimension into the broader response to the current crisis
in the economic situation of the European Union.

Regarding the future responses on mutualisation of debt, you know what our position is.
The Commission has stated it and we will also address this issue in the blueprint I have
mentioned.

One point I want to make clear, and that I do not agree with, is the position of those who
say that they are in favour of the content of the two-pack, they are in favour of more
integration in supervision of budgetary policy, they are in favour of reinforcing the
competence of the Commission and the European institutions, the Community method,
in terms of economic governance, but they will not support this – they will not approve
it – before decisions are taken on other issues like the redemption fund. This is a mistake.
It is a mistake because if you make progress on one very important issue in the European
Union dependent on other issues, where you know very well that there is not yet agreement
between all our Member States, you are in fact paralysing progress and economic
governance in the euro area. That is a choice for you to make, but my strong advice to all
the pro-European forces is to support everything that enables us to put as much as possible
under the Community method and in the European institutions and this is certainly the
case with the Two-pack proposals.

Now another issue which was mentioned was the situation regarding some statements
made by the IMF. I want to be clear on this aspect as well. The reason we have this crisis
today, contrary to what some Eurosceptics suggest, is not because of the euro area. We
have a crisis today in the European Union economy because of excessive debt created by
national governments and because of the irresponsible financial behaviour in some sectors,
including outside of Europe. So Europe was not the cause of the problem, Europe is indeed
the victim of the problem and is now trying to be part of the solution. This is the reality.

(Applause)

It was irresponsible behaviour in terms of the excessive debt of public authorities and the
sometimes completely irresponsible behaviour of some actors in the financial sector which
created the problem. The proof of this – that this is not the problem of the euro – is that,
for instance Mr Farage, your own country, which is not a member of the euro, is now
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implementing a very difficult austerity package. The British people are suffering the
consequences of past mistakes. It was not the euro that created the Britain’s problems.

(Loud applause)

So it is intellectually – I repeat – it is politically and intellectually dishonest to pretend that
the euro is the cause of our problems. In fact, it is the European Union that is part of the
solution because, without the support of other countries in the euro area, some of our
Member States would not have the financing necessary to keep their states running, to
keep their social services, to keep their national health systems, to keep their public
education. This is the reality.

So Europe is part of the solution and now we have to do everything we can to stabilise the
euro area and to create the conditions for growth. But what growth? Sustainable growth!
Not the growth of the past. The growth fuelled by excessive debt is not sustainable. The
growth fuelled by irresponsible private credit is not sustainable, as we have seen.

We have to return to conditions for growth that is sustainable. This why the IMF, like the
Commission, like the ECB, is in favour of fiscal consolidation. What the IMF said, and we
can completely agree with this, is that the situation is different in some Member States and
so those countries which have the margin to promote growth in terms of internal demand
can do so, and in some cases there can be fine tuning of the objectives. Indeed I want to
make it very clear that it was the Commission which proposed, and we were supported by
the IMF, but it was the Commission which proposed one more year for Portugal and Spain
to reach the budget consolidation targets. It was our proposal, not the IMF’s proposal. So,
first for Spain and then for Portugal, the Commission recommended to the Council that
the deadline for correction of excessive deficit be extended by one year.

Our fiscal rules, the revised Stability and Growth Pact, allow for this: when the economic
situation turns out to be worse than expected and the reduction of the deficit in structural
terms is taking place, an extension of the period to correct a nominal deficit can be granted.
This is not automatic. The situation will have to be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

This was also the position of Madam Lagarde when she said ‘conseil nécessaire et possible’
which means in English: advice ‘when it is needed and possible’, and this is exactly the
position taken by the institutions that are monitoring the situation in some of our countries.

In particular, in the case of countries under financial assistance, namely Greece, Ireland
and Portugal, one must assess the consequences on that sustainability of a possible
prolongation of an adjustment period. Prolonging the adjustment period can delay reversing
the increase in the government’s debt ratio and put it on a declining trend. This in turn will
delay the return of those countries to the market, possibly requiring extra financing, and
then comes the question: are the other euro area countries – because decisions are taken
by the governments – the Commission makes the proposal in the end but I want to make
it clear that the decisions are taken ultimately by governments – are the euro area countries
ready to provide extra financing? This is an important issue. This means that for programme
countries the possible prolongation of the programmes is subject to the severe constraints
stemming from high levels of debt. These are also in fact the views of the IMF.

Now, one thing it is important to note and which people have not paid sufficient attention
to, is that some of those who are now saying that we should be more, let us say, flexible in
terms of the fiscal targets, are exactly the same people as are proposing hard restructuring
of debt; are exactly the same people as believe that the euro area is too big, that southern
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Europe should not in fact be in the euro area, that it was a mistake to have those countries
in the euro area. This is exactly the point I want to make: we do not agree. We believe we
should do everything we can to keep the integrity of the euro area because when you accept
more flexibility in terms of fiscal adjustment you have to think what the consequences in
terms of deficit stability will be and how we can keep those countries going to the market
as soon as possible so that they can finance their own state. It is very important to
understand this.

This is why in fact I wanted to respond to those direct questions from you, to say that a lot
remains to be done, but I believe that this European Council was an important moment
for discussing the difficulties in a relatively open manner.

I am not underestimating in any way the difficulties and challenges ahead. I think we are
now coming to a moment where, probably because there is less pressure coming from the
markets, the sense of urgency in all of our capitals is not the same. That is why I expect
Parliament and the Commission, as European institutions that keep firmly to the agenda,
to understand that, without a complete comprehensive response to the euro area
governance, we will not have the necessary conditions of confidence and confidence is
critically important to restore investment and growth and jobs. This is our final and ultimate
goal. Growth and jobs, but I repeat, sustainable growth for sustainable jobs.

Herman Van Rompuy,    President-in-Office of the Council. − (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, many of you have said: ‘you need to act, you need to act now’. I have given you
an overview of everything that we have done over the last two or three years, with which
you are very familiar, and some of you have even said: ‘you have done a lot; now you need
to act and implement your decisions’. We thus do not need to create new instruments, as
some of you reiterated, before the instruments we already have are implemented. At the
same time, we are told: ‘you need to act now’.

What we have done – and I often say this – was inconceivable a year or two years ago. In
fact, when it comes to the economic and monetary union, I must say – and you will also
have seen this in Mrs Thyssen’s excellent report – that we have already made a great deal
of progress on the economic union, on the budgetary union and even on the banking
union. We have to intensify our efforts, but we have already made a good start.

What we have underestimated, however – and I think we must all take the blame, both in
the Member States and in the institutions – is the breadth, the depth and the seriousness
of the crisis in some of our countries.

The loss of competitiveness and damage to the sustainability of the debt have been so
severe that we need much more time to change course. We cannot think for a second that
with a deficit of 15 %, as in one country, or a debt of 160 % we can escape the austerity
policy. We cannot think that with deficits of 10 % to 15 % on the current accounts of other
countries, we can escape a corrective policy, an amending policy, an austerity policy.

It is not imposed, first and foremost, by the European institutions, it is imposed by the
reality of the situation; it is the consequence of maladministration in quite a few countries
over a period of time. We did not act soon enough, neither in the Member States, nor
collectively at European Union level. Therefore, the so-called austerity policy is not a policy
imposed from above; it is a policy that was inevitable, completely inevitable.

We have underestimated the breadth and the seriousness of the crisis. We have done many
things over the last two or three years, and that is underestimated, too. We have not finished
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yet. That is why the four Presidents of the institutions are currently working on more
initiatives. One of the key points, and something that we lacked, was sufficient financial
integration.

At the start of the financial crisis, we set up three or four institutions, of course, but they
focused mainly on coordination. Now we need institutions that are much more European,
that are shared more fully by all. In fact, what we are going to do now, with the single
supervisory mechanism, is in some ways an unprecedented breakthrough.

Of course, there is serious work to be done. We took that decision in June. The Commission
put forward its proposal in September and the October European Council laid down the
broad guidelines to enable the ministers to complete the work. You, too, have a
responsibility in terms of the implementation of this banking union and we hope – and it
is an extremely ambitious timetable – to continue and complete the work by the end of
the year.

Once the legislative framework has been determined, there is all of the operational work
by the Central Bank to put this single supervisor in place, and that will take a number of
months, too. Step by step, but with serious and continuous efforts, we are endeavouring
to ensure that this first pillar of the banking union is a truly European pillar. We are told
that we need to act. We are acting, but we are acting in a serious fashion, in a fashion that
guarantees a certain level of quality.

If things are moving somewhat slowly, that is one of the reasons for it. We have done many
things and we are in the process of doing things that, in relation to the past, are quite
revolutionary, when we talk about certain new institutions that we are going to set up.

Have we reached the end? No. That is why we are going to work with December in mind.

Ladies and gentlemen, the work will be harder than we imagine, because now, after
everything we have done – the six-pack, and let us hope that the two-pack will be
implemented quickly, too – with the Treaty on Stability and the Stability and Growth Pact,
with everything we have done on the financial assistance mechanisms, with everything
we have done in all of these areas, now we are really getting to the core of sovereignty and
the core of solidarity.

The next stage will thus be a qualitative leap. It will also be a gradual process and I can
assure you that the debate will not be straightforward here in this House, nor in the European
Council, nor in other institutions. Indeed, the further we go, the harder it becomes to make
further progress without touching on certain taboos relating to the concept of sovereignty
and the concept of solidarity. I would warn you then that between October and
December the work will be very difficult and we will have to take decisions that affect a
number of taboos.

There has been talk of a fifth building block, but the social dimension must form an integral
part of every single policy. That is what we did with the Europe 2020 strategy. Mr Barroso
and I fought to ensure that this fifth goal of combating poverty was approved. It was not
easy; most of the Member States were totally opposed to it. However, we eventually
incorporated it in the Europe 2020 strategy.

Indeed, what is the Compact for Growth and Jobs but an element of the social dimension?
What is more social than trying to create jobs in extremely difficult circumstances? The
social dimension can be seen everywhere.
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The four building blocks that I have proposed are building blocks that are traditional in
every economic and monetary union. Moreover, in the European Council, no Head of State
or Government, of any ilk or any political leaning, has called them into question. Therefore,
we will also work on this social dimension, as I have just said, within the framework of
these four building blocks.

The social policy is most important at Member State level. When the Member States take
decisions on fiscal consolidation – and I was a finance minister for a very long time – they
have to evaluate every measure in terms of its social impact. What is needed is a policy
where the strongest shoulders bear the heaviest load. That is a general rule; but when it
comes to implementing it and making it a reality, it is much more difficult.

The social dimension is everywhere, both in the Member States and in the policies adopted
at European level. Some people say: ‘we need to act now on growth’. Ladies and gentlemen,
the monetary policy – and I do not want to pass judgment – is not a restrictive policy, when
we see that the interest rates are, in practice, negative interest rates and that the Central
Bank is providing liquidity to the tune of EUR 1 000 billion by the end of the year;
EUR 1 000 billion! The monetary policy is by no means a restrictive policy.

As far as the budgetary policy is concerned, are we once again going to move to deficit
spending? No! Where possible, however, we are going to make the path a little easier. We
have done it for Spain and for Portugal, and we may do it for other countries, too.

In fact, if we do not continue with these fiscal consolidation efforts, the markets will,
unfortunately, punish these countries immediately. Everything that is gained by making
the path a little easier will be lost immediately because of interest rate increases.

Consequently, we do not have not dozens of different ways to generate economic growth
in the very short term. The most important thing in the short term is to restore confidence
in the euro area. That is more important than anything else.

If you do not mind, I will give you some figures because when you say something positive,
you need to be careful because it is not really politically correct. If you look at the difference
between the bond rates 10 years ago in most of our countries and the benchmark, which
is the German interest rate, if you look at the current situation and compare it to the worst
situation in the last 12 months, you will see a decrease: 239 points in Italy, 249 points in
Spain, 800 points in Portugal, 900 points in Ireland and 270 points in Belgium. It is
therefore not right to say that there have been no results.

I hope that these results last, and the difficult lesson here is, of course, that we have been
wrong on several occasions in the past. Well, perhaps I am the only one who has been
wrong and some of you are always right. In any case, I can get things wrong. This result is
also a clear sign that we can make progress in terms of restoring confidence. If we continue
like this, consumers and businesses will also gain in confidence and that will lead to an
increase in growth, albeit too low, at the end of 2012 and beginning of 2013, and, indeed,
we are starting to see the first signs of this.

Restoring confidence in the future of the euro area is the best way of promoting economic
growth in the very short term.

This work will take place here and in the European Council, gradually, step by step. Each
time, we are comparing completely new elements to the past. We will continue the work
in December. In the meantime, I, like you, hope that in November we will reach an
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agreement on the multiannual framework. To do that, however, we need one thing, without
which an agreement will be impossible: we need a sense of compromise and the political
will for this to work. Without that, an agreement will not be possible. For our part, like the
other Councils that I have chaired, we will make every effort to reach a compromise.

(Applause)

President. −   The joint debate is closed.

The vote will take place at the end of the debate.

(The President provided details on the procedure for the photo session.)

*
*     *

Hannes Swoboda (S&D).   – (DE) Mr President, I do not wish to take up too much of
your time. I simply wish to remind my fellow Members of an event of major European
significance that began on 23 October 1956. I am referring, of course, to the revolution
in Hungary. Unfortunately, it is sometimes misused by extremists, such as today’s
demonstrations by Jobbik and by Nick Griffin, a homophobic extremist from the British
National Party. This was a major and very important event in European history, along with
the Berlin uprising and the Prague Spring, of course. We should not let this day pass without
remembering all those who fought bravely in a revolution which, tragically, was crushed
by Soviet troops. Even so, it was an important symbol of freedom in Europe. As the
European Union is now a Nobel Peace Prize laureate, it is important to commemorate this
day.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, in the numerous emails
you sent inviting us to be part of this photograph, you explained that it would serve to
greet visitors to Parliament and would therefore be used in the media. I am happy that
President Barroso and President Van Rompuy are also included in this photograph. Their
inclusion will send out a message to all those coming to Brussels that the European
institutions are united in their actions and aims.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The plenary debate in the
European Parliament on 18-19 October 2012 on the results of the EU summit confirms
the Greek Communist Party’s view that the summit strengthens the attack by capital, the
EU and bourgeois governments on the working class and popular strata, in the context of
intra-imperial rivalries – both within the EU, and with other imperialist centres and the
dynamically rising capitalist economies – which are intensifying as they face the dead-end
street of bourgeois management of the capitalist crisis.

What unites them is their strategic choice to ‘cheapen’ the workforce, to destroy the
livelihood and rights of the working class in all of the Member States, in order to withstand
relentless monopolistic competition. This hideous reality cannot be concealed behind the
laughable award of the Nobel Peace Prize to this sham alliance of imperialists or behind
the ‘grandiose’ plans ‘for real economic and monetary union’. The plans for greater
unification of the euro area and the EU coexist with the tension of the growing centrifugal
tendencies, and run up against the insurmountable conflicts among the bourgeois classes
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regarding the distribution and extent of the destruction of capital and the way out of the
crisis, and the problems of management which these conflicts entail.

Bastiaan Belder (EFD),    in writing. – (NL) Most of the topics reviewed at the summit had
also been discussed at the previous summit. What is new is that the President of the
European Council, Mr Van Rompuy, is proposing a separate budget for the eurozone. I
understand that there is a great need for more money to save the banks but is the emergency
fund not the instrument for that? There is no public support for a bigger emergency fund,
but is a new budget not a way to hoodwink our citizens? In Mr Van Rompuy’s proposal a
separate budget for the eurozone comes down to ever more ‘Europeanisation’ of social
policy. Calling for more Europe at a time of crisis threatens to trample subsidiarity under
foot compared with economic, social and fiscal policy. Does the Council not recognise an
area of tension here? How will he ensure that subsidiarity is not eroded? I want to warn
you about these proposals for an economic and budget union, because I am very worried
about them.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D)  , in writing. – (RO) It is laudable that the European Union is
maintaining its decision to stimulate economic growth and jobs within the context of the
Europe 2020 strategy. The Compact for Growth and Jobs agreed in June, is the general
framework for action at both national and EU level, using all the necessary tools and
policies.,. Therefore, all the commitments made under the pact must be fulfilled as soon
as possible. It is a fact that SMEs offer approximately 90 million jobs in the EU, of which
30 % are in micro-enterprises, while 85 % of the new jobs created between 2002 and 2012
were by SMEs, mainly new enterprises. Access to finance is essential for financing business
investment, to guarantee that they reach their full development potential and so to facilitate
the creation of new enterprises that can generate growth and future jobs. The Commission
must provide even more support to Member States in reprogramming their structural
funds so that they are strongly focused on economic growth and job creation, especially
for young people, women and vulnerable individuals.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) At a time when we are still suffering the effects
of the economic and financial crisis, it is understandable for the European Council to have
focused on economic issues, particularly as regards the need to invest in growth and job
creation and the need to extend economic and monetary union (EMU). It is essential that
we rebuild European competitiveness and encourage investment and job creation, as the
number of unemployed in the EU is around 25 million. We therefore need a growth-oriented
budget. It is also vital to restore confidence in the euro area and ensure the EU’s long-term
stability, by guaranteeing economic convergence. However, it is not only EMU that needs
a boost, but also the Union of citizens. The creation of a common European identity, in
an area without internal borders, is under threat. We have to urgently reach compromises
in this area, too, as the Europe of which we want to be proud is not limited to the common
market, but goes further, by prioritising people within European policies. I regret that, in
all of these areas, the Council has simply repeated previous decisions and postponed others,
which does not give hope to Europe’s citizens.

Corina Creţu (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The essential element for the single supervisory
mechanism for banking to succeed is to ensure the equal participation of all Member States
in the decision-making process. The dominant weight of euro area capital in EU Member
States with national currencies requires a balanced configuration of the regulatory
framework. Otherwise, not only will the European Union be transformed into a structure
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made up of 17 decision-makers and 10 victims, but also, the conditions for major systemic
risks will be created.

The agreement regarding the gradual implementation of the practice for banking control
in the euro zone indicates a departure from counterproductive debates on banking and
budgetary union in European priorities. The French-German compromise, indispensable
for the Union’s cohesion, could be the right solution for reducing the very dangerous
interdependence between banks and governments. To reduce the vicious circle of increasing
interest rates, the lowering of ratings and liquidity problems, we need more than just
measures; we also need a framework that will force the banking sector to become sustainable
and responsible when faced with speculative tendencies. The serious effects of the economic
crisis, which started in the financial sector, force us to act so that ‘banking ethics’ does not
become a contradiction in terms.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing. – (SK) On 18-19 October there was another
meeting of the European Council. In connection with the ongoing administration of
economic and monetary union, there is a need to decide on a proper legislative framework
relating to a single supervisory mechanism as soon as possible, and by 1 January 2013 at
the latest. The process aimed at deepening economic and monetary union must in particular
be open and transparent to Member States that are not part of the eurozone and the integrity
of the single market must be respected.

We need a real economic and monetary union. Smooth operation of the economic and
monetary union requires more intensive and sustainable economic growth, employment
and social cohesion. I agree that improvements should continue to be made in
administration within the eurozone. We should adopt legislative proposals relating to
budgetary supervision by the end of 2012 at the latest. This involves key legislation that
is essential for strengthening the new economic governance in the EU.

The European Council also agreed that it is essential to break the vicious circle between
banks and states. We need precise operating criteria directly governing the recapitalisation
of banks from the European Stability Mechanism. One of the most important priorities,
however, is support for employment and social inclusion. Effective measures are required
as soon as possible to promote employment. We must also ensure that quicker progress
is made in this respect.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This meeting marks an unmistakable
deepening of the economic, social, political and institutional crisis in which the EU is mired.
Fastidiously repeating general positions and announcements – on growth, employment,
reforms, consolidation, single market and other clichés which regularly appear in the
conclusions of European Council meetings – is not the way to tackle the growing tensions
and contradictions, particularly those between Germany and France, Spain and Italy, among
others. Faced with the mass destruction of productive forces, unprecedented levels of
unemployment, and deep and prolonged recessions in prospect, growing differences of
opinion over the extent (and location) of this destructive process are developing. The
contradictions surrounding the banking supervision mechanism and direct financing of
the European Stability Mechanism by the banks are a clear example of this. Against this
backdrop, attacks are continuing on the rights and sovereignty of the people, and on
democracy itself. Following on from economic governance and the Fiscal Compact/Budget
Treaty, the idea is emerging of concluding contracts between the Member States and
European institutions, forcing the former to comply with a previously agreed plan of
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reforms, in line with the recommendations of the European Semester. Despite differences
of opinion, an agreement determined by class interests has prevailed, which aims to intensify
the exploitation and robbery of workers and citizens.

Lívia Járóka (PPE),    in writing. – I would like to welcome that the European Council
meeting of 18-19 October clearly declared that boosting employment and social inclusion
remains a priority of the utmost importance and called on Member States to step up their
efforts to tackle the social consequences of the crisis and to fight poverty and social
exclusion. The stumbling of the world economy and the debt crisis strangling our Union
have accelerated those harmful tendencies, due to which fewer and fewer people are able
to maintain a proper standard of living and for more and more European citizens even
everyday subsistence represents an insoluble challenge. The European Council will devote
a special meeting in November to reaching agreement on the next multiannual financial
framework, which will be a crucial factor in improving the hopeless situation of the poorest
Europeans, the marginalised millions of our Union. The Commission and Parliament have
introduced proposals to give priority to the integration of the most disadvantaged
communities and I truly hope that the fourteen governments of our political group will
promote these amendments unanimously in the Council, and enable regional policy to
help the most deprived and most marginalised 30 million Europeans.

Svetoslav Hristov Malinov (PPE),    in writing. – (BG) In recent weeks, many of us have
been wondering whether the European leaders would take the specific steps required for
the implementation of the lofty objectives that they set themselves at the start of the year.
Swaying between gloating and sincere concern, almost everyone agreed on one thing: that
there was an evident delay, an increasing lack of clarity and a feeling of a lack of political
will. Today we can view matters with more optimism because a decisive step has been
taken towards the introduction of a single banking supervisory mechanism. I am very
pleased that its development was announced as a priority and that a deadline was fixed for
reaching an agreement for its legislative framework, that is, 1 January 2013. There is no
doubt now that the European banking union will be realised. Its new, stricter rules will
give security to citizens and increase confidence in the markets. However, I must reiterate:
the ease with which some leaders make references to the inevitability of splitting Europe
into a ‘two-speed’ Europe is frightening. The European banking union and subsequent
fiscal union will form the future not only of the eurozone countries but of the entire EU,
and their success will depend on everybody, not just the countries that are directly involved
in the euro crisis today.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) In the last few years, the European
institutions have come up with a series of proposals, documents and pacts. We talk about
different unions: economic, monetary, banking and political. We establish new mechanisms,
authorities and agencies. Summit follows summit. Some time ago, a strategy paper was
adopted on Europe 2020. Meanwhile work has also been ongoing on the multiannual
financial framework 2014-2020 and on reforms to the main policies. For the average EU
citizen, the sheer number of initiatives and actions is often confusing. In my opinion, three
objectives are the most important right now. First of all, reaching an agreement on the
future financial framework in order to ensure the stability of the EU and financing for
growth measures under the EU budget from 2014. Secondly, a single banking authority
should be set up that will strengthen the banking system in Europe and help establish a
banking union. Sound and effective banking will create the conditions for the much-desired
growth. We must ultimately make sure that there is no repeat of a situation in which a
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crisis within financial institutions and the collapse of banks become the cause of a financial,
and subsequently economic, crisis, with huge sums allocated from national budgets in
order to rescue these institutions. Thirdly, more robust economic management and
budgetary supervision and coordination in the Member States must go hand in hand with
deeper structural reforms and greater productivity and competitiveness. These measures
will help strengthen the EU politically, as an efficient structure bolstered by economic
integration and essential reforms designed to tackle the crisis.

Csaba Sándor Tabajdi (S&D),    in writing. – (HU) The countries belonging to the eurozone
have committed to ensuring that a future dedicated eurozone budget would not be
detrimental to the budget of the 27, but the grounds for having an independent eurozone
budget have been recognised. As far as banks in countries outside the eurozone are
concerned, the possibility of joining the banking union and applying community regulations
is a given, but they will not be able to share in the resources of the planned bank rescue
fund. Meanwhile, the countries of the eurozone will be able to offer financial support on
a contractual basis to less competitive members for the purpose of structural reforms,
while this possibility is not available to countries outside the eurozone. It is becoming
increasingly clear that the rules of the common market are being shaped according to the
demands of the eurozone, quite simply because the countries outside the eurozone are in
the minority (EU17-EU10). Participation in deepening integration is vital to the interests
of small, open economies such as Hungary that are stuck outside the eurozone. Being stuck
on the outside will mean a steady decline in their ability to service national debt and attract
vital capital into the country to ensure a functioning banking system, finance development
and enhance competitiveness. It is high time that Mr Orbán’s Government abandoned its
freedom-fighter economic policy, which runs directly counter to the European mainstream.
It is a policy that will mean the ruin of the Hungarian economy and leave the country
lagging behind in the long term.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The most recent European Council held in Brussels
had the opportunity to discuss three issues regarded as pivotal to the future of the European
Union, namely the Compact for Growth and Jobs, and economic and monetary union. In
addition, reference was also made to the difficult economic and financial situation of
Greece. I support the new Compact for Growth and Jobs being rapidly implemented to
the tune of EUR 120 billion, the capital of the European Investment Bank being increased
by EUR 10 billion, trans-European networks in the area of energy and transport being
adopted, and the internal market being extended or the amounts for research and innovation
or industrial competitiveness being increased. I am therefore critical of the lack of agreement
between the Member States on the entry into force of economic and monetary union, with
the decision having been made that the European Central Bank will not extend its
responsibilities for supervising all European banks until next year. I would also stress that,
if any Member State in receipt of external financial support manages to make the adjustment
period more flexible, or if the bank recapitalisation amounts do not influence the budget
deficit, all of the other countries should be entitled to receive exactly the same treatment.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I welcome the conclusions of the European
Council of 18-19 October in which it reinforced its commitment to take decisive action
to deal with the tensions in the financial markets, to re-establish trust and stimulate
economic growth and to create jobs. Not enough progress has been made in implementing
economic growth and job creation as agreed in June and therefore we ask for firm, rapid
and result-oriented measures. We ask the Commission to support the Member States in
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the process of reprogramming their structural funds so that they can be strongly focused
on economic growth and job creation.

The competitiveness of the EU and its economic and social development depend on ensuring
a modern and efficient infrastructure for transport, energy and information and
communication technology. The Connecting Europe Facility will help deal with bottlenecks
and the problems with cross-border connections in trans-European transport, finalise the
internal market for energy and create a fully functioning digital single market by 2015. All
this will promote research and development and improve the competitive edge of EU
industries as they contribute to growth and to the creation and preservation of jobs within
the EU.

Kathleen Van Brempt (S&D),    in writing. – (NL) The speeches today lacked any
inspiration, immediately quashing the hope that the vision report can contribute to a
powerful solution to the crisis. We want real answers from the leaders of the Union to the
questions from the thousands of workers at Ford Genk who are threatened with redundancy,
and to the concerns of the ‘lost generation’ of 14 million young people in the EU who are
not in education, employment or training. These young people, who will have to take the
future of the Union into their hands, have nothing to do, are powerless and have lost all
belief in the policy.

The Union is cultivating a generation of mistrust which feeds populist and nationalist
tendencies that encourage Europeans to retreat to the little islands that are their Member
States. We really must go for a social pact in Europe. What we mainly see now is that the
Union continues to blunder about in the economic margin by blunting the sharp edges of
the misappropriation of the unregulated market a bit, without really looking to the future,
giving hope to young Europeans and developing a real vision.

6. Voting time

President. −   The next item is the vote.

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

6.1. Request for waiver of the immunity of Martin Ehrenhauser (A7-0332/2012 -
Bernhard Rapkay) (vote)

6.2. Draft general budget of the European Union - 2013 financial year (vote)

Before the vote:

Giovanni La Via,    rapporteur.  −  (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, as is the
case every year, the complexity of the procedure has given rise to the need for certain
technical adjustments. Firstly, the only reference document concerning the amounts is
DOC 6. In the case of multiple amendments, the vote relates to all lines concerned by the
amendment. Secondly, rectifications should be made in respect of the following pilot
projects and preparatory actions to be voted.

– Pilot project ‘Development of indicators to measure the implementation of the European
Charter for Equality of Women and Men in Local Life’: adoption under heading 3a and not
heading 1a.
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– Preparatory action ‘Fruit and vegetable consumption’: adoption under heading 2 and not
heading 3b.

– Pilot project ‘Promotion of Self Care Systems in the European Union’: correct payment
amount EUR 1 million rather than EUR 100 000.

– Preparatory action ‘Climate mainstreaming and innovation’: reduction of EUR 2 million
compared to the draft budget (both commitments and payments).

– Preparatory action ‘European voluntary humanitarian aid corps’: reduction of
EUR 1 million compared to the draft budget (both commitments and payments).

I also stress that Parliament’s position does not take into account amending letter
No 1/2013, adopted on 19 October 2012 by the Commission, which will form part of the
conciliation process.

I conclude with an appeal. It is more important than ever that Parliament show unity and
cohesion with regard to the 2013 budget. A difficult conciliation process lies ahead with
the Council, which does not seem prepared to free up the necessary resources. I call on
Parliament to send a strong message in its vote, showing that it is united and will fight its
corner.

After the vote:

Andreas Mavroyiannis,    President-in-Office of the Council . − Mr President, the European
Parliament has just adopted amendments to the Council’s position on the draft budget for
2013. Consequently, in my capacity as President of the Council, I agree that the President
of the European Parliament should convene the Conciliation Committee as required in
Article 314(4)(c) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.

6.3. General budget of the European Union for the financial year 2013 - all sections
(A7-0311/2012 - Giovanni La Via, Derek Vaughan) (vote)

6.4. Multiannual financial framework for the years 2014-2020 (A7-0313/2012 -
Reimer Böge, Ivailo Kalfin) (vote)

After the vote on Amendment 20:

Alexander Graf Lambsdorff (ALDE).   – (DE) Mr President, we are voting on quite a large
number of amendments tabled by one particular group that usually attaches great
importance to strict compliance with the Rules of Procedure. In this House, roll-call votes
are generally reserved for issues of particular and major importance. It would therefore be
sensible for the EP’s Services to contact the group concerned to establish whether each of
these roll-call votes is, in fact, necessary. In my view, what the Europe of Freedom and
Democracy Group is inflicting on us here is completely unnecessary.

(Applause)

6.5. Own resource based on the value added tax (A7-0316/2012 - Jean-Luc Dehaene)
(vote)
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6.6. Financial rules applicable to the annual budget (A7-0325/2011 - Ingeborg Gräßle,
Crescenzio Rivellini) (vote)

Before the vote:

Ingeborg Gräßle,    rapporteur. – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I will be as brief
as possible. You are voting today in a single vote on the consolidated text. You are voting
on whether we include joint statements. However, you are also voting on whether we
should include a statement by Parliament that reads as follows:

‘The amount of EUR 85.9 million repaid by Belgium to the European Parliament at the
beginning of 2010 and earmarked for building projects is to be considered as external
assigned revenue under Article 18 of the Financial Regulation.’ That is the wording of the
text.

All that remains is for me to thank everyone involved in the difficult process of negotiating
this regulation.

Crescenzio Rivellini,    rapporteur. – (IT) Mr President, very briefly, I would like to point
out that today we are approving a new, more modern and simpler regulation on the way
in which funds are managed, with more effective rules for facing and overcoming the
challenges posed by the current crisis. Thank you.

President. −   That concludes the vote.

IN THE CHAIR: EDWARD McMILLAN-SCOTT
Vice-President

7. Explanations of vote

Oral explanations of vote

Report: Giovanni La Via and Derek Vaughan (A7-0311/2012)

Ashley Fox (ECR).   – Mr President, in the United Kingdom we are still getting to grips
with the ruinous financial inheritance left to us by the last Labour government. We have
had to increase taxes and cut spending. I voted against the budget today because it proposes
an increase in EU expenditure of 6.8 %. For the EU to demand such a large increase, indeed
any increase, is grossly insensitive. It is difficult to think of anything more likely to alienate
voters in the UK and across the whole of the EU. Why should Europe be getting more
money, when almost every other public service is getting less? Why does the EU lecture
Greece to cut spending, tell Ireland to raise taxes, force Spain to accept a bail-out and then
demand more money for itself? At a time of austerity it is the height of hypocrisy for the
EU to ask for more.

I fully support David Cameron’s efforts to freeze EU expenditure. He is far more in touch
with the citizens than the majority of Members of this spendthrift Parliament.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, the policy of austerity adopted in order to emerge
from the economic crisis has not yielded the desired results. As has been underlined in the
report by Mr La Via, only by investing in a more selective manner and supporting a European
budget aimed at sustaining growth and employment will it be possible to stabilise the
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Member State economies and improve the situation of European citizens. I therefore voted
in favour of the report.

Marina Yannakoudakis (ECR).   – Mr President, it is the duty of parliamentarians to
represent the interests of their constituents. Trust in the European Union is at an all-time
low. According to Eurostat, fewer than one third of Europeans have a positive image of
the EU. In my country, the EU is seen as wasteful and out of touch. If we are to restore
credibility we need to rein in excess spending.

The Commission’s inflation-busting 7 % increase in the budget is an insult to my
constituents. While I would prefer to see a complete budget freeze, the Council’s proposal
of 3 % is more acceptable. So why has this House voted to restore the Commission’s
unrealistic demands? Perhaps it is because the Commission will go ahead and spend anyway.
The Commission recently demanded a 10 billion top-up to its 2012 budget and this is an
affront and an outrage. We must send a strong message to the Commission that it can no
longer continue to squander its citizens’ taxes.

Roberta Angelilli (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to thank
Mr La Via and Mr Vaughan for their excellent work on the 2013 budget; in particular, I
wish to reiterate the support of the European Parliament for the Erasmus Programme.
Since 1987 more than two and a half million European students have had the chance to
go abroad to study and work.

We voted against the cuts by the Council and requested EUR 30 million more than was
proposed by the Commission. We not only need to save Erasmus, we must rather implement
it more comprehensively and propose a European strategy for youth, because young people
should not be made to pay the costs of the crisis, especially at a time when youth
unemployment in Europe stands at almost 25 %.

Alfredo Antoniozzi (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, I would like to congratulate Mr La Via
on his excellent work on the report on the general budget of the European Union for the
financial year 2013. His task was difficult, and there seemed little likelihood of an agreement
between the Member States and the European Parliament. Despite the prolonged period
of crisis and constant requests for cuts to EU expenditure, Mr La Via and Mr Vaughan
together managed to ensure continuity for current policies and initiatives.

I think it was particularly important that any slowing down of the pilot projects in the
areas of energy and the environment was avoided, a clear sign of the good work carried
out by the European Parliament in defending the prerogatives of the European Union. I
have therefore given my full support to this report.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Mr President, it is unacceptable that, at a time of unprecedented
budgetary constraints across Europe, the EU should be planning to increase its 2013 budget
by 3 % – which is an inflation-beating figure – next year, with Parliament proposing a
staggering 6 % rise in payments.

EU governments are being forced to keep an ever-closer eye on their national spending.
The British Government, for instance, is to cut spending by an estimated GBP 83 billion,
with individual departments having to slash their budgets by an average of 19 % each.
There is no good reason why the EU should be exempt from the cold realities of a global
spending crisis. Once again this organisation risks being viewed as out of touch by a
European public subjected to painful austerity measures in their home countries and yet
witnessing manifest profligacy in Brussels on a daily basis.
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The EU is an expensive enterprise and demands a lot of money, but if it wishes to retain
the confidence of EU citizens, it needs to tighten its belt like everybody else.

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, I would like to thank the rapporteur for his report.
I think he has found a good compromise. The 2013 budget has attracted a great deal of
public interest. It is, after all, the final year of the seven-year financial framework. That is
why the Member States are sometimes not entirely fair in their dealings with the European
Union. In the final year, for example, a relatively large number of projects are still being
submitted and need to be end-financed. The very same Member States which received
rebates in previous years are now focusing very strongly on compliance with financial
discipline in 2013. In my view, we should deal fairly each other. Most of the funding
allocated by the European Union ultimately goes to economic development and innovation;
in other words, the funding is put to good use. In that spirit, I trust that we will deal fairly
with each other.

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, the committee to which I belong, the Committee
on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection, has noted the need to lower expenditure
on external staff. We also stressed that the budget for this purpose should not exceed 10 %
of total staff expenditure. In view of that position, I believe that we should concentrate on
constantly developing our IT infrastructure. We should strive to ensure that the public are
increasingly able to use the internet to manage their affairs. One such example is the SOLVIT
system, which is an effective extrajudicial means of settling disputes. However, further
action needs to be taken to promote it among businesses and to boost its role in aiding the
functioning of the internal market. I voted against the report, as I believe that the individual
areas vital to economic policy need to be addressed in separate documents.

Morten Messerschmidt (EFD).   – (DA) Mr President, I do not think that there is anything
more revealing in terms of the detachment from reality and the distorted picture that
characterises Parliament’s members than the votes on the budget that took place here a
few minutes ago. All EU Member States are compelled to make cuts in their consumption,
despite the fact that the EU’s Court of Auditors has said for 16 years in a row that it cannot
approve of the way in which the EU spends taxpayers’ money, and despite the fact that the
entire consumption of money by the EU is characterised by fraud and swindling to an
extent that we would not see in any normal democracy, so I do feel that the vast majority
of us here at Parliament are insisting not only on an increase, a moderate increase, or an
increase in line with inflation, but an increase of almost 7 %. I hope that the vote we have
held today, in which most people have had to put their name to their vote, will be sent
around sites and discussion forums all over the EU, so that people can see who is mistreating
their money and who is simply insisting on being given more.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I also voted in favour of this report as the
financial crisis continues in Europe and the Member States are still resorting to austerity
measures. Now more than ever Parliament needs to act in a responsible manner. It must
take into account the financial policies of the Member States when approving the budget
for 2013. Even more importantly, the public expenses of the Union should be approached
in the same way, and the European Parliament should establish its priorities and reduce its
expenditure where necessary.

I maintain that the budget represents an important instrument for promoting growth and
cohesion in Europe. At the same time, I believe we need to emphasise innovation and
competitiveness and promote the positive developments in these areas more effectively.
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For Romania, the priority is to ensure adequate cohesion policy and common agricultural
policy funding.

Nirj Deva (ECR).   – Mr President, I do not think it is very acceptable for the European
Union to ask for a 7 % increase when my constituents in the south-east of England are
having to tighten their belts and to live within their means. What prompted me to get up
on my feet was the rather clever speech made by the President of the Commission who
appeared to blame the national governments and the national parliaments for the current
mess that we are in and not the European Union. What he forgot to mention is that when
the eurozone was set up, it was the Commission that was to monitor expenditure in the
Member States and the 3 % limit, the deficit limit, has been breached right throughout the
European Union and the Commission did absolutely nothing about it. The 3 % and the
60 % ratios which were installed when the eurozone was created were ignored. That was
the Commission’s omission.

Report: Reimer Böge and Ivailo Kalfin (A7-0313/2012)

Nirj Deva (ECR).   – Mr President, in that report I voted with my group, except for a few
exceptions which related to international development, because I did not believe that we
should – even though we are in difficulties – punish those who are in such dire straits that
the quality and standard of living that we enjoy in Europe is utterly luxurious compared
to the way they live.

Therefore the poverty programmes and the other programmes which we would have
essentially cut – particularly in Asia – I voted differently from my group, because I believe
that it is very important to be able to link our wellbeing to that of others in dire
circumstances and in circumstances which are not as good as the ones that we find ourselves
in.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, the multiannual financial framework for the
period 2014-2020 is being discussed in a difficult social and economic context. Member
States are busy making fiscal changes to their own national budgets in an effort to stabilise
public finances, and so the European Union is seen in many cases as a factor adding to the
burden of taxpayers. Therefore, if we really want to emerge from this crisis and ensure a
better future for European youth, it will be essential to make greater and more tangible
investment in training and development.

Marina Yannakoudakis (ECR).   – Mr President, earlier this month Margaret Thatcher
celebrated her 87th birthday and I am sure this House would join me in sending its warmest
congratulations. Mrs Thatcher fought hard to negotiate a rebate for the UK in 1984. When
the Iron Lady secured a 66 % rebate she said, ‘Of course, one would like 100 %, but one
has to be a reasonable partner’. The UK continues to be a reasonable partner, but the
proposals in this report to end the UK rebate are unacceptable.

David Cameron – like Margaret Thatcher – wants to outline the budget negotiations which
are good for the UK and good for Europe, which is why the British Conservatives are calling
for a freeze in EU spending. This is a reasonable approach. I do not see how the Commission
can continue to demand an increase in its own budget while imposing austerity measures
on Member States.

As a former businesswoman I know that it is possible to make cuts to any budget. Our
citizens deserve these budget cuts and the Commission must listen to their demands.
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Roberta Angelilli (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, at a time of crisis
when the Member States are asking to reduce their EU contributions, we must spend our
available funds in a better manner, ensuring that they address the real priorities: growth,
development and employment, reducing misspending and eliminating unfair advantages,
starting by abolishing the so-called system of rebates, which are nothing less than budget
discounts benefiting some Member States to the detriment of others. It is unacceptable, in
my view, that the United Kingdom has to date benefited from rebates amounting to
about EUR 97 billion.

Italy cannot afford to be a net contributor country, giving more than it receives, and much
less to finance these anachronistic discounts. In 2011 alone, Italy made a net contribution
of almost EUR 6 billion. Let me finish by saying, on the issue of misspending, that today
the European Parliament clearly stated its preference for a single seat in the near future.

Vicky Ford (ECR).   – Mr President, the medium-term financial framework will set the
parameters for the next seven years of EU budgets and could not come at a more sensitive
time. Every single Member State is making cuts in local and national spending and European
public spending must be subject to the same discipline.

We have limited money. Every euro, every pound, every kroner, even every zloty needs to
get to the front line with a minimum of waste. In my own region, EU-funded projects often
sound attractive for jobs and skills, infrastructure and research, but the red tape reality is
that running those projects often has huge costs and wastes, and these schemes could be
better funded through national programmes or local grants.

I do not just want to tinker with EU funding, I want a fundamental review on how to reduce
waste and excess, starting with getting rid of this Chamber but moving on to look at our
staffing costs and benefits, so that there is not one set of rules for EU institutions and
another for those who work locally. Then I want a root and branch review of every project
so that the EU only funds projects where there is added value at international level in areas
like our world-class science, where investment genuinely will boost growth and jobs.

Alfredo Antoniozzi (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, to begin with I
would like to recall that the negotiations on the multiannual financial framework
2014-2020 are proceeding in a very difficult social, economic and financial context. I
regret to say that the European Union is increasingly seen by citizens as an additional
burden to be borne by taxpayers, rather than an important resource.

I am convinced that this situation is caused by the fact that the EU budget is not in line
with national budgets, since it has not been expanded to take account of the duties and
competencies assigned to the Union under the Treaty of Lisbon, or of the important political
Decisions taken by the European Council.

I voted in favour of the report because I was aware of the need to reach an interinstitutional
compromise and to send a clear signal to citizens.

Emer Costello (S&D).   – Mr President, the EU’s multiannual budget must be fit for purpose.
Without a proper budget we cannot deliver on agreed aims and policies, in particular those
set out in the EU 2020 strategy. Indeed, the budget is one of the most effective instruments
we have to help create growth and jobs across Europe. Those who argue that the EU budget
should be cut or frozen must spell out which EU policies they would take out.
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I firmly believe that 25 % of the cohesion funds should be allocated to the European Social
Fund. This could help co-fund initiatives to tackle the growing problem of youth
unemployment, such as the Youth Guarantee. In that context I welcome the Irish
Government’s commitment to prioritising the Youth Guarantee Scheme during Ireland’s
Presidency. Youth unemployment is currently running at 30 % in Ireland.

Finally, I do believe that the EU needs to tackle the issue of own resources, and I would like
to see agreement on a Financial Transaction Tax.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Mr President, first I would like to congratulate the Republic
of Cyprus for handling the delicate multiannual financial framework negotiations so adeptly
for the 2014-2020 period. This is the island state’s first experience of holding the EU’s
rotating Presidency-in-Office. The Cypriots, like the British people, recognise the importance
of value for money for the European Union, while emphasising the need for the EU to help
create jobs and enable economic growth. Nevertheless, the British Prime Minister David
Cameron has made it quite clear that at a time of austerity it is simply unacceptable to the
British public to demand either an above-inflation increase or an end to the British rebate,
particularly given the fact that the UK is the second largest net contributor. Member States
should be warned that he is prepared to exercise the UK veto if necessary and go over to
an annual emergency funding on a frozen budgetary basis.

There is plenty of budgetary fat to be cut, and shutting down the Strasbourg Parliament
would be a great place to start. Then we need to reform the CAP and reduce Structural
Funds, particularly the European Social Fund, so that only things like research and
development – both medical and scientific – or major infrastructure projects are given
emphasis. At the moment, however, the British public really thinks that the EU is spending
far too much money and could do a lot less and do a lot better.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, we all know that in recent years, national
budgets have immensely outgrown the EU budget, which has put economic growth under
stress. It is important for the growth of all the European economies and that of the Member
States, including the European Union, to get their fiscal house in order.

I rise in support of this bill, because it is of paramount importance in fixing the euro crisis.
By providing the Member States with a budgetary framework, national parliaments will
structure their national budgets in a pro-economic growth manner. If we allow deficit
spending to continue, it will further stall economic growth and restrict the growth of the
EU economy.

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, I would like, at this juncture, to reiterate my request
for the Member States to deal fairly with each other, for it is quite unacceptable for the
Member States to be wearing two hats, as it were. They put on the first hat in Brussels. They
are always saying that the European Union, the Commission, must take more vigorous
action and that we should be launching new programmes for economic development and
innovation, which need more money. As soon as they get home, they put on their second
hat, and then the message that comes out of Europe’s capitals is, of course, that the Member
States want to pay less to Brussels.

The fact of the matter – and we really do not need to dwell on this point for long – is that
if we want to pay less to Brussels, we will also get less in return. That being the case, I would
ask everyone to deal fairly with each other, taking into account, on the one hand, the
difficult situation in the Member States but ensuring, on the other, that the programmes
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which the European Union needs in order to stimulate economic recovery in the Member
States continue to be effective.

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, the budget for the current programming period
has been implemented with the involvement of the new Member States, including Poland.
We can see already how the monies allocated have aided their development and granted
them equal economic opportunities. In spite of taking into consideration a series of
important demands, this report warns against making cuts to the Commission’s proposal.
In my opinion, the priority as far as the economy is concerned is to carry out the initiatives
outlined with regard to the internal market. It is vital to guarantee funding in this area.
That also involves making it easier for small and medium-sized enterprises to access
European Union financing. At the same time, we should take measures aimed at boosting
entrepreneurship. An internal market that operates effectively obviously requires an
appropriate level of consumer protection. I call for an increase in the resources allocated
to this objective, as, in the current proposal, they are insufficient.

Ramona Nicole Mănescu (ALDE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of the Interim
report in the interests of achieving a positive outcome of the Multiannual Financial
Framework 2014-2020 approval procedure because it promotes a stable, solid and
sustainable budget that guarantees economic growth and jobs, as well as a high standard
of living and security for the citizens of Europe.

The Union’s budget and, more specifically, cohesion policy expenditure, represent an
important instrument that needs to remain available to Member States to overcome the
current economic crisis and to lead to the accomplishment of the Europe 2020 strategy
objectives. If we wish for a competitive, sustainable and inclusive Europe, we definitely
need to allocate sufficient resources to the cohesion policy, at least at the level agreed for
the current programming period. I put forward the idea of eliminating macroeconomic
conditions as it would be unfair to penalise the regions for not respecting, at national level,
the procedures regarding economic governance.

Bastiaan Belder (EFD).   – (NL) I have three comments on the multiannual financial
framework. First, the amounts should be a bit lower. The EU should mainly confine itself
to its core responsibilities. This was a good suggestion, for that matter, from President
Schulz in the Dutch press last week, although I do not agree with his argument for
centralisation at European level.

Another way to make significant savings is to deploy the Structural Funds exclusively in
poor regions in the Member States with the lowest incomes.

Finally, the matter of the EU having its own financial resources. Parliament would like the
tax on financial transactions and VAT remittances to be used to finance the EU. This would
be instead of the contributions from the Member States. This is not desirable. The Member
States are less wasteful, as can be seen from the 2013 EU budget. The Member States have
the authority to collect taxes and so it must remain. After all, the Union is here to serve the
Member States, even though it may not seem that way in these economically difficult and
tense times.

Morten Messerschmidt (EFD).   – (DA) Mr President, the vote that we held here earlier
today on the multiannual financial framework (MFF) was probably the biggest, possibly
not the most important, but the biggest vote by far that we will hold as members of the
European Parliament. Close to DKK 1 000 billion has been waved through here, because
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we pushed the buttons and decided how the money in the EU should be spent from 2014
to 2020. The interesting thing was to see the protest in the room against my group – the
EFD Group – having insisted on the individual votes having to be on a roll-call basis and
in public, naturally so that citizens can see who has voted for what, given that it involves
approximately DKK 1 000 billion to be used over a period including the next seven years,
which is longer than any Commissioner or any Member of Parliament generally sits, without
having to be held responsible to the voters. It is telling of the way in which Parliament and
the EU system generally work that the further away from citizens the decisions can be
made, and the more secretly it can be done, the less has to be entered in the accounts, and
the better it is. This is not worthy of any democracy.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – (GA) Mr President, I attended the debate here this morning and was
happy to give my support to the vote today. The multiannual financial framework is
obviously very important and, as has been said, it will be extremely important in terms of
reaching an agreement at the Council’s meeting in November. However, as Mr Van Rompuy
has stated, for that to happen, we will need political will and cooperation from all of the
Member States, especially all of the Heads of State or Government. I hope that that will
happen. My second point is that you, yourself, have taken leadership on the issue of the
single seat, Mr President. I voted in favour of the single seat, too, because I do not believe
that we should continue in the way we are at present given the carbon dioxide, expense
and difficulties involved in travelling here, and especially because of the cost, which totals
EUR 180 million. That can no longer be tolerated.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of this report because the
Union’s budget represents a key instrument for stabilising the economy. It can be used to
promote investments in growth and to create jobs. Also, the budget can help Member
States to overcome the difficulties facing them.

In this context, I would like to highlight the importance of robust public finances. Member
States must continue their efforts to exploit the potential for sustained growth. The
multiannual financial framework must offer greater budgetary flexibility in order to ensure
that resources are fully used. Romania has difficulty absorbing European funds, and the
goals for the end of this year were revised downward. Nevertheless, it is necessary to ensure
adequate funding for the cohesion policy and the common agricultural policy. This will
make it possible to reduce the gap in development between Romania and other Member
States.

Jacky Hénin (GUE/NGL).   – (FR) Mr President, if you read the report, the words are there:
growth, employment, response to the crisis. Besides those words, however, nothing has
changed. The budgetary approach is still the same as that taken by Europe during the
stalemate and the crisis.

There are still the same ultraliberal options that are supported no matter what: destruction
of the social acquis and confinement within a policy of complete support for the competition
that is corrupting our countries. With budgetary guidelines such as these, there is no chance
of Europe emerging from the chaos that it has created. Quite the contrary, in fact. There
is a high risk that Europe will sink further into the crisis, with finance the only beneficiary.

It is high time that we changed the guidelines completely. We need to give priority to the
public services that can shield us from the crisis. We need concrete support for the
development of jobs and protection of industry. We need to revitalise social protection by
harmonising upwards and putting an immediate end to levelling downwards. We need to
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stop pitting citizens and workers against one another. Without these essential changes,
Europe will not be able to get past the crisis. It is for that Europe, however, that I am
campaigning with the citizens.

Report: Jean-Luc Dehaene (A7-0316/2012)

Morten Messerschmidt (EFD).   – (DA) Mr President, the next report we voted on here
concerns the EU’s own resources, and I voted against. This was not on the basis of the
detailed amendments that will be made in relation to the collection of VAT from Member
States, but because, as we all know very well, when we talk about own resources it means
that the EU does not only want to prepare for having money sent to it in the form of a
cheque from Member States once a year; it wants to put its hands directly into citizens’
pockets. Some people want it as a duty on aviation fuel, some want it as a direct VAT rate,
others want it as a direct tax on financial transactions. The crucial thing is that, irrespective
of which group we belong to, if we go in for EU taxes, we will eliminate the necessary link
that must exist between being directly elected by citizens and having permission to obtain
direct access to citizens’ pockets. This link simply does not exist in the EU, because in the
EU it is the Commissioners who have the right of initiative, it is they who submit the
proposals, it is they who execute the decisions, and in return they have the privilege of not
being elected by anyone other than themselves and the government that has chosen to
install them. The whole principle of own resources must therefore be dropped. It does not
belong in a place like the EU.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of this report as I consider
that reforming the own resources system in the European Union represents a step forward.
Moreover, I am of the opinion that own resources, based on VAT, have significant potential
to contribute positively to the Union’s budget. The tax could help to reduce the level of
contributions of the Member States. Moreover, the new system will bring significant
advantages, as well as greater transparency, flexibility, security and predictability. Member
States will benefit from equal treatment, and the administrative load will be reduced.
However, there are some disadvantages in this process that need to be considered; the
methodology is a complex one and not easy to simplify. The own resources system is very
important and reforming it demands attention.

Written explanations of vote

Report: Bernhard Rapkay (A7-0332/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report, given that, in
light of Article 9 of the Protocol and the relevant provisions of the European Parliament’s
Rules of Procedure and the Austrian Constitution, the Committee on Legal Affairs concluded
that there was no reason not to waive the immunity of Martin Ehrenhauser.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report because the alleged
offences by Mr Martin Ehrenhauser, against whom the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office
intends to conduct an investigation procedure, do not fall within the scope of the opinions
expressed or votes cast by the Member in the performance of his duties, in accordance with
Article 8 of the Protocol on the Privileges and Immunities of the European Union. I agree
with the Committee on Legal Affairs that Mr Ehrenhauser’s immunity should be waived.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − It is only correct in the incidence of inappropriate or
fraudulent behaviour by any elected or unelected representative of the EU that the matter
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be fully investigated and the identity of the accused disclosed for the purpose of
transparency.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Bernhard Rapkay concerns
the request for waiver of the parliamentary immunity of Martin Ehrenhauser MEP following
a request made on 21 March 2011 by the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office in Austria. The
Public Prosecutor’s Office wants to prosecute this Member, whom it suspects of illegally
accessing a computer system in breach of the Austrian Penal Code with regard to
telecommunications secrecy, unlawful interception of data, use of recording equipment
and infringement of data protection. Based on statements and a series of documents from
another Member, the Public Prosecutor’s Office suspects that Martin Ehrenhauser illegally
accessed the private email system of Hans-Peter Martin, by copying and disclosing the
latter’s private and professional data. In this respect, and bearing in mind the
recommendation of the Committee on Legal Affairs to lift the parliamentary immunity of
Martin Ehrenhauser, I voted in favour of this report.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) At the sitting of 2 July 2012, the
President announced, pursuant to Rule 6(2) of the Rules of Procedure of the European
Parliament, that he had received a letter dated 21 March 2012 from the Vienna Public
Prosecutor’s Office requesting that the parliamentary immunity of Martin Ehrenhauser be
waived in the context of proceedings being conducted by the Austrian judicial authorities.
In its letter, the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office states that on the basis of the statement
by another Member of the European Parliament, Hans-Peter Martin, there is a suspicion
that, between the latter part of the summer of 2010 and April 2011, Martin Ehrenhauser
unlawfully accessed Hans-Peter Martin’s private email system and opened, copied and
printed data of a private and professional nature belonging to him, in particular emails
and attachments thereto. Hans-Peter Martin had also forwarded the Vienna Public
Prosecutor’s Office a sheaf of documents in support of this claim of unlawful access. On
this basis the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office considers that a reasonable suspicion against
Martin Ehrenhauser exists.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office requested
the waiver of immunity of Martin Ehrenhauser, a Member of the European Parliament
(Non-attached). This request was approved by a large majority in plenary. The aim is to
allow the Austrian authorities to carry out the necessary investigations into the alleged
offences, notably illegal access to a computer system. I supported the report by Mr Rapkay.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this report as, based on its findings, I believe
that there is no reason not to waive Martin Ehrenhauser’s immunity.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the waiver of Martin
Ehrenhauser’s immunity. It is legitimate and just that the Austrian authorities should be
able to carry out an investigation into his alleged illegal access to a computer system.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) Parliamentary immunity must only
be used to protect Members from political pressure. Martin Ehrenhauser is accused of an
offence under ordinary law. He has stated that he supports the waiver of his immunity to
allow justice to be done. I voted in favour.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Parliament is responsible for defending
the independence of the Member’s mandate, and this independence cannot be threatened.
In accordance with Article 8 of the Protocol on the Privileges and Immunities of the
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European Union, Members of the European Parliament may not be subject to any form of
inquiry, detention or legal proceedings in respect of opinions expressed or votes cast by
them in the performance of their duties. The request to waive immunity has been made
by the Public Prosecutor’s Office in order to enable the Austrian authorities to conduct the
necessary investigations and to take legal action against Martin Ehrenhauser. The request
to waive the immunity of Martin Ehrenhauser relates to alleged offences involving illegal
access to a computer system pursuant to Article 118a of the Austrian Penal Code (StGB),
a breach of telecommunications secrecy pursuant to Article 119 StGB, unlawfully
intercepted data pursuant to Article 119a StGB, unauthorised use of a recorder or recording
equipment pursuant to Article 120(2) StGB and infringement of Article 51 of the 2000
Data Protection Act. I am therefore in favour of waiving Martin Ehrenhauser’s immunity.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The general prosecutor’s office in Vienna is
going to conduct a preliminary investigation against Martin Ehrenhauser, MEP. Martin
Ehrenhauser is suspected of illegal access to a computer system, in violation of Article 118
of the Criminal Code of Austria, violating telecommunications secrets. As always, I voted
against. I think that immunity should be kept until MEPs’ credentials expire.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) Following a complaint by Hans-Peter Martin
MEP, the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office in Austria intends to carry out a preliminary
investigation against Martin Ehrenhauser, MEP. There is a suspicion that Martin Ehrenhauser
unlawfully published some of Hans-Peter Martin’s private emails. The Vienna Public
Prosecutor’s Office also wishes to investigate allegations that Martin Ehrenhauser made a
recording of a conversation without the knowledge of the persons involved. The immunity
of Martin Ehrenhauser must be waived by the European Parliament if the Vienna Public
Prosecutor’s Office is to proceed to investigate the allegations against him. I voted in favour
of waiving Martin Ehrenhauser’s parliamentary immunity for I believe that all Members
of Parliament must be persons of the utmost integrity. This obligation towards the electorate
is incumbent on each and every one of us. A thorough investigation of the matter is the
only way to reassure voters that everything is legal and above board. If Mr Ehrenhauser is
innocent, this, too, must be established by the Public Prosecutor’s Office, just as if he were
guilty. This is imperative in a rule-of-law system and must also apply to the politicians in
whom the public places its trust.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) Following a complaint by Hans-Peter Martin
MEP, the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office in Austria intends to carry out a preliminary
investigation against Martin Ehrenhauser MEP. There is a suspicion that Martin Ehrenhauser
unlawfully published some of Hans-Peter Martin’s private emails. It is also suspected that
Martin Ehrenhauser unlawfully made a recording of a conversation without the knowledge
of the persons involved. Martin Ehrenhauser’s immunity must be waived by the European
Parliament if the investigations are to proceed. I voted in favour of waiving his parliamentary
immunity, for I believe that a thorough investigation of the matter is in the voters’ interests.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Parliament has received
a request to waive the parliamentary immunity of Martin Ehrenhauser MEP in the context
of legal action related to illegal access to a computer system pursuant to Article 118a of
the Austrian Penal Code (StGB), a breach of telecommunications secrecy pursuant to
Article 119 StGB, unlawfully intercepted data pursuant to Article 119a StGB, unauthorised
use of a recorder or recording equipment pursuant to Article 120(2) StGB and infringement
of Article 51 of the 2000 Data Protection Act. Considering that the facts in this case, as
presented in the documents sent to the Committee on Legal Affairs, do not indicate that
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the alleged events have any direct and clear link with the performance, by Martin
Ehrenhauser, of his duties as a Member of the European Parliament, it was decided to waive
his parliamentary immunity. Based on these arguments, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The President announced in plenary on 2
July 2012 that in accordance with Rule 6(2) of the Rules of Procedure of the European
Parliament he had received a request from the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office on 21
March for waiver of the immunity of Mr Martin Ehrenhauser in connection with an
investigative procedure and he forwarded the request to the Committee on Legal Affairs.
Mr Ehrenhauser was heard by the committee on 17 September 2012. Considering the
nature of the alleged offences, in connection with which the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s
Office intends to conduct an investigation procedure, it is evident that they do not fall
within the scope of the opinions expressed or votes cast by Mr Ehrenhauser in the
performance of his duties in accordance with Article 8 of the Protocol on the Privileges
and Immunities of the European Unions. I therefore voted in favour of the proposal by the
Committee on Legal Affairs to waive Mr Ehrenhauser’s immunity.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The waiver of immunity of
concerns alleged offences related to illegal access to a computer system. Martin Ehrenhauser
was heard by the EP Committee on Legal Affairs, where he stated that he believed that his
immunity should be waived.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The Vienna Public Prosecutor’s
Office intends to conduct an investigation procedure against Mr Martin Ehrenhauser MEP.
The alleged offences relate to illegal access to a computer system pursuant to Article 118a
of the Austrian Penal Code, a breach of telecommunications secrecy pursuant to Article 119
of the code, unlawfully intercepted data pursuant to Article 119a of the code, unauthorised
use of a recording or recording equipment pursuant to Article 120(2) of the code and
infringement of Article 51 of the 2000 Data Protection Act. Furthermore, it is also suspected
that Mr Ehrenhauser made a recording of a private statement by another person available,
without the speaker’s consent, to a third person for whom it was not intended, by sending
a recording of a conversation between several people, including Mr Hans-Peter Martin, to
one of the participants, who then submitted an extract from that recording to the Vienna
Public Prosecutor’s Office. In view of the seriousness of these acts, I voted in favour of the
proposal that Mr Ehrenhauser’s immunity should be waived.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the request to waive the
immunity of Martin Ehrenhauser MEP as the Vienna Public Prosecutor’s Office intends to
take legal action against him, given the suspicions presented in this report.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) Given that the European Parliament is
perceived as an institution of public trust, any alleged breach of the law by one of its
Members should be clarified without delay. In this particular case, the Austrian authorities
conducting the investigation must be able to question Martin Ehrenhauser in order to
obtain a fair and accurate explanation of the matter. The fact that the person making the
allegations is another Member of the European Parliament lends the case particular
significance. In my opinion, the accusations are of a very serious nature and actions of this
kind should be firmly denounced, without hesitation, including within Parliament. Martin
Ehrenhauser has voiced his wish to testify before the competent authorities in the hope
that it will allow him to be cleared of these accusations. As a member of the party Solidarna
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Polska [United Poland], which is concerned about Europe’s image, I voted in favour of
waiving Martin Ehrenhauser’s immunity.

Draft general budget of the European Union - 2013 financial year

Marta Andreasen (EFD),    in writing.  − I supported Amendment 1263 on the House of
European History because it reduces the budget of the European Parliament by 5.3 million;
even though I believe it does not go far enough, it is a reduction. Ideally the vanity project
should be wound up and the budget line removed.

I voted for Amendment 964 on ITER because I am in favour of reducing the European
Union budget, and Amendment 964 was to reduce payments by EUR 490 million. However,
I do not support the intent of the author of the amendment which was to eliminate nuclear
power. I fully support nuclear power and, if the British people were not sending so much
money to Brussels more would be available for investment in the British nuclear industry.

I supported Amendment 754 because I oppose EU funds, which are really the taxes of
British and European citizens, being used for aid to tobacco producers.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The European Union must respect
the commitments it has made now, including the payments related to these commitments.
Any non-compliance could affect the credibility of all the European institutions, not only
of the European Commission.

The Union is searching for solutions, including financial support, to reduce the effects of
the crisis and to develop different projects – investments in strategic areas for economic
growth and job creation, reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and transport networks,
to name just a few – so it is desirable not to get into a situation where the EU cannot respect
its commitments or honour legitimate requests for payment.

Philippe de Villiers (EFD),    in writing. – (FR) Like every year, and particularly in these
times of crisis, the European Union is making a fool of its citizens and its taxpayers. The
Commission and Parliament are ganging up on the countries that are slightly more careful
to waste less.

The taxpayers are being taken hostage. The demand to increase the European budget to
EUR 151 billion to respond to ridiculous requirements and fanciful projects and strategies
is a deception, with the European Union presented as the solution to the problems that it
created.

Contempt for the citizens is also evident in the EU’s distribution of more than
EUR 1.5 billion in pre-accession support, including a large share to Turkey, whose economy
is booming.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The introduction of a line in the EU budget
for the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, based on the excuse of being ‘able to
respond more quickly to new cases’, is yet another step towards formalising an instrument
that, as we have said from the start, is not the appropriate response to business restructuring
problems. In addition, its financing criteria are grossly unfair. Some people, particularly
the Social Democrats, want to perpetuate this Fund and use it as a shock absorber (and as
a weapon of political and ideological manipulation) for those policies attacking social and
labour rights in the EU. They do not want to get to the root of the problem, but simply to
mitigate the effects of any unemployment. We abstained from voting on several
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amendments tabled by the Committee on Budgets, particularly with regard to the
distribution of milk in schools, simply because we preferred the subsequent amendments,
which further increased the amounts available under those headings that we consider to
be very important. With regard to the financing of certain development cooperation areas,
we supported the respective headings, although not without reservations about the nature
and effectiveness of the action of some of the non-governmental organisations supported.
At times the system seems to operate for itself, with the financial support not being reflected
in practical actions that help to improve the life of the people in these countries.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for Amendment 351 restoring the
Commission’s draft budget for the European Globalisation Fund. At a time of economic
recession it is vital that this fund is adequately financed.

Mairead McGuinness (PPE),    in writing.  − The draft budget of the European Union for
2013 represents a realistic budget to fund the European Union and to deal sufficiently with
the financial crisis.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − After studying draft amendments concerning
appropriations under Sections I, II, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII and IX of the general budget of the
European Union for the financial year 2013, I abstained, because they are not correct and
not transparent.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (FR) It will be impossible to finance the
existing European policies, the new competences that the Member States unanimously
transferred to the Union with the Treaty of Lisbon and the commitments made by all of
the European institutions and the Heads of State or Government in the Europe 2020
strategy and the Compact for Growth and Jobs, particularly as regards climate, development
assistance, research, employment and the fight against poverty. A reduction in global
warming, economic recovery and social cohesion in Europe cannot be achieved unless the
European budget is guaranteed the necessary financial resources.

Consequently, the European Parliament report adopted today warns the European Council
not to attempt to make any cuts in the next multiannual financial framework. Since the
European Council constantly says that we need more Europe, the time has come for the
Council to put its words into action.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) First, it should be noted that we
abstained from voting on several amendments tabled by the Committee on Budgets,
particularly with regard to the distribution of milk in schools, simply because we preferred
the subsequent amendments, which further increased the amounts available under those
headings. Second, we do not agree with the introduction of a line in the EU budget for the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, which we consider to be yet another step towards
institutionalising an instrument that, as we have said from the start, is not the appropriate
response to unemployment problems.

Report: Giovanni La Via, Derek and Vaughan (A7-0311/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour because I consider that the
proposals of the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the
European Parliament to slightly increase the payment appropriations, with a proposed
increase of 6.82 %, should be taken into account. This increase is needed given the European
Commission’s proposal of less than 3.8 %, which I consider to be out of line with the
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Compact for Growth and Jobs. I therefore feel that it is vital that the European Parliament
does not accept any level of payment appropriations for 2013 that does not totally cover
the 2012 payment needs. The European Union must show the necessary solidarity and,
above all, boost the recovery of growth in the internal market.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Parliament and I supported this
report, which seeks to clarify the European Union’s budget for 2013. What might seem a
simple administrative formality is, in fact, essential so as not to maintain certain programmes
whose payments are stopping. Indeed, symbolic programmes such as Erasmus and projects
that depend on the cohesion policy are short on funds. This situation is mainly due to poor
administration by the national governments, which are seeking to reduce their contributions
but are not dealing with the impact of these cuts on the citizens. The European Parliament
rejects this, as demonstrated by this vote.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Faced with the Council, like every year,
the negotiations are difficult, perhaps even impossible. Last year, Parliament eventually
gave in. The result was that certain programmes now do not have enough money to last
until the end of the year. The European Social Fund and Erasmus need an amending budget
to be able to honour their commitments. This is a reflection of the Council’s inconsistency
today: it begrudges adopting a budget that balances the commitment and payment
appropriations, and it complains about the increase sought by the Commission and
Parliament, yet through the Structural Funds the states receive most of the budget back
into their territory. In any event, the negotiations on the 2013 budget are not finished and
Parliament’s vote in plenary is clear: restore payment appropriations to the level proposed
by the Commission and increase the appropriations for research and jobs for young people.
It is now up to the Council to take this into account in order to move towards conciliation.

Nora Berra (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Since the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon in
December 2009, the European Parliament has had greater budgetary powers. Parliament
and the Council of the European Union thus share competence for the budget. For the
European Union’s 2013 budget, we reiterated our support for growth and employment.
In that regard, I voted in favour of restoring the EUR 1.9 billion cut by the Council. These
budget cuts threaten sectors that are essential for growth, such as research, employment
measures and entrepreneurship. Restoring the payment appropriations for 2013 will
guarantee funding for European programmes such as Erasmus and the European Social
Fund are financed. We also reiterated our support for the peace process in the Middle East.
The amended text will be discussed in the Conciliation Committee, which comprises
members of the Council and Parliament.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report,
because I believe that the EU should increase its investment in research and competitiveness,
SMEs, infrastructure and research and innovation in order to meet the objectives of the
Europe 2020 strategy. To achieve that, the EU budget needs to be strong and coordinated
with the Member States. Europe will emerge from the current crisis only by boosting
investment in growth and employment and helping Member States to tackle structural
problems such as loss of competitiveness and increased unemployment and poverty. It
will not do that by making cuts to policies designed to achieve economic growth. We
therefore need to set priorities. If the Council decides on cuts, then it must determine where
its priorities lie and which policies need to be abandoned.
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John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − It is utterly abhorrent that the EU is seeking to increase
its budget and reverse essential cuts when the EU authored programmes of austerity are
inflicting pain in Member States across the continent. It is the result of the EU created and
perpetuated Eurozone crisis that so many citizens of Europe are currently jobless, without
access to medical care or food and suffering as a result of a failing economy. To use the
impecuniousness of certain sections of society as a just cause for reversing proposed cuts
is absurd. It is essential that the EU scales back its operations rather than increase its scope
of power and therefore has need to increase the amount of money it pools centrally which
ultimately comes from the hard pressed taxpayer.

Ole Christensen, Dan Jørgensen, Christel Schaldemose and Britta Thomsen (S&D),
in writing.  −  (DA) As regards the budget for 2013, we, the four Danish Social Democrats
in the European Parliament (Dan Jørgensen, Christel Schaldemose, Britta Thomsen and
Ole Christensen), did not support the decision on Parliament’s negotiating position in
relation to the Council of Ministers in the forthcoming negotiations on the 2013 budget.
This is because we cannot support Parliament’s desire to increase the budget to the level
that has been adopted, nor do we support a number of sub-elements of the budget, such
as the continued high level of aid for agriculture and aid for tobacco production.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The delicate situation of the national economies
reinforces the role that the EU budget must play: mainly as an instrument to support those
economies. In this context, the EU budget must be carefully and responsibly considered,
given the importance of its application. It is vital to safeguard and honour the EU’s
commitments and, in this respect, the cuts made in the draft budget (DB) during the
Council’s reading are worrying. It will perhaps be possible to reduce some appropriations
in certain categories of the DB. However, if we accept the Council’s reading, the EU will be
at risk of not honouring its debts. While not wanting to make the error of seeming inflexible
with regard to the Council’s strategy, and bearing in mind that the EU’s institutional
credibility is at stake, I have to say that the response to the crisis must be ‘more Europe’
and not ‘less Europe’. I therefore support the Commission’s DB, which is in line with
Parliament’s priorities on the programmes and initiatives to be used to deliver these
objectives. As a result, the priorities for the 2013 budget must consist in support for
sustainable growth, competitiveness and employment, in particular for small and
medium-sized enterprises and youth.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text because the position
adopted by Parliament is, in my view, the fairest. It is unacceptable to reduce the
appropriations for programmes that are crucial for recovery and growth. I am thinking,
in particular, of the Europe of major projects and the Europe of mobility, spearheaded by
ITER and Erasmus. The draft approved today by Parliament protects these fundamental
elements and I therefore support it completely.

Marielle de Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Union needs a budget that
allows it to take concrete action to emerge from the crisis. That is why the public policies
that encourage growth or new activities must be safeguarded. Education programmes,
such as Erasmus and Erasmus Mundus, research and development programmes and
programmes to support enterprise can help the European economy to get through the
crisis and create new jobs. They absolutely have to be maintained. We also have to safeguard
the funds for the food distribution programme for the most deprived persons in the EU,
which supports 18 million people suffering from malnutrition within the Union.
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Philippe de Villiers (EFD),    in writing. – (FR) In these reports on the budgetary principles
for 2013, Parliament, a traditional ally of the ever-present Commission, is attempting
gradually to sideline the states by establishing own resources for the Union.

These attempts have been blocked successfully so far, but for how much longer? Such a
prospect would enable the EU to evolve without the slightest democratic control on the
part of the Member States.

Marginal reductions are highlighted while fraud continues and the 40-odd European
agencies of questionable worth will continue to be broadly supported, with subsidies for
Turkey and significant funding for propaganda.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) In these times of crisis, it is essential for the EU
to assert itself as a responsible actor, capable of reviving growth and employment. The
cuts proposed by the Council for the 2013 budget were, in this regard, unacceptable because
they reduced the EU’s capacity to stimulate growth, entrepreneurship and research, which
are needed to improve the everyday lives of European citizens. I am therefore pleased that
we adopted a draft budget that is in line with the Commission proposal. I would also like
to point out that, although the EP voted against the budget cuts in headings designed to
revive growth and employment, it is not opposed to making savings where possible. The
proposal we adopted thus contains a reduction in real terms in the EP budget.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) In a public debate, the European Parliament set
its commitments for 2013 at EUR 151.1 billion and payments at EUR 137.9 billion. These
figures represent 1.13 % and 1.03 % of the EU’s GNI, respectively. They also mean that
Parliament’s commitments for EU purposes in 2013 will exceed those of the Council by
EUR 1.5 billion, while payments will be EUR 5.3 billion higher. During the vote, we
managed to push through some amendments that are important for Hungary and will
increase funding for research and development, the EU’s Neighbourhood Policy, increased
border surveillance and the school milk programme. This increase in the framework
amounts has enabled Hungary to salvage the investments that can be implemented through
the Cohesion Fund, investments that particularly affect the central Hungarian region and
cross-border cooperation.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because I consider
that the European Union must have the capacity to pay for all costs and activities planned
for 2013. The cuts made by the Council must be revised. It is unthinkable that certain
important programmes, such as Erasmus Mundus and the European Social Fund, may be
suddenly interrupted due to a lack of funds.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Giovanni La Via and
Derek Vaughan concerns the general budget of the European Union for the financial year
2013 - all sections. We deplore the attitude of the Council, which once again has proceeded
with the usual approach of horizontal cuts to the draft budget. In fact, compared to the
Commission’s proposal, the Council has cut EUR 1.155 billion from the commitment
appropriations and EUR 5.228 billion from the payment appropriations. This cut in the
payment appropriations will result in the need for amending budgets next year, which is
a practice leading to instability and demonstrating lack of rigour. The multiannual financial
framework is nearing its end and the focus on completing projects in the Member States
is leading to an increase in the funds needed for the respective payments. As a result, I agree
with the European Parliament’s strategy of restoring sufficient funds to the payment
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appropriations, particularly in the area of sustainable growth, competitiveness and
employment, small and medium-sized enterprises and youth.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The adoption of the European Parliament’s
position on the EU budget for 2013 repeats the strategy of previous years. The majority
in this Parliament simply play the traditional institutional game whereby the initial
disagreements ultimately fade way and the three institutions (European Parliament,
Commission and Council), together with the dominant political forces, always agree on
the basic point: reducing the EU budget. The reasonable concern about the likely shortage
of funds to cover debts already contracted in various programmes and the fact that 2013
is the final year of the current multiannual financial framework do not hide the complicity
of the majority in this Parliament with regard to the deepening social and national
disparities, galloping unemployment and huge increase in poverty in the EU. The majority
in this Parliament are happy to make cosmetic changes, with other changes being pure
propaganda, while leaving the main orientations and priorities of the EU budget unchanged,
which is therefore clearly insufficient given the urgent situation in countries such as Portugal
in this period of profound economic and social crisis. The basis for negotiations between
Parliament and the Council is well below the existing needs and even below the figure set
in the multiannual financial framework (1.15 % of gross national income).

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) As regards the general budget for
2013, the Committee on Budgets set a sum of EUR 1 750 463 939. The rapporteurs’
objective of keeping the overall growth in the budgets of the different bodies within the
bounds of the forecast inflation of 1.9 %, including the costs of enlargement to include
Croatia, was achieved. Exceptions relate to the European External Action Service, the Court
of Justice and the European Ombudsman, where, in view of the specific situation of these
institutions, the committee voted in favour of additional funding. The intention was partially
to renew the proposed budgets in a sustainable way with respect to inflation. The proposal
was supported by most political groups. In view of the voting in the relevant committee,
Parliament’s budget for 2013 is increased by 1.9 % in comparison with the 2012 budget.
The increase was possible thanks to a whole range of savings achieved in the preceding
period of 2011 – 2012.

Gaston Franco (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the 2013 budget because it
maintains the European programme for the most deprived persons. I would stress, however,
that this programme must be maintained in the next financial framework for 2014-2020;
the challenge is to focus on the long term because the associations need to be visible in
order to carry out their missions in full. A year ago, many associations expressed their
concern that the funding for the programme had been called into question by the Court
of Justice of the European Union, putting the food supply of 18 million people in jeopardy.
That situation was unacceptable and it does not reflect the idea of a protective Europe that
I defend.

Thanks to the mobilisation of many governments, including François Fillon’s Government
at that time, an agreement was reached in the Council of the European Union to maintain
the programme’s funding for two more years, namely 2012 and 2013. The beneficiaries
of the programme can be reassured that the financial envelope of EUR 500 million will
certainly be maintained in 2013 and I welcome that. We must continue to strive for a
sustainable and satisfactory solution for all of the Member States, the beneficiaries and the
contributors.
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Catherine Grèze (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (FR) This text rejects the arbitrary cuts
proposed by the Member States for the 2013 budget. In its proposal, which Parliament
supports, the Commission called for an increase in payments in order to meet budgetary
commitments and outstanding payments from previous years. I abstained in the vote,
however, because it supports the funding for the ITER nuclear fusion programme, a pipe
dream that is a money pit for the European budget. At the same time, the report calls for
cuts in certain lines, including some that are linked to development cooperation. I also
voted in favour of amendments that sought to use the nuclear funds to finance programmes
to dismantle plants, though these were rejected. I abstained on the amendments calling
for a reduction in the subsidies for tobacco production. These reductions would have a
severe impact on small farmers. Unless we call for a ban on the production and marketing
of tobacco, this reduction would be counterproductive. Finally, I abstained, too, on the
amendments calling for a single seat for the European Parliament. We need to have a real
debate on that subject, not just a few amendments, as is the case here.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) Growth and employment are the two main
things that we want to support. In my opinion, that is the message that we absolutely have
to defend in this vote on the 2013 budget. My Socialist colleagues and I reject the severe
cuts proposed by the Member States (a reduction of EUR 5.2 billion in comparison to the
Commission proposal), which would decrease expenditure, especially in the areas of
cohesion, research and citizenship.

I also support the proposal to put into the reserve 75 % of the funds allocated to certain
budgetary lines related to internal security, pending clarification of the European
Parliament’s role as a co-legislator in the reform of the Schengen evaluation mechanism.

Finally, I agree with a number of increases in the area of freedoms, security and justice,
notably for the European Refugee Fund, the European Fund for Integration and the Daphne
programme to combat violence against women.

András Gyürk (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) I voted in support of the European Parliament’s
efforts to prevent a reduction in funding for cohesion. The Council’s proposal to cut
resources for assistance in this area is unacceptable, since it is precisely in the current
economic situation that cohesion needs strengthening. We cannot allow differences in
development levels to undermine European cooperation. We cannot support a reduction
in funding because maintaining solidarity among the Member States is all the more crucial
now, in the midst of one of the most serious crises in the history of the EU.

Anna Hedh, Olle Ludvigsson, Jens Nilsson, Marita Ulvskog and Åsa Westlund (S&D),
in writing.  −  (SV) We feel that the EU budget must be given adequate resources to be able
to fund measures that have already been adopted. At the same time, we would like to point
out that the EU must, in the first place, take a restrictive stance and make these resources
available through re-allocations within the existing budget. We feel that the agriculture
budget should be reduced for the benefit of areas that are currently suffering from payment
problems, for example the Social Fund, research programme and Erasmus.

We do not feel that the EU should act as an insurance company in the event of any crises
in the agriculture sector. We do, however, welcome the large reductions in EU export aid.

Finally, we consider it important to reduce the EU’s administrative expenditure and make
it more efficient, so we welcome the fact that the budgets for all EU institutions other than
the European External Action Service are staying below the inflation rate. In this context,
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we also welcome the savings made in MEPs’ travel expenses and the reduction in the
allowance for the House of European History as well as the requirement for a single seat
of Parliament. Work must continue, however, on additional savings.

Brice Hortefeux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Parliament met in plenary on
Tuesday, 23 October, a few days after the European summit of the Heads of State or
Government in Brussels. Although Parliament’s traditional position is to call for an
ambitious budget and reject the drastic cuts advocated by certain Member States, the key
aspect of this vote, for me, is the fact that the priorities of the French delegation of the
Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) were respected, especially the
preservation of the budget for the common agricultural policy and a plea for better use of
European funds. I am concerned, however, about the amendments relating to Parliament’s
seat and the emergence of an anti-Strasbourg movement, which is gaining support with
every vote. We must remember that it is not up to Parliament to decide where it sits; any
such decision would involve amending the Treaties, which has to be done by the Member
States, notably the founding members, which naturally have a special responsibility given
that they were the driving force behind European integration. Indeed, we could say that
by deciding to join the European Community, the other countries had thus signed up to
the provision giving Strasbourg a special status, and they were obviously aware of this.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because
2013 is the last year of the current multiannual financial framework, which makes it of
the utmost importance to reach a balance between commitments undertaken so far and
payments deriving from them that need to be honoured, the institutional credibility of the
EU being at stake as well as possible legal consequences for the Commission should
legitimate payment claims fail to be reimbursed. It should also be emphasised and
remembered that the EU budget is to be seen as a complementary instrument of support
for the Member States’ economies, capable of concentrating initiatives and investment in
areas strategic for growth and the creation of jobs and of bringing about a leverage effect
in sectors whose activities transcend national boundaries.

Danuta Jazłowiecka (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) Experts on the global economy have stated
that 2013 will be equally as difficult as the preceding years of the crisis or possibly even
worse. In these circumstances, it is natural to curb or make cuts to national budgets. The
European Union budget, however, is a different type of budget: it is an investment budget,
funds from which are used to promote entrepreneurship and activity, to create jobs and
to boost innovation and growth. In times of crisis, the Member States often abandon
investment, in particular social investment, which, in my opinion, is crucial if we are to
emerge from the crisis, maintain growth and retain competitiveness. That is why I voted
in favour of increasing the EU budget, which will help us to implement the growth pact
that has been adopted. At the same time, I have constantly stressed the need to make savings
in every European institution. Parliament is also making savings, as its budget is shrinking
in real terms, if the proportion of resources given over to Croatia’s accession to the EU is
taken into account.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by Giovanni La Via and
Derek Vaughan on the general budget of the European Union for 2013. After long
negotiations, this report was adopted by 492 votes to 123, with 82 abstentions. I welcome
the result. The EU’s budget for 2012 totals just under EUR 150 billion and represents
around 1 % of the GDP of the EU27. Even though the EU budget is still balanced, the Council
wishes to cut more than EUR 5 billion from the estimated budget for 2013. However, the
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European Parliament wanted to increase payments by 6.82 % in comparison to 2012. My
colleagues and I hope that the increase in payment appropriations will contribute directly
to growth and employment in the EU.

Sandra Kalniete (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LV) I voted in favour of the resolution. I would
particularly like to stress the need to take a decision on locating the European Parliament’s
seat in one place, and not, as has been the case up to now, in Brussels and in Strasbourg.
Firstly, this would be a responsible attitude towards the resources paid in taxes by European
citizens. Secondly, just like any directly elected parliament, the European Parliament ought
to be entitled to decide on its own seat. Thirdly, this vote sends a clear message to Member
States that the issue of Parliament’s seat must be resolved at the next intergovernmental
conference, which will at some point be convened in order to review Europe’s agreements
once again. Fourthly, this process must be begun, by preparing a guide to the shift to a
single seat for Parliament, and by calculating all of the costs and assessing the gains and
losses that such a decision would entail.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) As I stated during the debate, today’s vote
needed to reflect unity and firmness. I am happy with the result of the vote because an
overwhelming majority of Members supported our proposal, aimed at eliminating the
considerable cuts proposed by the Council. It is unthinkable that at a time of crisis the
Member States can propose cuts to investment and funding for research, development and
employment. It would also go against the statements by the Heads of State and Government
in June, and this inconsistency on the part of the Council should be underlined. I would
like to make a short statement on payments. Bills must be paid. This is a simple rule, as
well as a legal obligation, and I hope that during the conciliation process the Council will
accept an agreement that takes account, first and foremost, of the demands of European
citizens, who are calling on us to invest in growth, the competitiveness of enterprises and
above all in the creation of employment.

Jean Lambert (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − I abstained on this vote. There are significant
monies to be paid for commitments made over this financial period which are now being
requested – and a number of them are late. As the EU cannot carry over monies unspent
from previous years, we have been unable to build up any provision for these requests.
However, Member States have had those unspent monies returned to their national budgets,
where they can carry forward unspent monies: they are now unwilling to restore that
money to the EU budget in order to meet commitments made – ironically, largely to
Member States. I doubt if they will be willing to forgo those payments and will thus still
expect payment. The monies owed are larger than the additional amount requested by
Commission and Parliament. I was also angered during the vote by the hypocrisy of some
Members who, while arguing for a reduced budget, then voted for additional and continuing
funding for the ITER project which is, in my opinion, a waste of Union resources. We also
failed to have a qualified majority to end export and tobacco subsidies, when we could find
money by ending such damaging projects.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The vital need to restore growth in Europe to
emerge once and for all from the successive crises we have experienced meant that my
fellow Members and I gave complete priority to our responsibilities for the 2013 budget.
We felt that it was important to eliminate the Council’s cuts to the Commission’s budget.
Consequently, my colleagues and I voted to restore the EUR 1.9 billion cut by the Council
in June. These funds will be used for priority sectors for growth, such as the economy,
research, entrepreneurship and employment. An amending budget was also presented to
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ensure the ‘survival’ of the Erasmus Mundus programme. This programme allows our
young people to study right across Europe, enabling them to discover different cultures
and languages, and it makes them aware of their European citizenship. As far as agriculture
is concerned, most of the budget cuts proposed were also removed, and I am pleased about
that. Moreover, we approved the reduction of EUR 8.9 million in the EP’s administrative
expenditure. The aim is thus to do more with less money from now on.

Constance Le Grip (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the La Via-Vaughan report on the
2013 budget. We want it to be more ambitious than the Council seems prepared to accept
at this stage. In fact, we want to send a strong message to the European leaders who will
meet on 22 and 23 November in the Extraordinary European Council on the EU’s future
budget.

George Lyon (ALDE),    in writing.  − It is clear that there is still much uncertainty over
the Commission’s estimates on what it needs in 2013 to pay the bills from Member States.
The prudent approach at a time when there is huge pressure on public spending across
Europe and people are under serious financial strain is to aim for a budget freeze if possible.
That is why today we oppose Parliament and Commission’s position of a 6.8 % increase
in the 2013 Budget. Once all the bills from Member States are presented for payment by
next October, if there is a shortfall it can be addressed then through an amending budget.
I welcome that Parliament has agreed a real-term cut in its own budget, frozen MEP
allowances and cut MEP travel allowances by 5 %. I also welcome Parliament’s vote calling
for an end to the circus of travelling to Strasbourg every month, with the largest majority
ever. I hope that now the Member States will look to a solution to put an end to the monthly
trek, costing EUR 180 m per year and generating 19 000 tonnes of CO2.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − In this resolution I voted in favour of Parliament
having the right to decide on its own seat and working places.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I opposed the Council’s proposed reduction
in the European budget. This determines the survival of numerous European programmes,
such as the Erasmus student mobility programme and the European Social Fund, which
are essential, fundamental programmes. These two programmes are at risk of losing their
funding and that should never be the case. Growth and employment must be an absolute
priority.

Mairead McGuinness (PPE),    in writing.  − I supported the final text of this report on the
Council’s position on the draft general budget of the EU for the financial year 2013 which
outlines the European Parliament’s decision to restore the Commission’s draft budget and
increase the resources for growth and job creation policies. I voted in favour of paragraphs
86, 87, 88, 89 and 90 which all refer to the savings that can be made in the EU budget if
the European Parliament had a single seat and supported paragraph 91 which suggests the
agreement between the Luxembourg authorities and European Parliament on the number
of staff to be present in Luxembourg should be revised. I abstained on Amendment 3 which
refers to nuclear fission.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The amendments to the Council’s
draft budget for 2013 that are supported by this report have four undeniable benefits: they
reject the Council’s shameless cuts in the Structural Funds, of which it also demands strategic
use; they restore the EUR 300 000 withdrawn from Erasmus by the Commission and the
Council; they increase the funding for Palestine and UNRWA; and they maintain the
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financial envelope for the food distribution programme for the most deprived persons in
the EU.

However, I cannot vote for a budget that restores the disproportionate financing for Frontex,
which the Council had rejected, reintroduces the increase in funding for ITER, which the
Council had rejected, too, and follows the approach of the Europe 2020 strategy. I abstained
out of consideration for the excellent Erasmus programme and to show my support for
the food distribution programme and the increase in aid for the Palestinians.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The priorities of the EU’s 2013 general budget, as
detailed in Parliament’s resolution of 4 July 2012 on the mandate for the trilogue, consist
in support for sustainable growth, competitiveness and employment, particularly for small
and medium-sized enterprises and youth. In my opinion, the Commission’s draft budget
(DB) reflects Parliament’s priorities as regards the programmes and initiatives to be
reinforced towards these objectives. We are all aware of the severe difficulties arising from
the state of the national economies and of the need for a responsible and realistic reading.
We cannot accept, however, the approach whereby the EU budget is made the source of
possible savings with the same proportion and logic as applied to the national budgets,
given their substantial difference in nature, objectives and structure. Reducing EU resources
may result in a lack of investment and liquidity in the Member States, thus aggravating the
problems they are facing, which we cannot allow to happen.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − I think that in the light of economic and budgetary
constraints, the European Parliament should show budgetary responsibility and
self-restraint.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) It would seem that the cuts approved by the
Council in July 2012 on the basis of the draft budget proposed by the Commission for
2013 are to be reversed and, indeed, that even more funds are to be spent on growth and
foreign policy, for example. As a result, commitment appropriations will total
EUR 151.2 billion, with payment appropriations rising to EUR 137.9 billion. I am firmly
in favour of the cuts, as it is unacceptable for the EU budget to increase substantially every
year while countries and regions are forced to make savings. There is plenty of scope to
make savings in the countless agencies and administrations, for example, and this potential
must now be utilised. Singling out students and putting a question mark over Erasmus is
utterly abhorrent and clearly demonstrates to everyone how the EU does politics. As a
result of the planned cuts, Parliament’s budget would face a shortfall of EUR 8.9 million
compared with the Commission draft. Admittedly, this corresponds to a inflation-adjusted
increase of 1.9 % compared with 2012, but nominally, that is, in real terms, it is a cut, as
the additional costs arising from Croatia’s accession to the EU will result in a shortfall in
other areas of the budget.

Vital Moreira (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) In the vote on the general budget of the European
Union for the financial year 2013, I voted in favour of an amendment to eliminate subsidies
for tobacco growing. I consider that maintaining this aid for tobacco production is
inconsistent and incompatible with the Union’s health policy and with the objectives of
reducing tobacco consumption, particularly among the young. The money saved could
be used for the fight against smoking and the damaging effects of tobacco. I also voted in
favour of a proposed amendment aimed at excluding, from the payment of premiums for
the production of beef, bulls specifically bred to take part in bullfights. First, the breeding
of these animals is basically motivated by objectives other than the production of beef,
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which is why it must be considered as falling outside the scope of this premium. Second,
I consider that subsidising the breeding of these animals encourages and promotes a barbaric
and degrading spectacle that is offensive to the values of today’s society.

Claudio Morganti (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) All European countries are applying austerity
measures, some of which very severe. It would be wrong for Europe to behave as if nothing
were amiss and not to acknowledge the difficult situation affecting us all. I therefore consider
the result obtained to be an acceptable compromise, showing restraint with regard to
commitments and focusing mainly on payments. It would be wonderful to promise funds
and financing for all, but at the end of the day we must balance the books and we would
run the risk of having to deal every year with dozens of cases such as the recent problems
with the Erasmus programme.

I am satisfied that the 2013 budget makes a clear and explicit reference to the need to have
a single seat for the European Parliament, a battle I myself started in February, collecting
the necessary signatures in order to present the amendment. This is not a case of demagogy
or populism but acknowledgment of a completely unsustainable situation. The same could
be said about the House of European History: fortunately, expenditure has been reduced,
although I would prefer to see the whole project frozen and reviewed.

Elisabeth Morin-Chartier (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report because
its goal is the adoption of Parliament’s position on the European Union’s draft budget for
2013. It maintains the financial envelope for the food distribution programme for the
most deprived persons in the EU and guarantees the appropriations for competitiveness
and innovation, in particular, Erasmus Mundus and lifelong learning measures. However,
I voted against the paragraphs that were opposed to keeping the European Parliament’s
seat in Strasbourg.

Tiziano Motti (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The House of European History being built in
Brussels not far from the European Parliament is an idea that I would have fully supported
in other circumstances. However, steeply rising costs during the execution of the project
itself and the recent opening of the new Parlamentarium multimedia visitors’ centre led
me to support Amendments 16 and 26 calling for freezing of expenditure on the House
of European History and the scrapping of the entire project.

Vojtěch Mynář (S&D),    in writing.  −  (CS) The EU budget for 2013 is specific in at least
three areas. First of all, 2013 is the last year of the current multiannual financial framework
and it is now extremely important to achieve a balance between the commitments made
and the resulting payments. Otherwise, there may be a threat of legal consequences for the
Commission in the event that justifiable claims for payments are not settled. Second, we
have here the Europe 2020 strategy, the objectives of which cannot be achieved without
financial support for growth, competitiveness and employment, especially with respect
to small and medium-sized enterprises and young people. Moreover, implementation of
this strategy should not forget regional competitiveness and employment in relation to
local environmental conditions. Third, the reaction to the current eurozone crisis should
be more Europe, not less Europe. The report reflects the above mentioned points, in other
words the EU budget for 2013 should allocate more resources to investment and
development priorities, not to administration. The report also warns of the pitfall of the
horizontal cuts proposed by the Council. The EP prefers effective management. It can
generally be stated that the report submitted by Giovanni La Via and Derek Vaughan reflects
a consensus with respect to the EU budget and I therefore voted in favour of it.
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Rareş-Lucian Niculescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of the report and I
ask the Commission to consider the request in the opinion of the Committee on Agriculture
and Rural Development on payments for rural development measures, as well as offering
Member States the necessary flexibility to transfer unspent funds between financial
programmes. I would draw your attention to the fact that the time remaining for completing
the adjustments is very short.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) I wish to comment on various aspects of the
budget. On buildings policy, the only reason why Parliament can still afford the luxury of
two sites is simply because the general public is largely unaware of this state of affairs. Just
imagine if the French Parliament decided to meet once a month in Marseilles, with travel
and accommodation costs of course being borne by the taxpayer. This would create a
massive scandal and it would not take long for this travelling circus to be grounded. Most
citizens are also completely unaware of the existence of Europarl TV. While it is a good
idea in principle and is intended to promote transparency, it lacks adequate resources for
marketing and is simply a waste of money. I also welcome the Council’s proposals to cut
the funding for the agencies. However, I would not apply cuts to the Return Fund, whose
funding should be increased; the same applies to Frontex. Finally, I am opposed to any cuts
for Erasmus. Studying abroad should continue to be affordable for every student!

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ET) I voted in favour of the report on the EU budget
for 2013, considering it important to return the level of payments in next year’s budget to
that suggested by the European Commission. As the EU has yet to overcome the economic
crisis, the paralysing effect of the social crisis continues. Since a large number of Member
States still suffer from a high rate of unemployment, it is essential to restore in the EU
budget the means – EUR 1.9 billion – for promoting economic growth and employment.
In a situation where the EU has greater commitments, that is to say, expenses, we cannot
simply make cuts which subsequently create large budget gaps which must be ‘remedied’
in the future. It is regrettable that the cuts jeopardise useful programmes like Erasmus
Mundus, Lifelong Learning and the EU’s Seventh Framework Programme for Research.
These are vital for enabling us to emerge from the economic crisis stronger than before.
However, I do support the administrative expenses cuts and use of the released resources
to implement important programmes.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the joint resolution.
The European Parliament, in the drafting of the new budget, places emphasis on support
for sustainable growth, competition and employment, and especially for SMEs and young
people. For our country, where the unemployment rate among young people is as high as
55 % (a negative record in the EU), a consistent focus on this particular target group is an
absolute priority. At the same time, the text makes it clear that any savings at EU level,
however necessary, cannot be made at the expense of initiatives that support the European
economy and growth. With this in mind, I voted against an amendment which affects,
amongst other things, the agricultural production of certain produce in our country.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that the priorities expressed
in the opinions issued by the relevant committees, and those that emerged from the meetings
with the rapporteurs specialising in budget matters, were, as far as possible, taken into
account in this resolution, I voted in favour of this report. I also want to stress the fact that,
through this report, the European Parliament’s prerogative to decide the location of its
seat, and the places of work for Members and officials, has been overwhelmingly approved
on an unprecedented scale.
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Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Considering that the current economic climate
in many Member States is characterised by national austerity, weak growth, recession and
lack of international competitiveness, Parliament should behave in a responsible manner,
approving the 2013 budget with a clear vision of how the budget might be utilised to
promote growth and competitiveness within the European Union. Furthermore, in view
of the fact that many Member States, after years of growth and unsustainable public-sector
spending, are making extraordinary efforts to reduce their national debt and government
budget deficit, EU public-sector expenditure should be subject to the same degree of rigour.
Therefore, while underlining that Parliament should provide the Council with a draft budget
that increases spending where it is important and cuts spending where it is not, I voted in
favour of this proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The proposed budget provides for EUR 151.2 billion
in payment appropriations and EUR 137.9 billion in authorisation appropriations, which
therefore represent an increase of 2.2 % and 6.82 % respectively over the 2012 budget. In
all of the 2013 budget resolutions, the European Parliament declared its commitment to
ensuring an adequate level of payment appropriations in order to cover budget needs
throughout next year, in line with the European Commission’s estimates. As a result, and
at the European Parliament’s request, two interinstitutional meetings were added (to the
committee’s schedule, in line with the rules) in order to amend the budget in respect of
payment appropriations. As regards the authorisation appropriations, Parliament’s reading
likewise followed the best strategy, by limiting the requirements in this area in order to
focus negotiations with the Council on the payment appropriations. I therefore voted in
favour of the draft budget, which, however, is awaiting critical amendments to be made
in the next part-session.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Parliament has decided to
restore the Commission’s draft budget and to increase resources – selectively – in some
chapters of the budget closely linked to political commitment to growth and jobs,
particularly for youth. However, I notice that the proposal on payments by the Commission
in its draft budget was established on the basis of the estimates sent by the Member States
themselves, which were then revised downwards.

We cannot currently contemplate jeopardising the implementation of certain European
programmes. I do not think I am exaggerating when I say that the credibility and
trustworthiness of European Union are at stake here. Paying our bills is a legal obligation
that we cannot afford to neglect and it is certainly not Parliament’s job to explain this to
the Member States. I therefore hope that during the conciliation procedure agreement may
be reached with the Council on a satisfactory level of resources, in order to ensure that the
EU budget is equipped with the necessary resources to invest in growth, development and
job creation, with a sufficient level of payments to honour all of the commitments made
in recent years.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Abstention. However, on the positive
side, MEPs have today voted in favour of a common-sense proposal to end Parliament’s
multi-seat operation, with a view to delivering significant direct savings to the EU budget.
The vote is also an expression of frustration with the current situation – whereby Parliament
is denied a say on its own place of operation, with EU governments retaining sole
decision-making power – and the continued failure of the EP to hold a plenary debate.
Although the two largest political groups want to practise omerta, it is also high time for
the EP to end its taboo and debate the issue of a single seat for Parliament. The Greens have
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pushed for such a debate for years and will continue to do so through the EP’s Conference
of Presidents. The practice of shifting thousands of people and resources from place to
place is not only costly, inefficient, wasteful and environmentally damaging, but also
damages the public perception of the EU. The EP has today sent a clear political signal that
action can no longer be avoided.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) With regard to the European Union
budget for 2013, I believe that we should place the greatest emphasis on reaching a degree
of political compromise, especially at a time of crisis. Two political fronts have emerged
within the Union, one of which is calling for deep cuts, in particular France, but also
Germany, Sweden and the Netherlands, that is the EU Member States enjoying a high level
of economic development, while on the other side of the ‘barricade’ are the countries of
Central and Eastern and southern Europe, countries that are still developing, with the help
of European Union funding. As 2013 approaches, accompanied by the strong possibility
of budget cuts (the talk is of savings in every possible sector), a situation may arise whereby
there is not enough money to finance existing commitments. Already at risk is the European
Social Fund, of vital importance because it benefits all EU citizens, whether they are in
work or seeking employment, and many other EU programmes, including the Erasmus
programme, which may suffer the biggest cuts. At a time of crisis, we should strengthen
social protection for the unemployed, while creating growth in various workplaces, in
both the public and private sector, which requires a high level of financial assistance.

Francisco Sosa Wagner (NI),    in writing.  −  (ES) Amendment 8: I voted against this
amendment in order to respect the compromise agreed in the Committee on Budgets by
all political groups.

Amendment 15: I voted to uphold the agreement reached on 26 September 2012 between
the Bureau and the Committee on Budgets, which already represents a reduction in
Parliament’s budget of EUR 18.3 million.

Alf Svensson (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) The budget for 2013 sets out Parliament’s position
in the negotiations with the Council. The aim of the budget is to be an instrument for
economic recovery through targeted measures to increase investment, stability and growth,
with particular emphasis on promoting employment among young people, supporting
small and medium-sized enterprises and achieving the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy.
The proposed budget aims at expansion, which cannot be reconciled with the calls on the
Member States to exercise restraint. The current motion does not re-prioritise the budget
lines in the way that is needed. The view of mankind that the Christian Democrats embrace
posits that every human being has an inherent, inviolable value. We must devote more
political energy to fighting violations of this value, and this must show in the EU budget.
I voted for the proposal to move resources from agriculture support to internal security,
that is, the fight against crime, drug trafficking, human trafficking, and to support for
research and environmental measures. The core of European cooperation consists of more
than employment levels and competitiveness in the market, and this must show in the
budget. This core consists of cooperation for peace and protection of human dignity from
the cradle to the grave. I voted for the budget as a whole, and for all of the amendments
that will, as far as I can see, lead to greater focus on the EU’s core area.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) On Wednesday, 26 October, Parliament opted
for a 2012 budget focusing on growth, employment and innovation in the Union and
support for development and democracy in our neighbouring countries. I must first of all
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thank Derek Vaughan for his work. We voted in favour of this budget. We sought to restore
the draft budget proposed by the Commission, after the Council’s cuts in July. Parliament’s
position implies a 5.2 % increase in payments in relation to this year’s budget. The resulting
budget totals EUR 133.1 billion. The resolution on the budget was adopted by 431 votes
to 120, with 124 abstentions.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Parliament’s Committee on Budgets
decided to adopt a budget with EUR 151.2 billion in authorisation appropriations and
EUR 137.9 billion in payment appropriations. These figures represent an increase of 2.2 %
and 6.82 % respectively over the Union’s budget in 2012. It adds that the budget adopted
by the Committee on Budgets has restored all of the budget cuts proposed by the Council
with regard to the amounts intended for cohesion for growth and employment. The
amounts included in the category of cohesion for growth and employment are vitally
important given the current economic and financial situation facing the Member States.
The budget adopted for the European Union will support small and medium-sized
enterprises, respond more robustly and coherently to youth unemployment, and allow
cohesion policy to be aligned with the Europe 2020 objectives. The regions, particularly
those regions in countries subject to the structural adjustment programme of the
International Monetary Fund, European Central Bank and European Commission, will
benefit from an important tool to combat the crisis, as this budget will tackle the lack of
investment made in those regions. For those reasons, I voted in favour of the document.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of the resolution on the
Council position on the draft general budget of the European Union for the financial year
2013 – all sections. I voted against reducing the EU’s resources for 2013 by an overall total
of EUR 1 155 million (-0.8 %) in commitment appropriations (CA) and EUR 5 228 million
(-3.8 %) in payment appropriations (CP) as compared to the Commission’s draft budget.

I think that the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP) is one of
the main contributions to the Europe 2020 strategy and is an essential instrument to
facilitate access to financing, especially for SMEs’ innovative initiatives. Therefore, I voted
to increase the commitment credits and payments for the CIP Entrepreneurship and
Innovation and Intelligent Energy Europe programmes.

I am against the Council cutting the payments (-EUR 1.6 billion or -3.3 % as compared to
the draft budget) affecting the regional competitiveness and employment objective (-12.9 %),
the European territorial cooperation objective (-18.7 %) and the Cohesion Fund (-4.7 %)
because, if these reductions are applied, they will hinder the correct implementation of
projects in the last year of the financial programme, with dramatic consequences, especially
for those Member States that are already facing social, economic and financial difficulties.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The draft budget drawn up by the Commission
reflects Parliament’s priorities as regards the programmes and initiatives that should receive
support. They include sustainable growth and competitiveness and employment in respect
of young people and small and medium-sized enterprises. That is why I voted in favour of
this motion for a resolution.

Janusz Władysław Zemke (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PL) This budget is of particular
importance, as it is the final one of the multiannual financial framework 2007-2013.
During this period, the European Union has allocated considerable resources to the
Cohesion Fund, which has allowed a great deal of investment in infrastructure and
environmental measures, including in my province of Kujawsko-Pomorskie. This investment
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has largely been completed and must now be accounted for in the EU budget. That is why
the 2013 budget cannot reflect only planned objectives for that specific year, but must
also include funds to cover investments made in previous years. It is a question of preserving
the European Union’s credibility.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In the adoption of the European
Parliament’s position on the EU budget for 2013, most of the political forces enthusiastically
agreed with reducing the EU budget. The main orientations and priorities of the EU budget
have been left unchanged, which is clearly insufficient given the urgent situation in countries
such as Portugal in this period of profound economic and social crisis. The EU could have
given a political signal of its willingness to redistribute more funds among the weaker
countries, but has failed to take this opportunity.

Report: Reimer Böge and Ivailo Kalfin (A7-0313/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour because I consider that the
European Union’s budget can form part of the solution to promote investment, growth
and employment, and can help the Member States to tackle, in concerted fashion, their
present structural challenges. It is also important to stress that this is an effective instrument
for expressing the European Union’s solidarity and must form an appropriate tool to
achieve the political objectives of the Compact for Growth and Jobs.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The dispute over the multiannual
financial framework 2014-2020, between those who wish to reduce the budget and those
who aim to increase it, tries to conceal its class orientation, which is the use of workers’
money to strengthen and finance the EU monopoly groups through EU funding. The
common denominator between the two points of view is the strengthening of the
competitiveness/profitability of the monopoly groups based in EU Member States, during
the relentless conflict amongst themselves and with other imperialist centres and the
emerging imperialist powers in their efforts to secure their profits and control the markets.
The European Parliament proposes a restructuring of expenditure to strengthen the most
reactionary features of the EU, such as the European External Action Service (EEAS), the
Galileo space and military programme, centres of excellence in research, etc. The supposed
robust opposition of the European Parliament (supported alike by the political
representatives of capital and by opportunists) to a reduction in funding is another exercise
in the stage management of popular forces, concealing the fact that any increase in funding
is aimed at strengthening the monopoly groups and is accompanied by an intensified attack
on the rights of the working class and popular strata.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The multiannual financial framework allows
us to establish a budget for the European Union in a coherent and organised manner for
a seven-year period. The economic crisis has an impact on all budgets, national and
European. Nevertheless, the European Union must retain its capacity to finance its numerous
policies and projects that contribute to recovery and growth. That is why the European
Parliament voted in favour of this text, calling for a stronger European budget and the
creation of own resources for the European Union.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The budget is the crucial element in
Europe and in the Member States. It is the ordeal that specifically reflects the level of
ambition of our public policies. We have often, if not always, had to deal with unattractive
haggling in recent budgetary procedures. Caught in the grip of public debt, many Member
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States apply the brakes as soon as the issue of a real budget for Europe is raised. We must
be aware, however, that any recovery plan worthy of the name that aims to get us out of
this slump will require joint action at European level. The light at the end of this crisis will
not appear by magic. If Europe condemns itself to a budget of 1 % throughout the
2014-2020 period, it is likely that in 2020 we will again be discussing a hypothetical way
out of the crisis.

Jan Březina (PPE),    in writing.  −  (CS) With respect to the approval of the report on the
multiannual financial framework, I welcome the significant increase in funding for the
Union programmes in the fields of competitiveness, small and medium-sized enterprises,
entrepreneurship and sustainable infrastructures, which are at the heart of the Europe
2020 strategy. I am convinced that further cuts with respect to the Commission proposal
would jeopardise the effectiveness of these programmes and, in the final analysis, the
credibility of the EU and its commitment to growth and job creation. I am of the view that
the Connecting Europe Facility aiming to improve Europe’s transport, energy and digital
networks should be financed independently and not through the transfer of resources from
the Cohesion Fund. If such a transfer does take place, these resources should be used in
accordance with the national allocations under the Cohesion Fund. In view of the
importance of the EU cohesion policy as a strategic instrument for investment, sustainable
growth and competitiveness, I consider it vital that financing intended for the cohesion
policy should be kept at least at the same level as in the 2007-2013 period and should
continue to be available in particular to the less developed regions in the EU.

Zuzana Brzobohatá (S&D),    in writing.  −  (CS) The new multiannual financial framework
(MFF) for the 2014–2020 period has a few welcome changes. It is growth-oriented and
aims to support the European economy. The financial instruments within the new MFF
are also able to support further joint financing from private and public investors. I also
welcome the more effective orientation of the MFF, emphasis being placed on investment
and economic growth. Another new aspect in MFF 2014–2020 is the obligatory on-going
audit of financial instruments and direct reaction to the audit results. In my view, this is
why the new MFF is a more flexible and usable instrument. I also consider it important
that the budget for the multiannual financial framework should make use of own resources,
for example value added tax or a Financial Transaction Tax. I have therefore voted for the
report on the multiannual financial framework.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − I cannot accept a call to increase the financial provision
to the EU over the next parliamentary term when Europe is still going to be gripped by
austerity and undergoing a programme of tentative regrowth after such deep fiscal cuts.
The crisis in Europe was caused and prolonged by the EU, which has used ongoing economic
misery to push for a more integrated and centralised European Union. This audacious
attempt to seize more funding to support the ambitious extension of power towards a
federal level is not only democratically vacuous but utterly incongruent with the needs of
Europe as a continent. The EU also seeks to undo rebates which at present are in place to
stop Member States such as the UK being used solely as a cash cow and provide protections
for the citizens who would be disproportionately burdened with the financial costs of
levelling out wealth across the Union.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because
I consider that it makes an effort to adopt cross-cutting criteria of simplification and
flexibility that will surely help to increase transparency and the accountability of each
Member State in the use of EU funds.
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Ole Christensen, Dan Jørgensen, Christel Schaldemose and Britta Thomsen (S&D),
in writing.  −  (DA) We, the four Danish Social Democrats in the European Parliament (Dan
Jørgensen, Christel Schaldemose, Britta Thomsen and Ole Christensen), did not support
the decision on Parliament’s negotiating position in relation to the Council of Ministers in
the forthcoming negotiations on the EU’s multiannual financial framework (MFF), since
we cannot support some of the initiatives set out in the report. In particular, we do not
support the continued large proportion of the budget spent on EU agricultural aid. Instead,
we are in favour of cutting the budget and prioritising resources for education, research
and green growth, among other things.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) In the context of the current economic and
social crisis, the multiannual financial framework must sustain and encourage those
investments that favour the resumption of economic activities; in particular, it must
demonstrate their added value in combating structural challenges faced by Member States,
especially unemployment and poverty.

The new framework and the financial instruments must restore citizens’ trust in the
European project by integrating Article 9 of the Treaty regarding the ‘horizontal social
clause’, to guarantee a high level of jobs for the workforce and adequate social protection,
to combat social exclusion and to promote a high standard of education, training and
health protection.

Also, it is important to consolidate the administrative capability of the authorities
responsible for implementing a cohesion policy for better administration of the Structural
Funds, thereby influencing the governing capability of the public authorities. The
Commission must allocate at least 20 % of the European Social Fund to promote social
inclusion and combat poverty. At the same time I am calling, within the context of
multiannual financial programming, for acknowledgement of the difficult situation for
young people in the job market. I believe that we need to create a section for ‘Initiatives
for young people’ as part of the European Programme for Social Changes and Innovation,
with its own financial envelope of EUR 150 million.

Anna Maria Corazza Bildt (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) The moderates voted against the
interim report on the multiannual budget as we cannot support Parliament’s position in
relation to the Council and Commission on the increase in budget levels set out in the
report. Instead of prioritising savings, the Commission and the majority of Parliament have
chosen to demand increased expenses and the introduction of EU taxes. This increase is
indefensible owing to the absence of priorities and in light of the substantial savings that
the majority of Member States are making. The burden on citizens will not be reduced by
introducing new own resources. We will help to solve Europe’s problem if the EU and
Member States use their revenue efficiently and prioritise the most important expenditure.
Large contributions to agriculture will not contribute to growth and new jobs, but
investment in innovation and research will. The proposal for the long-term budget does
not have any priorities for making a strong contribution to increased growth and
competitiveness. The EU’s long-term budget must be modernised and streamlined. Obsolete
lines must be reviewed and the money must instead be invested in areas that promote
growth, such as research and development. Cohesion policy must focus on encouraging
research, developing new initiatives, and infrastructure. The Member States are facing
difficult challenges in relation to budget policy that require prioritisation, and priorities
must also be made at EU level. It is against this background that we decided not to support
the report.
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Tadeusz Cymański (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The merit of the interim report drafted by
Mr Böge and Mr Kalfin undoubtedly lies in its proposal of an investment budget for the
European Union, whether with regard to the financing of the Lifelong Learning Programme,
including the Erasmus programme, or through its recognition of EU cohesion policy, of
which Poland is a main beneficiary, as a pillar of European solidarity and a strategic tool
for sustainable growth. The continuation of the programme supporting the most needy
and the opposition to the UK rebate are also worthy of praise. At the same time, however,
the arrangements for financing a package of climate measures, which will be extremely
damaging to the Polish economy, and the EU agencies, including the European Environment
Agency, mean that I was unable to support this report, for which reason I chose to abstain
from the vote.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The Europe of growth must be considered in the
long term: hence the importance of this financial framework, which lays down our
guidelines for the years ahead, up to 2020. Our Union must become even stronger and
reassert itself, and I fully support the priority given to major projects such as Galileo, ITER
(International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor) and GMES (Global Monitoring for
Environment and Security). However, the Europe of 2020 is also the Europe of solidarity:
thanks to the guidelines laid down in this text, the assistance for the most deprived will
continue, giving vital support to several million Europeans. Because growth and solidarity
must go hand in hand, I voted in favour of this text.

Marielle de Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) At a time when the European economy is
having a particularly rough time, it is important for the Union to equip itself with an
ambitious budgetary programme for the next seven years. For that reason, the draft
multiannual financial framework for the years 2014-2020 must be capable of supporting
the return to growth in Europe. The future research and investment budgets must be
substantial enough to support competitiveness, generate activity and allow jobs to be
created. At the same time, it is only fair that part of this European budget be allocated to
emergency assistance and solidarity with citizens in difficulty, especially through the
continuation of the programme for the most deprived persons in the EU and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund. Finally, from now on it should be possible to finance the
EU budget from own resources, without increasing the fiscal pressure at national level.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text, which proposes
better use of the European budget. In these difficult economic times, it is important for the
European institutions to set an example in terms of the use of public funds. Nevertheless,
the Union must fulfil its commitments to finance the major programmes that offer the
real added value of this European level. If the Council wants to cut this spending, it must
justify it to the public and take responsibility for its position, which will jeopardise the
future of certain structural investments.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) The European Parliament is resolute in its stance
that the EU budget for the period 2014–2020 cannot be reduced, since inadequate funding
could jeopardise, among other things, the EU’s strategy for growth, our ability to deliver
on Europe 2020, and economic growth. I would like to emphasise that we must avoid
cutting not only the overall budget, but also the budget allocation for regional policy in
the programming period 2014-2020. It is particularly important for ‘friends’ of cohesion
policy, such as Hungary, that the interim report highlights EU cohesion policy as a strategic
tool for investment, sustainable growth and competitiveness, as well as the main pillar of
European solidarity. The European Parliament insists that this policy area must have a
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stable, solid and sustainable financial framework behind it and that funding should remain
at least at the level of the 2007–2013 budget. In the light of all this, I find it unacceptable
that, on the basis of the Commission’s proposal, Hungary would be the only EU Member
State where per capita GDP in the period 2014–2020 would be consistently lower than
75 % of the EU average, while its cohesion funding could fall by as much as 30 % compared
to the current budgetary period. I consider the low growth ceilings set and the growth
projections used to determine support levels to be unfair and counter to the spirit of the
EU Treaties because they hit countries with the lowest growth levels hardest and hence
keep them lagging behind in the long term.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as it advocates a
strong EU budget that will help to coordinate efforts made by the Member States. The EU
budget forms part of the solution that will allow Europe to emerge from the crisis. Without
investment, there will be no economic growth and many Member States will need EU funds
to solve structural problems, increase competitiveness and reduce unemployment and
poverty.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This interim report aims to facilitate
and speed up approval of the multiannual financial framework for the period 2014-2020.
Europe’s citizens have high hopes that the priorities in the Europe 2020 strategy will be
achieved, namely smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. This will be the only way to exit
the crisis and develop the European economy. In this context, I would highlight the
importance of cohesion policy. Every study points to its added value. Given the huge
disparities between EU regions, this policy clearly needs to be maintained and must never
become an adjustment measure for other policies, such as those resulting, for example,
from the emblematic initiatives of Europe 2020. Cohesion policy is the only policy that
can simultaneously contribute to the five Europe 2020 objectives in the area of education,
research and innovation, climate change, employment and the fight against poverty. Over
80 % of the EU budget depends on direct contributions from the national budgets. This
means that each Member State seeks a ‘juste retour’, which leads to an unhealthy distinction
between net contributors and recipients. That is why the EU needs genuine own resources.
As a result, the EU must seek other income, such as by imposing a Financial Transaction
Tax and charging VAT as proposed by the Commission.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report is a further expression of the
support given by the majority in Parliament to a path of successive budget reductions, as
advocated by Europe’s major powers, which are the main beneficiaries of the single market
and the current policies and priorities. They say that they want to influence the negotiations
on the next financial framework, but on several points – as in the case of cohesion policy
– they support the Council’s unacceptable positions. The majority support the EU budget
being subordinated to the Europe 2020 strategy (which favours the processes of
privatisation, liberalisation and destruction of public services) and the predictable use of
Cohesion Fund monies to extend the single market through the ‘Connecting Europe Facility’,
by transferring public funds to large transport networks. In the context of the prevailing
relationships within the EU, this will accentuate the dependence and subordination of
countries such as Portugal on and to the major powers, which will not only find it easier
to sell their products, but will also have access to our country’s resources. We therefore
advocate the need to increase the EU budget to at least double the current amount, and to
reinforce its redistributive function.
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Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The negotiations on the multiannual
financial framework for 2014-2020 are entering the concluding and decisive phase. At
the end of November, there will be a meeting of the European Council, at which a political
agreement is expected to be reached. This should then be reflected in a specific regulation
on the multiannual financial framework. Before the regulation enters into force, the approval
of the European Parliament has to be obtained. In the spirit of close interinstitutional
cooperation, the European Parliament has decided to adopt the interim report setting out
the main political priorities in this matter as an objective. The draft interim report was
adopted by a majority in the Committee on Budgets.

Lidia Joanna Geringer de Oedenberg (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PL) The negotiations on
the European Union budget for 2014–2020 are entering a key phase. In a few days, the
Cypriot Presidency will present a new proposal for a seven-year budget that includes precise
figures. In spite of the fact that it has been systematically shrinking for several years now,
the EU budget continues to serve as a symbol of solidarity with the poorest EU Member
States, as it provides support for the structural changes they are undergoing and for their
efforts to boost investment, benefiting growth and employment throughout the European
Union.

Above all, the EU budget for 2014-2020 must include adequate resources for the continuing
elimination of disparities in terms of development, research and development and assistance
for competitiveness and innovation. The amounts allocated to cohesion policy, a key tool
for investment and reducing macroeconomic differences between the regions and Member
States of the EU, must, therefore, at least be maintained at their current level.

It is also vital to continue the EU programmes aimed at young people and those which,
very successfully, support culture, education and the media. In the interests of integration,
it is important to maintain at least the same level of financing for the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund and the existing funding for measures to reduce CO2 emissions and tackle
climate change.

Mathieu Grosch (PPE),    in writing.  −  (DE) At a time of economic and financial crisis,
when Member States are putting every aspect of their budgets under the microscope, the
multiannual financial framework, which sets out the EU’s spending for 2014 to 2020 in
broad terms, is extremely important.

The EU must achieve a balancing act between budget discipline, planning certainty and a
level of flexibility which will enable it to respond to unforeseen situations. Above all, recent
developments have shown that unforeseen situations can have global consequences which
require an immediate response. Greater flexibility based on appropriate adjustments is
therefore provided for within the new financial framework for 2014-2020.

Irrespective of the budget architecture, it is essential that cross-border programmes –
whether in the social, education, employment or cultural policy field – continue to be
financed by Europe, and this aspect should therefore be considered in the reprogramming
of the Structural Funds within the framework of this report. The European Parliament will
be looking very closely at how the Council takes up its pen and starts to make cuts.

The Connecting Europe Facility (CEF), which is intended to do much to support the creation
of a single European transport area, is a further challenge in the discussions with the Council.
Improving mobility for goods and people alike, creating better connections for remote
regions, making the entire transport system more eco-friendly: these are all goals which
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many governments have set themselves. They must now show that they have the political
will to make these goals a reality.

Catherine Grèze (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this report, which emphasises
the European Parliament’s strong and united position on the multiannual financial
framework (MFF) for the years 2014-2020 in the run-up to the November European
Council on this issue. The report reiterates our support for a 5 % increase in the budget in
relation to 2013, that is to say, an additional EUR 100 billion. The multiannual financial
framework is Europe’s only way out of the current crisis. Given the stakes, it must be up
to the task and it must finance the commitments made by all of the European institutions,
particularly in the areas of climate, development assistance, research, employment and the
fight against poverty. In addition to the issue of the percentage, the other main problem
is that of the EU’s own resources. In that regard, too, Parliament sets out a united position
in favour of the creation of new own resources, such as the Financial Transaction Tax.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) We are here sending a clear message to the
Member States, which are obsessed with austerity therapies and disregard the need to invest
in growth and employment by giving ourselves the budgetary resources that match our
ambitions.

It is highly regrettable that as Europe is given more and more responsibilities, the Member
States – using the crisis as a pretext – are refusing to put their hands in their pockets. What
the European Commission is proposing is still far less than we need to deal with the
challenges posed by the crisis. It is an absolute minimum and we cannot go below it without
risking affecting entire swathes of the European cohesion policy. The European budget, as
I see it, must thus continue to be an instrument of solidarity.

It is a trap to continue to believe solely in the sirens who support the budget cuts. Rather
than taking a short-term view, we must see the European budget as a lever for growth and
not – as the Member States see it – as a simple means of picking up a cheque to finance
their national policies alone. Finally, it is clear that there can be no agreement on this budget
without an agreement on own resources.

Anna Hedh, Olle Ludvigsson, Jens Nilsson, Marita Ulvskog and Åsa Westlund (S&D),
in writing.  −  (SV) Against the backdrop of the economic situation facing the Member
States, we feel that the budget framework should not exceed the current level. For example,
we feel that agriculture subsidies should be reduced further than in the Commission’s
proposal and that they should be reallocated to the Structural Funds and to investment
environmental and climate measures, among other things.

We also do not feel that new sources of revenue should be added to the EU budget, and we
do not want Sweden’s share of the funding to be increased. On the one hand, the report
has some good proposals on growth, jobs and solidarity, but on the other it is not ambitious
enough for savings and reform; against this backdrop we chose to abstain in the final vote.

Jacky Hénin (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) If we look at the report on the multiannual
financial framework, the words are there: growth, employment, response to the crisis.

Unfortunately, the proposals indicate the contrary. The budgetary approach is still the
same as the one that led Europe into the stalemate and the crisis. Beyond the words, there
are still the same ultraliberal options that are supported no matter what: destruction of the
social acquis and confinement within a policy of complete support for the competition
that is corrupting our countries and Europe. With budgetary guidelines such as these, there
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is no chance of Europe emerging from the chaos that it has created. On the contrary, Europe
risks sinking further into the crisis, with finance the only beneficiary.

It is time to change the guidelines completely. We need to give priority to the public services
that can shield us from the crisis. We need to provide concrete support for the development
of jobs and industry, instead of finance, by seeking a public dimension to finance aimed
at providing special support for projects and people rather than profit.

We need to revitalise social protection, harmonise upwards, and put an immediate end to
levelling downwards and pitting citizens and workers against one another.

Without these essential changes, Europe will not be able to get past the crisis. It is for that
Europe, however, that I am campaigning with the citizens.

Brice Hortefeux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This was a key sitting for the European
Parliament, which adopted its position to speed up the negotiations with the Council and
the Commission on the multiannual financial framework, which will determine the EU’s
actions and policies for the next seven years (2014-2020). The aim was thus to establish
the European Parliament’s priorities and ‘red lines’ in preparation for the European Council
meeting on the budget on 22 and 23 November. Although the European Parliament’s
room for manoeuvre is limited by the Treaty of Lisbon (consent), it is a crucial power that
allows it to influence the negotiations. With this vote, the European Parliament is thus
seeking to preserve its prerogatives as well as the unity of the budget: now is not the time
to fragment financing as this would affect the transparency and predictability of the
European budget. The European Parliament recognised, however, that the introduction of
some form of flexibility into the European budget would enable it to adapt better to any
contingencies linked to the crisis and to any economic and structural changes.

Lívia Járóka (PPE),    in writing.  − The next multiannual financial framework will most
probably prove decisive for the European Union’s objectives regarding social and territorial
cohesion, and particularly in the social inclusion of marginalised communities. I would
like to welcome the fact that the Commission has introduced several instruments aiming
at the complex development of underdeveloped regions, in line with the requirement for
territorial targeting of the European Framework for National Roma Inclusion Strategies
and I also welcome the proposal to earmark 5 % of the ERDF resources of each Member
State for integrated urban strategies. The draft general provisions on the European Regional
Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund establish the
Integrated Territorial Investment, which enables Member States to allocate funding from
several priority axes of the Operational Programmes for the purposes of multi-dimensional
and cross-sectoral intervention. In this context the maximum extent of place-based approach
should be considered, in order to unlock unused local capabilities. Furthermore, the
Community-led Local Development, as a set of multi-fund financed strategies with an
integrated bottom-up approach may play a significant role in the inclusion of marginalised
communities, including Roma, when properly used and may represent an effective tool
for the involvement of the concerned communities themselves.

Danuta Jazłowiecka (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) In the vote on the multiannual financial
framework, I voted in favour of Parliament’s position, which seeks to ensure that expenditure
on agriculture and structural policies, in particular cohesion policy, is maintained. We
cannot vote against a policy of growth and investment aimed at improving living standards
and education and creating jobs. We set ourselves goals in the Europe 2020 strategy and
we must achieve them. We need to remain credible and fight for what we promised
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500 million citizens. Limiting expenditure in the EU’s next multiannual financial framework
will cause growth to slow and make it harder to recover from the crisis. Let us remember
that the EU budget is an investment budget and cannot be compared to national budgets.
In view of the need to make a quick decision regarding a budget that determines the EU’s
every action, I voted in favour of this motion for a resolution.

Kent Johansson, Olle Schmidt and Cecilia Wikström (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (SV) We
are convinced that the EU is needed to tackle common challenges such as climate change,
organised crime and humane treatment of asylum seekers in Europe. We also believe that
a strong EU and proper functioning of the internal market are needed in order for Europe’s
economy to gather momentum again. We therefore voted for increased investment in
measures that will contribute to the Europe 2020 strategy, such as research and
entrepreneurship, and against the same budget for the EU’s agriculture policy. We feel that
the EU’s aims and objectives should be met within the framework of the Commission’s
proposal, through clear priorities and strategic reductions, not through an increased budget.
Therefore, for example, we voted against the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
and in favour of an end to Parliament’s travelling circus between Brussels and Strasbourg.
We would also like to have a more lucid, transparent EU budget. We feel that politics is
about choosing, and that choosing something also involves having to prioritise. In these
times of economic crisis in the EU’s Member States, demanding an increased EU budget
would be irresponsible.

Jan Kozłowski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) I believe that the report drafted by Mr Böge and
Mr Kalfin represents the balanced position adopted by Parliament with regard to the future
multiannual financial framework and consequently voted in favour of this document. I
welcome the report’s emphasis on such important points as the role of cohesion policy as
an investment instrument and the part played by the EU budget in achieving the
Europe 2020 goals.

Nevertheless, one of the proposals in this report struck me as worrying, which is why,
along with 40 other Members, I decided to table an amendment in plenary, which I would
now like to explain. It is my belief that allocating 25 % of cohesion policy resources to the
European Social Fund not only imposes unnecessary restrictions, but is also at odds with
the need, referred to later in the report, to increase the flexibility of the multiannual financial
framework. I would also like to thank here the Members who supported the amendment in
today’s vote.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The report by Reimer Böge and Ivailo Kalfin was
adopted by 517 votes to 105, with 63 abstentions. I supported this report in plenary. It
forms the European Parliament’s mandate in the forthcoming negotiations with the Council.
The negotiations on the multiannual financial framework for the years 2014-2020 began
11 months ago and sped up dramatically with President Herman Van Rompuy’s
announcement that there would be a European Council meeting on 22 and 23 November.
Since the Treaty of Lisbon, the European Parliament has had the power to give its consent,
in other words, to say yes or no to the Council’s proposals. In that regard, the report by
Reimer Böge and Ivailo Kalfin aims to establish a number of ‘red lines’. If these are not
respected in the future, Parliament will be forced to refuse to give its consent. The ‘red lines’
are as follows: respect for Parliament’s prerogatives, unity of the budget, greater flexibility
to facilitate adjustment of the budgetary resources and reform of the own resources system.
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Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the proposal by Mr Böge
and Mr Kalfin on the multiannual financial framework (MFF) for 2014-2020. This is the
second time that Parliament has dealt with this matter, following the report by the Special
Committee on the policy challenges and budgetary resources for a sustainable European
Union after 2013, but we need to re-state our position now that the negotiations are nearing
a decisive phase, with the European Council at the end of November devoted expressly to
dealing with this difficult issue. As you know, the Commission’s proposal to some extent
freezes expenditure at the levels of the preceding MFF, and thus, in our view, it is not a
suitable proposal for taking on the global challenges that we will be facing in the coming
years. This applies above all to the common agricultural policy, where the Commission’s
cuts are not in line with the needs of the sector. We therefore decided to amend the proposals
aimed at removing the differences in direct payments between Member States, introducing
instead a general formula for reduction.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) My colleagues and I approved the multiannual
financial framework for the years 2014-2020. This framework, which covers several budget
years, establishes a total budget and a maximum ceiling for expenditure in each area. At
the June 2012 European summit, the European leaders proposed increasing the funds
available for research and competitiveness in order to combat the ongoing crisis. Both of
these sectors will help to boost the European economy, which has been severely affected
by the crisis. I welcome the massive support for this resolution, which will allow these
sectors to develop further. I voted for the resolution because I strongly believe that
investment in research and competitiveness will be one of the solutions to the crisis and
that funding for these aspects should therefore match the ambitions that the European
Union has set out.

Constance Le Grip (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Our recommendations for the multiannual
financial framework for 2014-2020 have once again attested to the proactive role of the
European Parliament, which is more assertive than the Commission, particularly when it
comes to competitiveness and innovation programmes and Erasmus. Moreover, as with
the Financial Transaction Tax, which will be subject to ‘enhanced cooperation’, we stressed
in the Böge and Kalfin report, which I supported, that it is essential to improve the European
VAT system.

Bogusław Liberadzki (S&D),    in writing.  − Some Member States try to use the current
financial crisis in order to reduce their contribution to the EU budget. They bow to or even
consciously exploit the anti-European sentiments which arose in some countries. However,
reducing the European budget means hurting one’s own economy as much as that of the
other Member States. The EU budget redistributes 94 % back to the Member States and is
largely devoted to investments. Those investments are proven to boost economic growth,
not only in the cohesion countries but also with the so-called net payers. The European
Parliament has to make a stand for this investment budget and has to oppose any cuts. The
budgetary austerity which some Member States also want to impose onto the EU is a
self-defeating strategy. The EU does not have any debts to pay off and has one of the lowest
rates of spending on its own administration. Therefore it makes no sense to apply budgetary
cuts to Europe’s most efficient mean of investments. Therefore I supported this interim
report.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing. −  (RO) The multiannual financial framework
for the period 2014-2020 is the main instrument for achieving the Europe 2020 strategy
and especially for assuring economic, social and territorial cohesion.
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Considering the important role played by cohesion policy to redress the European economy,
I think that the financing of the cohesion policy should be maintained at the same level as
in the previous period, 2007-2013, that is, EUR 354 815 billion. In this way, we will benefit
from a cohesion policy that will ensure strategic investments within the Union, and
considerable economic growth based on job creation and increased competitiveness. At
the same time, it will help us to overcome the present economic and financial crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted against this resolution, which calls for the end
of the British rebate.

Barbara Matera (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The negotiations on the multiannual financial
framework for 2014-2020 come at a difficult economic and financial time, when the
Member States are being forced to introduce harsh fiscal consolidation measures. However,
the EU budget can only be seen as offering huge added value with regard to investments
made at national level.

The Commission’s proposal freezes ceilings at their 2013 levels and significantly weakens
the requests made by the Special Committee on the policy challenges and budgetary
resources for a sustainable European Union after 2013 to strengthen European policies to
enhance competitiveness, small and medium-sized enterprises and sustainable
infrastructure. Parliament hopes for a ‘responsible’ reaction from the Council. Any attempt
to reduce the ceilings proposed by the Commission would result not only in a decline in
effectiveness but also in the credibility of the EU budget.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This interim report lays down the broad
guidelines that the European Parliament supports for the forthcoming negotiations with
the Council on the multiannual financial framework. Firstly, all of the European Union’s
programmes and policies must be covered by the framework. Flexibility must also be a
key principle of the new financial framework so that the appropriations can be adjusted
in line with changing situations and priorities. It is also important to get to an EU budget
that is financed by own resources, in particular so that the national contributions can be
reduced. Most importantly, I voted against the call for a single seat for the European
Parliament. We must respect the Treaties and the strong symbol of Strasbourg as the seat
of the European Parliament.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The reduction of the EU budget with respect to
the national budgets is a flagrant contradiction of the extension of competences and tasks
conferred on the Union by the Treaty and major political decisions taken by the European
Council itself, notably the development of enhanced European economic governance. I
voted in favour of the proposal.

Mairead McGuinness (PPE),    in writing.  − The multiannual financial framework will
outline the expenditure of the European Union for a seven-year period from 2014 to 2020.
I voted in favour of the final text of this interim report on the MFF outlining the European
Parliament’s position on the negotiations, which opposes the freezing of the MFF ceilings
and favours an adequate increase in the EU budget in order to meet the challenges facing
Europe in the future. I supported paragraph 50 which underlines the significant savings
that could be made if the European Parliament were to have a single seat.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This interim report on the
negotiations on the multiannual financial framework for 2014-2020 has four benefits: it
emphasises the need to continue the food distribution programme for the most deprived
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persons in the EU, it proposes a substantial increase in the budget allocated to the fight
against climate change, it calls for an end to the British rebate and it calls for real
parliamentary control of the budget. It is also significant that it supports the European
Commission’s proposal that it should be possible to go above the ceilings of the financial
framework, if necessary.

It is therefore unfortunate that it does not demand for the states what it demands at
European level. This same report gives the thumbs up to the austerity policies. I also reject
its support for the ITER project and an increase in the budget for Baroness Ashton’s External
Action Service. I therefore voted against the report.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I am aware that the negotiations on the multiannual
financial framework (MFF) 2014-2020 are taking place in a very difficult social, economic
and financial context, in which Member States are engaging in considerable efforts to make
fiscal adjustments to their national budgets, with a view to the sustainability of public
finances and the stability of the banking sector and the single currency. However, I consider
that the EU budget forms part of the solution to enable Europe to emerge from the current
crisis, by promoting investments in growth and jobs and helping Member States to tackle,
collectively and in concerted fashion, the present structural challenges, in particular loss
of competitiveness and rising unemployment and poverty. We must also present an MFF
2014-2020 which endorses the objectives set out in the EU 2020 strategy for smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth, namely promoting employment, improving the conditions
for – and public spending on – innovation, research and development, meeting our climate
change and energy objectives, improving education levels and promoting social inclusion,
in particular through the reduction of poverty.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − State deficit and debts should be decreased in
compliance with foreseen strategy on investment till the year 2020, ensuring jobs and
high quality work. I would also add that authors should be responsible for taking risks.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) The draft resolution on the multiannual financial
framework 2014-2020 is part of Parliament’s contribution to the November summit on
the EU’s long-term budget. It warns EU governments against any attempt to reduce further
the level of EU expenditure proposed by the Commission. Members also call for an increase
in investment in competitiveness and research, and for the funding available for agricultural
and cohesion policy to be maintained, at the very least, at current levels. Other specific
proposals include demands for a reform of the EU’s own resources system based on the
value added tax which flow directly into the EU budget. Overall, then, the resolution is
mainly about a further increase in the EU budget. Such a move must be rejected on principle
at a time of austerity. Given that municipalities, regions and countries have no option but
to pursue rigorous austerity measures, the EU’s urge to spend more and more money is
completely unreasonable. What we need, in many areas, is for competences to be transferred
away from the EU and handed back to the Member States. This would dramatically reduce
the EU’s demand for funding. EU taxes must also be firmly rejected.

Elisabeth Morin-Chartier (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I fully support paragraph 26 of the
European Parliament’s resolution on the multiannual financial framework for the years
2014-2020, given the importance of the cohesion policy for the coming years. As the
permanent rapporteur for the European Social Fund (ESF), I welcome the fact that the
report emphasises the importance of respecting the vote by the Committee on Employment
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and Social Affairs to endorse the Commission proposal to earmark 25 % of the total
cohesion policy allocation to the ESF.

The ESF is the main tool for promoting social integration through professional integration;
it is absolutely essential to maintain this tool and increase its use in the period from 2014
to 2020. I therefore call on the Member States to fulfil their responsibilities at November’s
European summit.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) Faced with the continuing
economic crisis, when talking about the EU budget for the forthcoming financial perspective,
we must undoubtedly talk not only and not so much about its size as about how to use it
efficiently. EU funds earmarked for five-year plans and for the goals outlined in the Europe
2020 strategy must, on the one hand, ensure that all states are able to participate equally
effectively in EU projects (that is to say, both the development of EU-wide infrastructure
and the allocation of those funds, ensuring that they are divided equally among all states).
On the other hand, the funds must be used for economic stimulus measures that promote
and guarantee the efficient and effective use of resources. Only by using resources efficiently
will we achieve effective economic growth.

Tiziano Motti (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted against Amendment 23, which denied
the usefulness of the decentralised European agencies. How can we suggest, for example,
that the Food Safety Authority in Parma is useless, given that it was the first to raise the
alarm about the ‘blue mozzarella’ originating in a German factory?

Rareş-Lucian Niculescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for Amendment 72 regarding
direct payments in agriculture, in which I proposed replacing the phrase ‘reduce the existing
gap’ with ‘ensure convergence of direct payments among the Member States’. If we want
a European budget, we need to consider the interests of all Member States; it is important
to make this distinction.

Sławomir Witold Nitras (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) I voted in favour of the report on the
multiannual financial framework, as it emphasises the need to ensure that expenditure on
agriculture and structural policies is at least maintained, which is beneficial to Poland. For
several months now, Parliament’s stance on the new framework has been consistent and
clear, which strengthens our position with regard to the Council. It makes no sense,
however, to attempt to restrict cohesion policy funding, in particular when not enough
money is being spent on investment in Europe. Net contributors need to realise that the
majority of the money comes back to them in the form of investment or increased exports.

Wojciech Michał Olejniczak (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PL) The disagreement about the
size and structure of the budget is, at the same time, a disagreement on how to tackle the
economic crisis. An increasing number of people are being won over to the view that cuts
and belt-tightening will kill, rather than cure, the patient. The Group of the Progressive
Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament is calling for a large budget
that would be earmarked for investment. It would be the equivalent of the Marshall Plan,
but financed by Europeans for Europeans. I am delighted that President Barroso holds a
similar view. It is particularly important today to defend cohesion policy, which is fully
capable of assuming the role of the European Marshall Plan I have mentioned. The second
pillar of the common agricultural policy can also serve a similar purpose. It should be
accorded special protection from the threatened budget cuts. The announcement of reduced
spending on science and research is also extremely worrying, as it blatantly contradicts
the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy. I consider the Commission’s budget proposal
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to be the best solution. Any attempts to make cuts should be met with opposition. In its
work on the multiannual financial framework, Parliament should take care to retain its
own integrity. At the same time, a decision to reject the reduced multiannual financial
framework may be a justifiable step.

Ivari Padar (S&D),    in writing.  −  (ET) Planning for a seven-year period requires the ability
to objectively assess the current problems and the capacity to perceive what will actually
happen in 2020. I am convinced that establishing connecting routes and facilitating the
increased mobility of EU citizens is an area where we can make no mistake: improved
possibilities for travelling between Member States represent a constant need and a
sustainable policy. Therefore, I consider it essential to underline that a common transport
policy is not an item subject to budget compromises: better connecting routes are key in
establishing a single Europe.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This resolution on the multiannual
financial framework 2014-2020 presents the European Parliament’s concerns on the
process of adopting a regulation on the multiannual financial framework. This will be the
first multiannual financial framework adopted under the new provisions of the Treaty of
Lisbon, entailing in consequence new cooperation arrangements between the institutions
aimed at reconciling efficient decision-making with respect for Treaty prerogatives. Given
these circumstances, I voted in favour of this report.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The report highlights the political importance of
the European Union’s budget in terms of overcoming the economic crisis, by ensuring the
necessary level of financial investment throughout the EU territory. The negotiations on
the multiannual financial framework (MFF) are taking place in a difficult context, in which
only the European concepts of solidarity and mutual assistance can help the Member States
to tackle, collectively and in concerted fashion, the structural challenges ravaging Europe:
loss of competitiveness, and rising unemployment and poverty. However, the Commission’s
proposals would freeze the budget for the MFF and are therefore inadequate. Any attempt
by the Council to further reduce this level must therefore be rejected, with the Council
being urged by the report to clearly and publicly indicate which EU projects and priorities
must be abandoned. I voted in favour of this interim report, as we all depend on the leverage
effect of the EU budget to launch and catalyse actions with clear added value in order to
boost growth and jobs, which the Member States, on their own, are not capable of achieving.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I would like to congratulate Mr Kalfin and
Mr Böge on their work. By adopting this text today, Parliament, in accordance with
Articles 311 and 312 of the TFEU and its resolution of 13 June 2012 on the multiannual
financial framework and own resources, wished to send out a strong signal and point a
new way to growth and competitiveness in Europe. It is particularly important to emphasise
the need for well-targeted, robust and sufficient support from the Member States for the
EU budget in order to help coordinate and enhance national efforts.

I expressly call for significantly increased spending in the EU budget for relaunching
competitiveness, developing small enterprises, entrepreneurship, sustainable infrastructure,
and research and innovation. Increased spending of this nature, together with the
reorganisation of own resources, is the best way for the EU to attempt to counter and
overcome the crisis currently affecting the Member States.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. Today’s vote sets out the
EP’s red lines for the forthcoming negotiations on the future EU budget for 2014-20. MEPs
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have made clear that they want an EU budget that plays a central role in stimulating
economic recovery in Europe and in the sustainable transformation of our economy. They
have also clearly nailed their colours to the mast in favour of a meaningful own resources
system for the EU budget. In order to emerge from the economic crisis, we should be
investing more in research, education, green technologies and the sustainable transformation
of our energy sector. The EU budget represents a value-for-money way to deliver this. In
this context, the calls by some net contributing Member States, like the UK, to drastically
cut the budget would be totally the wrong approach to take. The Commission’s proposals
fail to reflect the necessary ambition and MEPs have today called for them to be increased.

Kārlis Šadurskis (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LV) The European Parliament expressed strong
support for the resolution on the EU multiannual financial framework for the years
2014-2020. The resolution emphasises that a balance needs to be maintained between
EU expenditure to meet obligations and the available budget, in order to achieve the targets
set in the Europe 2020 strategy. In the Member States we often hear complaints that they
are forced to implement austerity measures and reduce their spending, but the EU is not
reducing its spending. However, it should be borne in mind that 94 % of the EU budget is
invested in the development of Europe, financing programmes that are important to the
Member States and joint EU activities. The EU budget is one of the solutions and an incentive
for Europe to emerge from the current crisis. For the EU to become a leading economy in
the future, once it has overcome the crisis and its consequences, it is necessary to invest in
spheres that promote growth and new jobs, education, research and innovative, competitive
production. The Commission’s proposal to date, which provides for a reduction in the EU
budget, cannot really be seen as a budget for the development of the EU over the next seven
years. Therefore, in talks with the European Council, Parliament will resolutely maintain
its position in order to reach a decision that will be beneficial for Europe as a whole.

Daciana Octavia Sârbu (S&D),    in writing.  − Today I voted in favour of a youth guarantee
scheme to provide more opportunities for young people. Today’s youth is being hit
particularly hard by the economic crisis, as are the public services which people rely on
for their education and training. The youth guarantee scheme will provide a safety net for
those struggling to find employment. I also supported the guarantees to maintain cohesion
policy expenditure at least at the current level, which is vital for many EU Member States,
including Romania. Cohesion policy provides a lifeline through which inequalities can be
reduced and less wealthy regions helped to prosper. Another lifeline, although of a different
kind, is the food for the most deprived persons programme. It must be renewed, and a
solution must be found to ensure that it receives adequate financial support after 2013.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The priority of the EU budget
must be to help the Member States to respond to the difficult economic and financial
environment. Concerted action is required to tackle the present challenges, such as loss of
competitiveness and rising unemployment and poverty. Specifically, Italy’s role as one of
the major contributors to the EU budget must be emphasised. Greater impact of spending
on growth and employment must therefore be adopted as priorities. The Commission
proposed a reduction of the common agricultural policy (CAP) budget, with a nominal
freeze at 2007-2013 levels. The largest reduction is in direct payments (from
EUR 322 billion to EUR 281 billion (-12 %). The Commission aims to introduce greater
fairness in the distribution of payments (by bringing all countries closer to the EU average
aid per hectare). I do not agree with the general outline of the CAP budget proposal for
allocation of direct payments, which is based exclusively on the quantitative criterion of
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farmland and is contrary to the objective of growth and employment. I voted in favour,
hoping that the reform of the CAP will not go ahead, as it would render it too burdensome.

Francisco Sosa Wagner (NI),    in writing.  −  (ES) Amendment 46: I voted in favour of the
amendment, although I am unhappy with the blunt terms in which it is expressed. Staffing
policy in all areas needs to be more nuanced and respond to general efficiency criteria as
regards the use of available resources.

Alf Svensson (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) The EU’s budget must be used on what can offer
European added value. This is one of the linchpins of work on the budget and it is also
what must govern the allocation of the common resources that the Union has at its disposal.
There is no problem in that regard. The interim report adopted in plenary on 23
October places great emphasis on new own resources for the EU. This means the Financial
Transaction Tax, which I firmly maintain is detrimental to Sweden and to Europe. Too
often, ‘own resources’ means a tax that must be paid directly into the EU budget. More
money for the EU in the form of own resources does not automatically constitute an
investment that will help Europe with its stresses and strains. Instead, priorities need to be
set using the resources available now. It is important to note that a Tobin tax was tried in
Sweden and proved to be harmful. Transactions were moved away from Sweden. In
addition, it is obviously important for me to emphasise that the cost of the FTT would hit
the average consumer and that economic growth would be impeded. Since so much focus
is being placed on own resources and requirements for a Financial Transaction Tax, I chose
to vote against the report.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text. I must congratulate
Mr Kalfin on his excellent work, which is of a quality rarely achieved for a task of this
magnitude. The multiannual financial framework is a spending plan that reflects the Union’s
priorities in financial terms. This text provides an excellent basis for the annual budgets.
It sets out the spending over a given period of time and the maximum amounts available
for each major category of expenditure. It thus provides a financial, but also a political,
framework, allowing us to allocate our resources and investments where needed.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The multiannual financial framework defines the
EU budget for the 2014-2020 period. In June 2011 the European Commission presented
a proposal of EUR 1 083 billion in expenditure, corresponding to 1.11 % of European
Gross Domestic Product and an increase of 5 % in relation to the current programming
period (2007-2013). I would argue that the EU budget must be reinforced, which is in line
with the European Commission’s proposal and advocated by the Friends of Cohesion group
consisting of 15 Member States. At a time of heightened economic and financial difficulties,
it is vital to reinforce European investment in a wide range of areas (such as cohesion policy,
agriculture, research and innovation). Only in this way will it be possible to grow
economically, create jobs and improve the social situation of European citizens. I wish to
point out that I do not agree with the pre-allocation of 25 % of cohesion policy funds to
the European Social Fund, on the basis that there should be sufficient flexibility for Member
States and the European regions to define their strategic priorities. Lastly, I must oppose
the sharp reduction (47 %) in the specific additional allocation for the outermost and
sparsely populated regions, in the hope that the budget amounts will be amended at the
Council meetings.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D)    in writing. – (RO) I voted for Parliament’s resolution aiming
to achieve a positive outcome of the multiannual financial framework 2014-2020 approval
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procedure. The Compact for Growth and Jobs adopted by the European Council in June
highlights the lever effect of the EU budget for the consolidation of both growth and jobs.

Any reduction of the EU budget would increase imbalances, affect the economic growth
and competitiveness of the Union and its cohesion, and undermine the principle of solidarity
as the fundamental value of the EU. Promoting growth and quality jobs for all Europeans
can only be achieved if the necessary investments in education, in the promotion of a
society based on knowledge, in research and development, in SMES and in new and
environmentally friendly technologies, simultaneously promoting social integration, are
made immediately.

I welcome the future Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) and the financial allocation for it
proposed by the Commission to improve transport, energy and digital networks in Europe.
I am asking that the sum transferred from the Cohesion Fund to the CEF be used to comply
with the provisions for national allocations under this fund. I voted against Amendments 12
and 30, which reduced the sums allocated to the COSME programme and the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) If we look at the report on the
multiannual financial framework, the words are there: growth, employment, response to
the crisis. Unfortunately, the proposals indicate the contrary. The budgetary approach is
still the same as the one that led Europe into the stalemate and the crisis. Beyond the words,
there are still the same ultraliberal options that are supported no matter what: destruction
of the social acquis and confinement within a policy of complete support for the competition
that is corrupting Europe. With budgetary guidelines such as these, there is no chance of
Europe emerging from the chaos that it has created. Above all, we need to give priority to
the public services that can shield us from the crisis. We need to provide concrete support
for the development of jobs and industry, instead of finance, by seeking a public dimension
to finance aimed at providing special support for projects and people rather than profit.
We need to revitalise social protection, harmonise upwards, and put an immediate end to
levelling downwards and pitting citizens and workers against one another. Without these
essential changes, Europe will not be able to get past the crisis. It is for that Europe, however,
that I am campaigning with the citizens.

Dominique Vlasto (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This vote is a crucial stage in the discussions
on the multiannual financial framework for 2014-2020 and it determines Parliament’s
mandate for the negotiations. We need to find a balance between two realities: the Treaty
of Lisbon created new EU competences, which require additional resources, but the crisis
is preventing any increase in the national contributions that finance the EU budget. It will
be difficult to solve this equation if the Member States persist with their double refusal to
increase their contributions and approve own resources to take their place. Mr Sarkozy’s
France initiated a dynamic that resulted in a Financial Transaction Tax, the revenue from
which will go to the EU budget, thereby decreasing the contributions of the countries that
apply it, and that is the first positive sign. In these negotiations, Parliament will defend
several ‘red lines’: the budget will have to be a catalyst for intelligent, sustainable and
inclusive growth, it will have to be flexible enough to cope with structural and economic
changes, and it will have to support the projects with high European added value. In this
power struggle, Parliament must give its consent and has the authority to say yes or no.
Therefore, the ball is clearly in the court of the Member States.
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Glenis Willmott (S&D),    in writing.  − Let us be clear, Labour’s MEPs believe that the EU
budget can be part of the solution to the current economic and unemployment crisis in
Britain and the rest of the EU. We believe that a greater focus should be placed on bringing
forward key infrastructure projects and making a commitment to invest in innovative
sustainable technologies. This is why we voted to secure funding for projects in the UK
and voted to protect EU spending in deprived areas. We also called for a single seat for the
European Parliament to end further wasteful expenditure. However, we must be realistic
about the fact that we cannot increase spending in all areas. We must support targeted
spending in areas, which must be offset by making savings in areas with less added value.
At the same time Labour MEPs could not vote for a report that called for an end to rebates
but refused to make a deep rooted commitment to reform the CAP.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The European Union budget is a key tool for
achieving sustainable and inclusive growth for the entire EU. In the current crisis, the EU
budget is part of the solution, allowing Europe to recover through investment and job
creation. However, the proposal to freeze the multiannual financial framework ceilings
for 2014-2020 at the 2013 level means that there will be insufficient funding for these
priorities. For that reason, I abstained from the vote.

Janusz Władysław Zemke (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PL) We are moving ever closer to
adopting a budget for the period 2014-2020. Unfortunately, the disagreements in this
regard are growing ever stronger. The majority of Member States, that is the net contributors,
would, as a minimum, like to freeze the budget amount and, if possible, even reduce it. I
am firmly opposed to such an action. The European Union budget for 2014-2020 should
be well in excess of EUR 1 billion. Let us remember that this budget is intended to cover
new investments in infrastructure, stimulate production and create new jobs. It must be a
pro-investment budget and not serve to restrict the European Union. For Member States
such as Poland, it has added significance in terms of enabling them to catch up where,
unfortunately, they still lag behind. Without a generous budget benefiting the less developed
Member States, we will never eradicate the differences in living standards among EU
residents.

Roberts Zīle (ECR),    in writing.  −  (LV) The resolution definitely warrants our support.
In a situation where there is a move towards much greater EU centralisation, it is absurd
to talk, at the same time, of reducing the total budget, as often demanded by some large
EU Member States. Only around 1 % of the overall EU GDP or 2 % of total government
expenditure is currently channelled into the EU budget.

I welcome the statement in the resolution that the EU budget should not be considered
from the position of donor states as an additional burden on their taxpayers, but that the
use of joint EU resources should be seen as part of the solution for taking Europe out of
the crisis, by encouraging growth, job creation, science, education, large-scale infrastructure
projects, youth employment, improved quality of life, etc.

The evaluation of EU cohesion policy given in the resolution is important as it is a strategic
instrument for bringing about growth and competitiveness and the main foundation of
solidarity between EU Member States. In the resolution, Parliament insists that in order to
effectively reduce the lack of macro-economic balance and promote economic, social and
territorial cohesion, cohesion policy must be based on a stable, solid and sustainable
financial framework, stressing that the funding allocated to cohesion must be maintained
at the 2007-2013 level as a minimum.
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It is also important that the resolution calls for the funding allocated to the common
agricultural policy to be kept at at least the level planned for 2013 in the future, directing
the funding in an effective way, including, inter alia, a fair distribution of direct payments
between Member States and regions.

Zbigniew Ziobro (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) Owing to the inclusion of several points that
are extremely harmful to Polish sovereignty, the Solidarna Polska [United Poland] delegation
within the Europe of Freedom and Democracy Group was unable to vote in favour of the
motion for a resolution. I believe that nobody whose aim is for Poland to retain its
sovereignty and to cooperate within the European Union on an equal footing can, in clear
conscience, support measures that will lead to the creation of a single European superstate.
Including through the introduction of a requirement to allocate as much as 20 % of
expenditure to tackling climate change. The EU’s current policy in this area (the so-called
climate and energy package) will lead to a twofold rise in energy prices, a loss of
competitiveness for Polish industry and the disappearance of several hundred thousand
jobs, and may jeopardise Poland’s economic growth. There is a lack of any clear provisions
concerning the reform of the common agricultural policy, in particular as regards ensuring
equal conditions of competitiveness and equal payments for farmers in Poland and in other
Member States or on the introduction of a new European tax to provide direct EU financing,
without going through the Member States. The motion for a resolution merely calls for
the introduction of a European Financial Transaction Tax. The introduction of an EU tax
is a step towards the creation of an EU federal state.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report is a further expression of
the support given by the majority in Parliament to a path which does not force the main
beneficiaries of the single market and the current policies and priorities – namely, the major
economic powers of the EU – to channel more funds into this budget and, in this way, into
the redistribution of wealth. The majority in Parliament in essence endorse the Council’s
positions, by supporting the subordination of the EU budget to the Europe 2020 strategy
and the predictable use of Cohesion Fund monies to extend the single market through the
‘Connecting Europe Facility’, by transferring public funds to large monopolistic transport
networks. We have therefore tabled proposals advocating the need to increase the EU
budget in various areas.

Report: Jean-Luc Dehaene (A7-0316/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because it will
clearly not only result in more own resources for the European Union itself, but will also
send an important political signal to the world about the political union existing in the
European Union.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Allowing the European Union to obtain its own
financial resources is an objective that is enshrined in the Treaties. This report adopted by
the European Parliament, which I supported, seeks to redefine the way in which VAT is
calculated in Europe. The long-term goal is to harmonise these rates and allow the European
Union to collect part of the VAT collected in Europe, thereby reducing the national
contributions in order to achieve budgetary autonomy.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) The proposals for a new multiannual
financial framework (MFF) 2014-2020 contain a set of proposals for reforming the Union’s
own resources. They include a proposal for the seventh Decision regarding own resources,
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the abolition of the present own resources based on VAT and its replacement with a new
source based on VAT. Within the present MFF, regarding own resources based on VAT, a
0.30 % uniform rate can be applied to the harmonised basis of assessment for transactions
for VAT in each Member State. The taxed basis of the VAT is frozen at 50 % of the gross
national income in every country to prevent less wealthy Member States from paying
disproportionate sums, since VAT represents a larger percentage of the internal revenue
in countries with reduced income. This proposal is a major improvement on the present
system and could become a stable and viable source for the EU budget.

Vito Bonsignore (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) We have already seen how the economic crisis
has helped to accelerate the process of European integration. I agree with Mr Dehaene’s
report, which touches on a cornerstone of European integration, in other words, a genuine
own resource system and responsibility for taxation. I have no doubt that the current
system of contributions by the national governments is an out-dated concept given the
sort of integration taking place in the areas of tax regulation and general policies. This sort
of asymmetry points to an anachronism, and the report provides useful proposals for
overcoming it. In particular, increased transparency and reduced burdens on the Member
States may well make up for the apparent loss of sovereignty in the performance of activities
that are in fact more statistical than administrative. Following this logic, the assumption
of a greater burden by the Commission seems justified. If the provisions of the report are
adopted they will help to create a widespread European awareness of a common future,
making many of the questions that are today the object of heated debate on sovereignty
and governance a thing of the past.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − I am totally against the EU sneaking in a form of direct
taxation via the backdoor. The EU must not have any form of revenue raising powers,
however small a percentage they may be and even if they do not accrue directly in the EU
budget but via national treasuries. Creating a resource based upon VAT is the first step
towards establishing a stealth tax without a single citizen of Europe bestowing revenue
raising powers upon the EU.

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report on the new proposal
concerning the VAT own resource for the Union. This proposal is a considerable
improvement on the current system. It is also likely to encourage the establishment of a
genuine own resource for the EU budget that is both reliable and stable. I agree with the
rapporteur that the VAT own resource should be part of a general reform of the own
resources system aimed at reducing significantly the overall level of national contributions.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
consider that the VAT own resource should be part of a general reform of the own resources
system, which should substantially decrease the overall level of national contributions by
Member States, and because I consider that the current proposal represents an important
improvement to the current system.

Tadeusz Cymański (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The report tabled is a step towards an own
resources system for the European Union that is based, primarily, on revenue from an
unfair value added tax, which places a burden not only on the administration but, above
all, on the poorest EU citizens. I am in favour of keeping the current system, under which
the vast majority of funding comes from national contributions, which is why I voted
against the report.
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Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as it urges the
European Commission to present a concrete proposal on the EU’s own resources,
particularly through VAT, so that this tax can accrue directly to the EU budget as from
2014-2020. I believe that other possibilities can be explored, such as the Financial
Transaction Tax, which may help to reduce the Member State contributions to the EU
budget.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Over 80 % of the income received by
the European Union budget comes from contributions by the Member States, based on
gross national income, which are taken directly from the respective national budgets. This
means that, contrary to the requirements of the Treaties, the EU budget is not funded by
genuine own resources. This leads to the logic of the ‘juste retour’ and the undesirable
distinction between net contributors and recipients. The new challenges and commitments
of the EU in terms of combating the crisis and fulfilling the Europe 2020 strategy led the
Commission on 29 June 2011, when it presented its proposals for the new multiannual
financial framework (MFF) 2014-2020, to include a set of proposals on the reform of the
EU’s own resources system, which contemplates abolishing the VAT own resource in its
current form and replacing it with an EU VAT resource. I voted in favour of the report by
Jean-Luc Dehaene because I consider that the new EU VAT resource, being more transparent,
stable and reliable, is a step forward in the reform of the EU’s resources and a way to lower
the contribution of each Member State.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We strongly disagree with the proposal by
the majority in Parliament to reform the own resources system in order to include a new
‘EU VAT’ as an ‘own resource’. This is a federalist proposal involving blatant manipulation
based on the false argument of ‘reducing the share of Member States’ GNI-based
contributions’. As is their wont, the majority in Parliament are adding insult to injury. They
are trying to take advantage of the severe economic and social crisis facing countries such
as Portugal (for which the EU is largely responsible) in order to advocate switching from
a contribution regime based, in the main, on the income of each country to a regime which
will be increasingly based on the blindest and most unfair of all taxes, VAT, thus penalising
the weakest and most vulnerable. This proposal is even more manipulative as, by invoking
‘the consolidation efforts of Member States’, it is trying to create the idea of inevitability.
However, as we have proposed, another method could and should be used, which would
improve the current regime. This involves changing the scale of national contributions
proportional to the respective GNI (gross national income), in order to guarantee that
countries with a higher GNI contribute proportionally more to the EU budget, and making
in-depth changes to its redistributive function and priorities.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) At its inception in 1970, the
VAT-based own resource was designed as a potentially genuine own resource, under the
assumption that a continuous process of harmonisation of national VAT legislation would
eventually render the national VAT assessment bases fully harmonised. However, it has
gradually been transformed into a complex and opaque statistical device that actually
represents another form of GNI contribution and is transferred from national budgets.

In June 2011 the Commission presented its proposals for a new multiannual financial
framework 2014-2020 jointly with a set of proposals on the reform of the Union’s own
resources system. The proposal rests on the fact that the new EU VAT-based own resource
is based on a share of the VAT on supplies of good and services, acquisitions and
importations subject to a standard rate of VAT in every Member State. Therefore, it is based

121Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



on the actual harmonisation that already exists in those goods and services with a standard
rate across the EU. In addition, the new system moves the largest share of calculations
currently done by Member States to the European Commission. I believe that this proposal
represents an important improvement to the current system and includes the potential for
a change to a stable and reliable own resource for the Union budget.

Anna Hedh, Olle Ludvigsson, Jens Nilsson, Marita Ulvskog and Åsa Westlund (S&D),
in writing.  −  (SV) We welcome the fact that the tremendously complex VAT revenues for
the EU budget are being reviewed and simplified. We also welcome the fact that the
administrative burden on Member States is being reduced. Since, however, the motion
concerns the area of taxation, we do not feel that the methods for collecting VAT revenue
amended in this way should be governed by a regulation. The motion should instead be
dealt with in the decision on own resources, which requires unanimity within the Council
and ratification by all Member States.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour because I agree with
Parliament’s opinion that the greatest advantages of the new VAT proposal are its
transparency, fairness to taxpayers in all Member States, greater simplicity and the potential
to turn it into a genuine own resource.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The report by Jean-Luc Dehaene on an own
resource based on the value added tax was adopted under the consultation procedure by
516 votes to 98, with 33 abstentions. In this report, most Members approve the proposal
for a regulation. In that respect, the Commission is now invited to come up with concrete
proposals to further reform the VAT own resource. The objective is for it to accrue directly
to the Union budget in the 2014-2020 period or in a further revision of the own resources
system. Finally, the resolution also calls for a practical follow-up to the Commission’s
Green Paper on the future of VAT and concrete measures that will ensure a higher degree
of harmonisation of the VAT systems in the Member States.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing.  –  (RO) The steps to attract own resources
to the European Union’s budget must be followed with great care, given the high level of
technical detail, in order to assure a simplified method that can be implemented by all
Member States. This new proposal on own resources from VAT is more transparent and
is more adaptable and flexible for the Member States in relation to with previous regulations.

I regret that the method for calculating the monthly contribution from every EU country
in four phases is still a complex one; in future it must be simplified, taking into account
the existing VAT systems in each Member State.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this draft regulation. The draft regulation
for making the VAT own resource available is necessary to define the method Member
States should use to calculate this new resource as well as the procedures for its transfer
into the EU budget. The underlying principle of the Commission’s proposal is that the new
EU VAT own resource is based on a share of the VAT on supplies of goods and services,
acquisitions and imports ‘subject to a standard rate of VAT in every Member State’.
Therefore, it is based on the actual harmonisation that already exists in those goods and
services with a standard rate across the EU. In addition, the new system transfers the largest
share of calculations currently done by Member States to the Commission.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) It is important for the European Union to
have its own budget. The value added tax is an important lever that must not be overlooked.
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However, it must accrue directly to the EU budget. We invite the Commission to put
forward proposals in this regard.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour. The proposal regarding the new
EU VAT own resource is clearly a great improvement on the current system. In the future
it might well become a genuine own resource for the EU budget that is both stable and
reliable.

Mairead McGuinness (PPE),    in writing.  − This report proposes the creation of a new
EU VAT own resource system which would reduce the administrative burden on the
Member States with the overall aim of financing the EU budget entirely from own resources.
The reform of own resources plays a pivotal role in the MFF negotiations as the European
Parliament has made it clear that it will not give its consent to the next MFF regulation
without first achieving an agreement on the reform of the own resource system. I voted
in favour of this report.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report proposes making VAT
the be all and end all of the financing of the European budget. We are therefore less surprised
about the European Commission’s obsession with increasing VAT rates and doing away
with VAT rates, including on the most essential elements, such as water and energy. It
sanctions the least fair tax and makes the poorest people finance institutions forced into
austerity. I voted against the report.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 29 June 2011 the Commission presented its
proposals for a new multiannual financial framework 2014-2020 jointly with a set of
proposals on the reform of the Union’s own resources system. Those include a proposal
for the VII Own Resources Decision (ORD), which calls for the abolition of the existing
VAT own resource and its replacement by a new EU VAT resource. The draft regulation
for making the VAT own resource available is necessary to define the method Member
States should use to calculate this new resource as well as the procedures for its transfer
into the EU budget. The new EU VAT own resource proposal represents undoubtedly an
important improvement to the current system and has serious potential to develop into a
stable and reliable genuine own resource for the Union’s budget. The VAT own resource
should be part of a general reform of the own resources system, which should substantially
decrease the overall level of national contributions by Member States.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The draft report by Mr Dehaene welcomes the
proposed simplification of the VAT calculation method; it reiterates the need for the Council
to reach a political agreement on the proposals of the EC to enable the new system to enter
into force during the period 2014-2020; it calls on the EC to make concrete proposals to
ensure that genuine own resources would in the future accrue directly to EU budget.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) Value added tax was conceived as the basis for
calculating part of the EU contribution. In the meantime, the system for calculating own
resources has become extremely complex, as a number of factors must be considered. A
new proposal has now been presented for the calculation of own resources. There can be
no objections to making adjustment to take account of the overseas territories or the
specific VAT treatment granted in certain regions. The new standard percentages are, in
effect, a way of punishing Member States with a lean administration. Furthermore, the
largest share of calculations currently done by Member States would in future be moved
to the European Commission. Both these aspects constitute a further step towards
centralisation and undermine national competences, something which I vigorously oppose.
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Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) Own resources for the EU
budget and the proper collection of these are a prerequisite for ensuring that the budget
itself is effective. Nevertheless, with regard to VAT, I would also like to draw attention to
the fact that when aligning the rate of VAT throughout the European Union, we need to
carefully consider the opportunities that states currently have to apply various reduced
VAT rates, mostly for social objectives. On the one hand, this tax cannot be used as a hidden
form of state support for one sector or other, while on the other hand, throughout the EU
we need to establish the areas where states can derogate from common rules.

Tiziano Motti (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the resolution on VAT own
resources because it is only sensible in an internal market system regulated by the EU that
VAT should directly accrue to and be managed by the EU rather than the Member States.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) I am opposed to standard percentages in the
calculation of own resources, as this method results in increased payments by Member
States with a lean administration. Furthermore, I fail to understand why the calculations
should be undertaken on a centralised basis by the Commission. For these reasons, I voted
against the report.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) The issue of transfer of taxes from the
Member States to the EU budget has occupied the Union almost since its foundation. This
regulation proposes a specific method which the Member States must use to calculate this
new VAT resource and to determine the procedures for transferring it to the EU budget.
According to the proposal, the new VAT own resource of the European Union is based on
the percentage of VAT on goods and services offered, acquisitions and imports which are
subject to a standard rate of VAT in each Member State. This ensures greater transparency
and a reduced need for corrections to the VAT base. Nevertheless, the complicated method
of calculation is still there, and today a question mark still hangs over the question of paying
the tax directly into the EU budget without the need for it to be collected first by the national
authorities. For this reason, I voted in favour of this report, which embraces the
Commission’s positive proposals while at the same time highlighting the shortcomings
and the further action and initiatives that need to be taken.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the proposal
for a Council regulation on the methods and procedure for making available the own
resource based on the value added tax. As indicated by the European Commission, it is
important to abolish the current VAT own resource and create a new EU VAT own resource.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The proposal for the VII Own Resources Decision
that involves the abolition of the existing VAT own resource and its replacement by a new
EU VAT resource would bring about an important improvement to the current system,
with serious potential to develop VAT into a stable and reliable genuine own resource for
the Union’s budget. Considering the notable simplification of the VAT calculation method,
fewer administrative burdens, the equal treatment of all EU Member States, and in the hope
that the VAT own resource will be part of a general reform of the own resources system
that should substantially decrease the overall level of national contributions by Member
States, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Commission’s proposal to abolish the existing
own resources system and create a new EU VAT own resource will streamline the current
system of taxation so that it develops into a stable and reliable own resource for the Union’s
budget. The VAT own resource aims to reform the EU’s own resources system in order to
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decrease the level of national contributions by Member States, as one of the fundamental
criteria of a genuine VAT own resource should be to accrue directly to the EU budget
without first being collected by national administrations.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I congratulate Mr Dehaene on his work.
In the light of its resolution of 8 June 2011 on ‘Investing in the future: a new multiannual
financial framework (MFF) for a competitive, sustainable and inclusive Europe’, and Article
311 of the TFEU, Parliament today approved the proposal for a regulation supporting the
proposals of the Commission for abolition of the current VAT own resources and the
creation of a new EU VAT own resource.

A new and fundamental criterion for a genuine VAT own resource must be that it accrues
directly to the EU budget without first being collected by national administrations. If this
condition cannot be met for the upcoming 2014-2020 MFF, the Commission should at
least consider the option for the next period, when the own resources system should
undergo further reform in order to achieve full financing of the EU budget from own
resources.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The draft regulation on the
procedure for making the VAT own resource available is necessary to define the method
Member States should use to calculate this new resource as well as the procedures for its
transfer into the EU budget. At its inception in 1970, the VAT-based own resource was
designed as a potentially genuine own resource, under the assumption that a continuous
process of harmonisation of national VAT legislation would eventually render the national
VAT assessment bases fully harmonised. However, it has gradually been transformed into
a complex and opaque statistical device that actually represents another form of GNI-based
contribution and is transferred from national budgets. The VAT-based own resource
represents 11.2 % of revenue in the 2011 budget. On 29 June 2011 the Commission
presented its proposals for a new multiannual financial framework 2014 - 2020 jointly
with a set of proposals on the reform of the Union’s own-resources system.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The agreement on the reform
of VAT is necessary to define the method Member States use to calculate this new resource
as well as the procedures for its transfer into the EU budget. I believe that a new EU VAT
own resource might bring about an important improvement to the current system since
it has serious potential to develop into a stable and reliable genuine own resource for the
Union’s budget. The VAT own resource moves the largest share of calculations currently
done by Member States to the European Commission, which should substantially decrease
the overall level of national contributions by Member States. I therefore voted in favour
of the proposal to abolish the current VAT own resources and to create a new EU VAT
own resource.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text. The reform of the
own resources system, including the proposals on a Financial Transaction Tax, were
expected. A new EU value added tax was needed to provide own resources and to reduce
to 40 %, by 2020, the share of Member States’ gross national income-based contributions
to the Union budget, thereby contributing to the consolidation efforts of Member States.
There are also plans to simplify the VAT calculation method and improve the transparency
of the VAT own resource.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The multiannual financial framework defines the
EU budget for the 2014-2020 period. In June 2011 the European Commission presented
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a proposal of EUR 1 083 billion in expenditure, corresponding to 1.11 % of European
gross domestic product and an increase of 5 % in relation to the current programming
period (2007-2013). In order to reduce the contribution by Member States to the EU budget
to 40 %, the European Commission has presented the possibility of creating own resources
which are enshrined in the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. In this respect,
I consider the introduction of the Financial Transaction Tax and the modernisation of VAT
to be appropriate, with the current European resource of part of the national VAT collected
by Member States being abandoned. I support the creation of these own resources provided
that businesses and households do not have to pay more for the goods and services that
they purchase. I also support the statement made by the President of the European
Commission that this is not about increasing the EU budget, but about giving it a more
solid basis and reducing the direct contributions of Member States.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the resolution on the proposal
for a regulation on the methods and procedure for making available the own resource
based on the value added tax as the objective is to simplify the method for calculating
national contributions, thus reducing administrative costs and ensuring greater
transparency.

The new calculation method uses actual VAT receipt figures as a starting point. To achieve
greater simplicity and transparency, the regulation proposes that the Commission establish
a uniform percentage at EU level, from VAT accruing from supplies of goods and services
by final consumption that are subject to a standard rate in each Member State. The resulting
value of the ‘assumed VAT receipts’ is then divided by the actual standard rate applied in
the country to give the VAT own resources base. Once this has been calculated, the actual
contribution is calculated by applying a percentage that is set out in the implementing
Council Regulation on own resources.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The EU’s VAT own resource will
from now on be based on supplies of good and services as well as acquisitions and
importations subject to a standard rate of VAT in every Member State. It is therefore based
on the actual harmonisation that already exists in goods and services with a standard rate.
The proposal also transfers to the Commission the calculations currently done by the
Member States.

This own resource was created in 1970 to form a genuine own resource, under the
assumption that a continuous process of harmonisation of the VAT legislation of the
Member States would eventually result in the harmonisation of the national rates. That
did not happen and the VAT own resource is currently another form of contribution from
the Member States to the EU budget based on gross national income. I abstained on this
proposal by the European Commission because it risks pushing for a harmonisation of
increased VAT rates, in line with the proposals to increase VAT, wrongly described as
‘social’ by the right, in France, in exchange for a reduction in employers’ social contributions.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The proposed methods and procedure for
making available the own resource based on the value added tax are complicated and
require elaborate calculations. Moreover, these methods do not appear to take account of
the differences between the VAT systems used in the individual Member States. In addition,
the Commission will be greatly burdened with administrative tasks, while the own resource
based on VAT will still not be paid directly into the EU budget, but will be intercepted by
the national treasuries. I therefore voted against the report.
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Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The creation of a new ‘EU VAT’ as
an ‘own resource’ is yet another federalist proposal involving blatant manipulation based
on the false argument of ‘reducing the share of Member States’ contributions’. In adopting
this proposal, the European Parliament is advocating switching from a contribution regime
based, in the main, on the income of each country to a regime which will be increasingly
based on the blindest and most unfair of all taxes, VAT. We propose that the countries
with a higher gross national income contribute proportionally more to the EU budget,
with in-depth changes being made to its redistributive function and priorities. This would
be the most supportive way of obtaining own resources for the EU.

Report: Ingeborg Gräßle, Crescenzio Rivellini (A7-0325/2011)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as, for the first
time, the European Parliament is playing its role as co-legislator in this area. The financial
rules applicable to the Union budget need to be simplified so that the organisations
implementing the EU budget, through applications to various funds and subsidies in a
range of areas, are not prevented from this goal by excessive bureaucracy. We should
remember that easier access to the central funds may provide an extra boost at this time
of crisis for many Member States.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Adopted by the European Parliament, the
Financial Regulation contains the rules and principles governing the establishment of the
EU budget and its implementation; it applies to all areas of expenditure and revenue. I
personally support this text, which seeks primarily to streamline the technical rules
governing the EU and make them more coherent.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. −  (RO) I voted for this report as I believe that it is the
right time to revise the financial system. The new regulation could help the Union to
implement a more efficient Neighbourhood Policy. The new rules could bring many
advantages, including greater flexibility and speed in payment of financial assistance to
third countries. Moreover, the regulation provides for certain special measures for rapid
payment in times of crisis as well as the reduction of administrative duties.

I am of the opinion that the general objectives of the new regulation correspond to the
global policy objectives of the Union. I would like to emphasise the fact that they also
require respect for sound financial administrative principles. The simplification of
procedures and rules is another positive element that will make it more attractive and more
accessible.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I agree with the general aims of
the programme and consider it important to ease the situation in the area in question. The
companies affected are located in four of Sweden’s 290 municipalities, with the majority
of redundancies in Lund in southern Sweden. The closure of the AstraZeneca site is a heavy
burden for Lund and affects the entire pharmaceutical sector in Sweden. This development
creates an imbalance in the regional labour market. Unemployment increased in all of the
affected municipalities between January 2009 and November 2011, rising from 2 467 to
3 025 in Lund, from 3 725 to 4 539 in Umeå, from 3 100 to 5 555 in Sodertalje, and from
1 458 to 1 663 in Mölndal.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the financial
rules applicable to the annual budget. This new Financial Regulation seeks to establish and
clarify the principles governing the establishment of the European Union budget. Several
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important changes are envisaged with a view to optimising and modernising use of the
budget by the European administration on the one hand, and the Member States on the
other. Consequently, the European Union will be able to purchase property through loans,
while the Member States’ use of the Structural Funds will be better supervised.

Jan Březina (PPE),    in writing.  −  (CS) In connection with the adopted report on the motion
for a regulation on the financial rules applicable to the annual budget of the EU, I welcome
the efforts to simplify the budgetary rules with respect to administration and financing
during the different programme and project phases (submission of application, evaluation
and management), from which the stakeholders should obtain primary benefit. Research
is an uncertain process involving a certain amount of inherent risk, and result-based funding
might limit the scope of the research projects to less risky projects and market-oriented
research, which would hamper the EU in pursuing excellence and frontier research.
Unfortunately, a too rigid interpretation of the Financial Regulation has in recent years
created a culture of risk avoidance and a zero-trust attitude towards participants in research
programmes, thus reducing the efficiency of its implementation. It is therefore important
to proceed urgently with a simplification of the financial and administrative provisions
relating to the framework programme and other European funding instruments.
Simplification should not be regarded as an end in itself, but as a means to ensure the
attractiveness and accessibility of EU research funding, and simplification measures should
offer greater potential for avoiding errors. As regards operating grants in the form of lump
sums or flat-rate financing, I am of the view that the rule that grants should gradually
decrease should be removed.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − The EU has long demonstrated it is incapable of operating
transparently and is riddled with fraud and misspending. billions are squandered, other
projects represent a profligate waste of money, application of funding is often grossly
mishandled while penalties under cross compliance either punish the innocent or fail to
protect against corruption. There is little real effort towards transparency by the wasteful
and undemocratic Eurocrats in Brussels. I therefore cannot extol this hollow attempt to
sell EU representatives a notion of fairness and good governance.

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) For the first time, the European Parliament is
co-legislating with the Council on the Financial Regulation, which lays down the rules and
principles governing the establishment and implementation of the EU budget. I voted for
the Grässle and Rivellini report, which proposes, in particular, that the European Union
be allowed to establish trust funds. These funds are a precious and visible tool for
international cooperation that can be used for emergency operations after a disaster or for
development assistance. I also support the report’s call for simplification, harmonisation
and modernisation of the financial rules.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
consider that the proposed amendments are balanced and relevant.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The mechanisms for implementing the budget
must be effective and must not clog or slow down the implementation of European policies.
This text is an appropriate response to that goal and I therefore voted in favour of it. I
support, in particular, the provisions on transparency and gender equality in the human
resources policies of the European institutions. This text will guarantee the sound financial
management of the EU, giving it as much flexibility it needs.
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Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text, which improved the
Financial Regulation applicable to the EU’s annual budget. While the national budgets
focus on ensuring greater budgetary discipline, the European institutions must set an
example in order to make EU spending more efficient.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) The new Financial Regulation for the first time
contains provisions on financial planning tools such as project bonds, setting out cases
and purposes for which these can be used. In future, the European Commission will be
able to establish multi-donor assistance funds of the type that are now fundamental in the
field of international cooperation and aid. Although it is one of the world’s largest donor
organisations, the EU has hitherto been unable to contribute, for example, to existing
United Nations or World Bank aid funds. This will now be possible and will raise the profile
of the EU in the field of international aid. The new regulation has broadened Member States’
reporting obligations in respect of the Structural Funds and it also contains a more precise
definition, which will enable more effective monitoring. I welcome the fact that the new
regulation allows more relaxed EU monitoring of Member States in exchange for guarantees
that EU funds will be used appropriately. It is important to emphasise that the work of the
European Commission and the European administration will be speeded up as a result of
the regulation, as strict rules will be laid down regarding time limits for decisions relating
to various payments and funding for particular projects.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as it advocates
greater efficiency and transparency in the EU budget implementation mechanisms. In the
current economic context, it is more important than ever to ensure appropriate use of
European taxpayers’ money and to make the Commission more accountable for the budget
implementation, as laid down in Article 317 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Ingeborg Gräßle and
Crescenzio Rivellini concerns the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council on the financial rules applicable to the annual budget of the European
Union. The budgetary principles and financial rules governing the establishment and
implementation of the EU general budget were laid down in Regulation (EC, Euratom)
No 1605/2002. However, the implementing provisions were laid down in Commission
Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2342/2002 of 23 December 2002, which established the
Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the European Communities.
Nowadays, all legislation must comply with the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union (TFEU). Accordingly, and bearing in mind the report of the Committee on Budgets
and the Committee on Budgetary Control, and the opinions of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy and the Committee on Regional
Development, I voted in favour of this proposal for a regulation of the EP and of the Council
on the financial rules applicable to the annual budget of the EU.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The Commission proposal aims to define
the legal framework for the establishment and implementation of the EU budget in all
areas, with regard to both expenditure and income. Among other aspects, it defines the
scope of Parliament’s involvement in establishing the EU budget and covers the evaluation
and presentation of accounts by Parliament, as one of the two branches of the EU’s
budgetary authority. Despite believing that greater transparency and the presentation of
accounts on the implementation of the EU budget are important and necessary, certain
articles included in the proposal adopted today do not merit our agreement. The European
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Financial Stability Mechanism has been included, which thus guarantees its financing. The
final proposal extends the possibility of creating public-private partnerships. As a way of
tackling the lack of resources, mainly in the areas of energy, transport, research and digital
infrastructures, it is proposed that the Commission ‘entrusts the budget implementation
to public-private partnerships’. It is also proposed to transfer appropriations for projects
funded through the Connecting Europe Facility, which involves project financing obligations
as one of its financial instruments.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) In the interests of legal clarity and
in order to simplify the negotiations in the European Parliament and the Council, the
proposal combines two previous Commission proposals relating to revision of the Financial
Regulation and replaces them with a single text in the standard format. Since the entry into
force of the Lisbon Treaty, the Financial Regulation has been revised in accordance with
the appropriate legislative procedure laid down in Article 322 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union. The budget is one of the main instruments in the
implementation of European Union policy. I remain of the view that, in the current
economic situation, it is very important and fundamental that the mechanisms for fulfilling
the budget operate as effectively as possible, the implementation of Union policy is
simplified and European taxpayers’ money is used transparently, effectively and responsibly.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the Grässle and Rivellini report in
plenary. This is the first time that the European Parliament has co-legislated with the Council
on a Financial Regulation. After more than 10 months of negotiations, this Financial
Regulation is the first to include provisions on financial instruments, such as loans to
finance projects, with a definition of their scope, controls and reporting obligations. This
report was adopted by 524 votes to 25, with 32 abstentions.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome the fact that this reports calls, in the field
of cohesion policy, for the Commission to come forward with a proposal to introduce
innovative forms of funding, including increased use of EIB loans, in order to maximise
the leverage effect of Union funds.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The revision of the Financial Regulation
will in future allow the European Commission to establish trust funds for international
cooperation, notably to help populations affected by disasters, or for development
assistance, without necessarily having to use the funds of the United Nations and the World
Bank. Consequently, the European Union will be able to act autonomously and increase
its visibility as one of the world’s largest donors. Prizes will also be made available to
stimulate research and innovation. Finally, the Member States’ obligations as regards
reporting on their use of Structural Funds have been better defined and strengthened.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report endorses the
public-private partnership approach, a form of squandering and pillaging promoted by
the Commission. I voted against it a year ago. The amendments tabled today did not reverse
that approach. They support the proposals to allow the European Commission to adopt
delegated acts in this regard. I therefore voted against the text once again.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The financial mechanisms to be made available to
the European Union and Member State citizens must operate efficiently in order to allow
European policies to be applied and, at the same time, to guarantee maximum transparency
in the use of taxpayers’ money. It is therefore vital that these mechanisms are simple and
transparent, and that they reduce the administrative and bureaucratic burden faced by all
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beneficiaries of European funds. The amendments made to the Commission proposal,
which are supported by the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats),
have significantly improved this text and achieved the universally desired objective of
creating a more agile, more dynamic and, at the same time, more transparent European
Union in terms of making available and applying the relevant funds.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − I agree that simplification has been the motivation
throughout these negotiations, so that organisations applying for EU funds of different
kinds are not deterred by the bureaucracy. Other major concerns were making Member
States more accountable for the funds they manage, and ensuring that EU funds can be
used as investment leverage in priority policies and areas of most need. Therefore I
supported the report.

Andreas Mölzer (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) At a time when Member States are introducing
austerity packages, the increase in funding for the multiannual financial framework
2014-2020 demanded by a majority in the European Parliament must be firmly rejected.
Instead of demanding more money, the numerous possibilities to make savings should be
utilised at last and bureaucracy reduced. Funds could be freed up by closing down pointless
EU agencies such as the Agency for Fundamental Rights or cancelling the funding for
nonsensical projects. As the opportunities to make savings continue to be ignored, I voted
against the financial rules.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) In view of the current parlous state of the
economy and society in the EU, I regard any increase in the financial framework for
2014-2020 as unnecessary and reject the proposed financial rules. I am firmly opposed
to the additional spending proposed by the Commission for the coming financial
framework. It is time to implement better and more targeted controls on spending, which
is why I voted against the financial rules.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Bearing in mind the report of the
Committee on Budgets and the Committee on Budgetary Control, and the opinions of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy and the
Committee on Regional Development, and as I have no objections, I voted in favour of the
legislative resolution of the European Parliament on the proposal for a regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council on the financial rules applicable to the annual
budget of the Union.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The Financial Regulation marks a positive
step forward for simplifying the methods for managing EU budget funds. Taken together,
these rules (which include over 500 amendments negotiated with the Council over a period
of almost one year) will provide us, from 1 January 2013, with new, more efficient and
more effective legal and operational instruments for facing the challenges of an economic
and political crisis.

There are a number of new provisions, including the new Title VIII, devoted entirely to
new financial instruments cofinanced from the overall EU budget to promote new revenue
for supporting EU policies at this time of crisis. New and simpler rules for shared
management between the Commission and the Member States provide for new accreditation
bodies responsible for control of funds, monitoring compliance and suspending
accreditation where appropriate, as well as new and simpler rules for the creation and
management of public-private partnerships, in particular in the research and industry
sectors.
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Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The regulation lays down rules for financial
instruments, including the definition of their scope and control and the duty to present
reports on the mechanisms and their financial risks to the Union budget. Although the EU
is one of the world’s largest donors, it only contributes to existing funds, namely those of
the United Nations or World Bank, which results in limited visibility for the EU with regard
to its performance and priorities. As a result, these new rules will give the Commission
independence to establish investment funds as an international cooperation instrument,
which are extremely important tools for disaster and development aid operations. The
budget rules also include the innovation of incentive premiums, which are an instrument
for promoting research projects. It is also proposed to extend the obligations for EU Member
States to present reports, particularly with regard to the use of Structural Funds. The
Commission receives further rights and duties over national payment agencies and
supervisory authorities. The rules on audits and sanctions for irregularities will also be
improved, with a view to harmonising the complexity and number of financial rules. I
voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The financial rules, better
known as the Financial Regulation, form the key legislative text on the implementation of
the EU budget. This text contains an impressive number of rules and criteria to be respected
by the different actors implementing the EU budget. The vote in plenary is a vote on a first
reading agreement, so no amendments are tabled. The regime of grants will be shifted from
a real-cost based management (inputs) towards a performance-based scheme (outputs).
This is expected to simplify the procedural and documentary requirements for the benefit
of beneficiaries. The EP managed to put through an important number of amendments
going in that direction.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I believe that Europe can
successfully meet the challenges of the crisis through its budgetary policies. With the right
selection of priorities, starting with growth and innovation for the rural areas of Europe,
it can send out a strong message of change. The economic power of those working within
the production chain needs to be strengthened through positive budgetary action at the
level of the European institutions in the first instance, rather than at local level. Negotiations
with the Council will lead to a correct application of European programmes, maintaining
a strong common agricultural policy through a stable budget for agriculture. Reforms in
the sector can provide an effective reference framework for strengthening the rest of the
economy. Growth, which is at the centre of Parliament’s agenda, will be pursued through
a series of funding measures aimed at attaining long-term objectives, starting with enhancing
the competitiveness of European agricultural enterprises in the global context. I voted in
favour of the proposal.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Sweden
in support of those who lost their jobs in the pharmaceutical company AstraZeneca. The
Swedish authorities maintain that the pharmaceutical sector is increasingly hard-hit by
globalisation. It is clear that the negative consequences of globalisation further highlight
the added value of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund as an EU social policy
tool. The targeted financial support which it provides for retraining and reintegration
programmes for workers affected by mass dismissals is particularly important. Furthermore,
the support it provides is a practical expression of the Union’s solidarity. Lastly, the case
of Sweden is the best demonstration of the fact that this financial instrument does not
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confine its operation to countries facing economic and budgetary challenges, but may
prove equally useful in helping dismissed workers to reintegrate into the labour market
even in economically robust countries. This in turn underlines the importance of the Fund
and demonstrates the need to retain it during the next multiannual financial framework
2014-2020.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Article 317 of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union highlights how important it is that the mechanisms adopted are simple
and transparent, that they stimulate the securing of resources other than from the EU
budget, and that, at the same time, they make the European Commission more accountable
for the implementation of the budget. I support this report because I agree with simplifying
and harmonising the rules and procedures applicable to the European Union’s framework
programmes in the area of research, and because I consider that the risk of error should
be indicated in order to promote sound financial management and appropriate controls
in the area of cohesion policy. Lastly, I consider it vital that the budget records the guarantee
for borrowing and lending operations entered into by the European Union in the
management of the European Financial Stability Facility (EFSF) and the European Financial
Stability Mechanism (EFSM), and payments to the Guarantee Fund for external actions.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the proposal for a regulation
of the European Parliament and the Council on the financial rules applicable to the annual
budget. The regulation lays down the rules governing the establishment and implementation
of the EU’s general budget and the presentation and auditing of the accounts. The budget
is established and implemented in accordance with the principles of unity, budgetary
accuracy, annuality, equilibrium, unit of account, universality, specification, sound financial
management and transparency. The regulation promotes the use of e-Government,
especially electronic exchanges of information between the institutions and third parties.
In accordance with Article 317 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,
the regulation strengthens Member States’ basic control and audit obligations where they
implement the budget under shared management, since such obligations currently exist
only in sector-specific rules.

It also creates a coherent legislative framework that improves the overall legal certainty
and efficiency of controls and remedial action, as well as the protection of the Union’s
financial interests. It therefore contains provisions on common management and control
obligations for those structures, the annual management declaration (by which managers
assume the responsibility for the management of Union funds they are entrusted with),
examination and acceptance of the accounts, and suspension and correction mechanisms
operated by the Commission.

Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing.  − I fully support this text, which has been revised
following negotiations between Parliament and the Council. This regulation looks at the
financing rules for Union funds and I believe that the focus on increased simplification
and more transparency and accountability is vitally important. Another important new
development seen for the first time in the Financial Regulation is the inclusion of financial
instruments. Increasing the use and scope of financial instruments will provide further
support to job creation and growth, which is hugely important during this economically
difficult time.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The proposed rules generally support the
European Union’s political strategies while observing the principle of sound financial
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management. It is also clear that substantial efforts have been made to simplify the
administrative and financial rules for framework programmes. I therefore voted in favour
of this motion for a resolution.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We consider that greater transparency
and the presentation of accounts on the implementation of the EU budget are important
and necessary objectives, which should naturally guide this regulation. However, we
vehemently oppose certain aspects of this report: the European Financial Stability
Mechanism is included, which therefore legitimises this mechanism and guarantees its
financing. Furthermore, the final proposal extends the possibility of creating public-private
partnerships, by proposing that the Commission ‘entrusts the budget implementation to
public-private partnerships’. In our opinion, the introduction of this possibility is
unacceptable.

President. −   That concludes the explanations of vote.

8. Corrections to votes and voting intentions: see Minutes

(The sitting was suspended at 14.45 and resumed at 15.00)

IN THE CHAIR: ANNI PODIMATA
Vice-President

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

10. Commission work programme 2013 (debate)

President.   – The next item is the Commission statement on the Commission work
programme 2013 [2012/2817(RSP)].

I would like to remind Members that there will be no catch-the-eye procedure in this debate.

Maroš Šefčovič,    Vice-President of the Commission . − Madam President, it is a great pleasure
for me to be able to present to this House the Commission’s work programme for 2013,
which has just been adopted by the College, which is still in session, because this programme
is the culmination of an intense political dialogue and very close collaboration between
the Commission and Parliament.

We had very good collaboration with the Conference of Committee Chairs. The structural
dialogue between the Commission and the sectoral committees was much deeper than
last year and the debate after the State of the Union address, the recent exchange of views
between the Commission and the Conference of Committee Chairs, and the exchange
between the Conference of Presidents and myself have all been information sources which
contributed to the preparation of the Commission’s work programme.

It was quite clear from all these discussions that this programme has to focus on how the
EU can best contribute to what is our most pressing priority: reviving growth and creating
jobs. 2013 will indeed be a decisive year in turning Europe round to face up to the crisis
and to pursue the path of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. As we listened to the
exchanges this morning, we could all conclude that there is no one silver bullet, and that
all levels of society must contribute. But we are at EU level and we have to look at how the
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EU level can help to show a lead and make sure the result of our action will be a strong
record to put before the electorate in 2014.

With this in mind, the Commission’s priorities are clustered around seven key policy areas.
The first covers moving towards a genuine EMU. Here it is quite clear that a deep and
genuine economic union must be based on political, and hence more democratic, union.

The second is boosting competitiveness through the single market and industrial policy.
The third is building fully integrated networks in telecoms, energy and transport as a
prerequisite for competitiveness, jobs and growth. The fourth is growth for jobs: supporting
employment services, promoting social inclusion and entry into labour markets, with
special measures to help vulnerable groups, notably young people who are faced with a
huge unemployment pressure.

The fifth is using Europe’s resources to compete better. The sixth priority is to provide
greater safety and security to all EU citizens and the seventh – last, but not least –
strengthening the EU as a global actor, notably to unleash all our potential in trade policy.

For each of these seven key policy areas, the work programme sets out clearly the long-term
vision and objectives, summarises what is missing and explains how the Commission will
take up the challenge.

Honourable Members, let me briefly take you through some of the main priorities. The
details of building a genuine economic and monetary union are the subject of a deep
reflection. As this morning’s debate showed, the discussion will continue but the
Commission will present shortly its blueprint, which should be a contribution to this
debate. It will show how to have an ambitious approach, based on existing institutions to
ensure full democratic control. Making this happen will be the key priority for next year.

This also means modernising the ways that we generate public revenue – at European and
at national level. The Commission has responded today to the request from those Member
States who wish to move ahead quickly on a Financial Transaction Tax. Large and small
Member States determined to pioneer a new way to make everybody shoulder their fair
share.

The Commission will therefore continue to push for a strong and competitive financial
sector to restore growth and investment in the real economy. I see, for instance, that good
progress is already being made on the credit rating agencies file in Parliament and in the
Council. In 2013, we will address shadow banking, and put key indices used in the financial
sector on a stronger footing. Businesses and home owners cannot be open to manipulation
of the interest rates.

But we are not starting from scratch. The legislation this House has passed has already
transformed the financial sector to a great extent. The European Semester is now established
as a key pillar of economic governance. But to restore the confidence of citizens and markets
we must go further and together.

If stability is the basis for sustainable growth and jobs, competitiveness and confidence are
the engines. Europe’s economy can only survive with a strong and modern industrial base
and our companies can only win away if the home field provides an optimal platform.

That is why we need a strong single market. We need to fill regulatory gaps. We need to
unleash the growth potential in networks and the digital economy. We need to exploit
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mobility and we need to use cohesion policy as a driver for reform, not just as the safety
net.

You will have seen the ideas put forward by the Commission in its Industrial Policy Flagship
and Single Market Acts. Building on the progress made in the first phase, we should all pull
together to make sure that these actions are developed, agreed and implemented before
June 2014.

Agreement on the package for the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020 is critical.
It offers the kind of smart investment the EU economy needs and, subject to an agreement
being found, we will need to devote a lot of attention and effort next year to the finalisation
of sectoral instruments and programming of the next generation of projects.

The next year will also see new initiatives in key areas: on access to finance, in particular
for SMEs; on cutting costs in areas like VAT; on leveraging investment in strategic sectors
from aeronautics to pharmaceuticals; on broadband infrastructure and electronic payments.
We also need to give investors long-term certainty and long-term vision about the society
they live in.

Modernising infrastructure in ICT, energy and transport is critical to providing this certainty.
So too is a fresh look at European air and waste legislation. This is, in particular, why we
need a framework for climate and energy policy to 2030.

To build the future, Europe must build on its youth. Youth unemployment is a crisis within
the crisis. The human tragedy and the economic loss of leaving a generation on the sidelines
is something that we can neither allow, nor afford as a society. While many of the levers
are national, there is much that Europe can do to invest in its people, to increase mobility
between jobs and across borders, to target education and training in the right skills, and
to protect the most vulnerable.

The European Semester is proving a key tool to stimulate job creation and to bring closer
a truly European labour market. Amongst new proposals will be very practical measures
to network national employment services to work together. I hope also that the proposals
we are preparing for December of this year on employment packages, especially on youth
guarantee, will be one of the priorities for this House.

We are a community of values. At a time when our attention is directed at the economy,
we must not lose sight of this: our freedoms sustain our prosperity. To grow and create
jobs we must continue to safeguard and expand the freedoms of citizens. The EU must
also protect its citizens by adapting to new threats and challenges. Concrete action next
year to fight arms traffic, improve judicial cooperation and protect financial interests
through a European Public Prosecutor will all help to ensure that citizens and companies
can exercise their freedoms and rights in security.

In 2013, the Commission will also continue relentlessly to defend European values and
interests around the world. In external trade this can make a huge difference, with the
potential for 2 million new jobs in the medium term. Possible agreements with partners
such as Japan and the United States would have a huge impact.

Europe must continue to show that it is a positive force worldwide. This was very clearly
recognised by the Nobel Prize Committee. Effective development and humanitarian aid
will be directed to those most in need and an active enlargement and neighbourhood policy
will continue to make the EU an anchor of peaceful development in our region and beyond.
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Once again, putting the new generation of programmes in place will make a key
contribution to this.

Madam President, honourable Members, these are crucial years for Europe. The steps we
take over the next few years will decide our future path. We must direct our energies to
making the most of the rest of this legislature, bringing all key proposals to their conclusion
before 2014.

The Commission is looking forward to working closely with Parliament and the Member
States to move from programme to progress and to take the next decisive concrete steps
together towards a stronger, more prosperous and fairer Europe.

József Szájer,    on behalf of the PPE group. – (HU) Madam President, with your permission,
before speaking on the matter in hand I, too, would like to mention, on behalf of the Group
of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), the struggle for liberation that took
place in the revolution of 1956, which began exactly 56 years ago. I would also like to call
to mind, however, the sad incident that took place in 2006, when the incumbent
government launched an attack on its own citizens, seriously violating their civil liberties.
This was a disgraceful way to mark the 50th anniversary of the 1956 revolution.

(The speaker continued in English.)

Madam President, I would say to Vice-President Šefčovič that the Commission work
programme for 2013 is a key strategic programming document. Our Parliament, in the
different committees and also in plenary, has been dealing with this for quite a long time.
We have not seen the new text, so we can only learn from what the Vice-President of the
Commission says, but I would like to welcome the readiness on the part of the Commission
to take on board some of the elements which were discussed here in Parliament just a
month ago and which were included in our resolution in September.

Obviously at this time of crisis we have to be more aware of programming, but I would
also like to stress – as we stressed in the resolution – that the Commission and Parliament
have to be flexible and react quickly to the difficult situation.

I would like to enumerate some of the points which our group, the European People’s
Party, take as a condition for the support of the Commission work programme. Obviously
we give our support when the Commission plays its full role in defending the Community
method. We encourage and would like to see better use of delegated acts, which is a clear
distinction in the new Lisbon Treaty. This must help our controlling role over the
Commission’s work and, obviously, the work of the other institutions of the European
Union.

We also support the Commission when it is ready to further reduce the regulatory burden
or to identify the regulatory areas which are really important from the point of view of the
crisis. Obviously we cannot say in general that we should deregulate everything. There are
areas which the crisis has shown need more regulation, but the regulatory burden as such
should be reduced. We also support the Commission when it is ready to improve the
implementation and the rate and timing of EU legislation. If we are making laws here in
Parliament, it is in vain if the Member States or the application of that legislation is not
affected.

We would also like to support the political ambition and vision of the European Union in
the global world, especially in the light of what President Barroso said at the
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September part-session in his speech on the state of the Union. Obviously we, as Members
of Parliament who are directly elected, are accountable for the European Union’s action
and lack of action, so we rightly demand added value. We are also ready to respond quickly
to different situations and to use the fast-track procedure whenever it is needed for the
good of European citizens. But we are also responsible for checking and controlling the
Commission and other European institutions with regard to the efficient use of taxpayers’
money. We would also like to support the line of the Commission in the area of cohesion
policy. You mentioned youth unemployment, which was also part of our discussion last
time, and also the employability of elderly people and supporting mobility.

I would also like to underline and stress – as the Vice-President has stressed – the creation
of the necessary measures in order to strengthen the European industrial base. This is a
very important point for our party, as is the full implementation of the internal market
with a binding calendar.

My last point stems from this: when we are doing something – and the Commission work
programme should be exactly about that – showing a roadmap and a binding calendar of
how we are going to proceed the next year – it should be with flexibility and reactivity,
because our responsibility does not stop at fulfilling pre-designed patterns but also extends
to creating an innovative reaction to the different elements and events of the crisis. I would
like to express, with these conditions, support for the Commission work programme on
behalf of the European People’s Party.

Enrique Guerrero Salom,    on behalf of the S&D Group . – (ES) Madam President,
Commission Vice-President, in his State of the Union address and in other speeches,
Mr Barroso has indicated that the employment crisis is fundamental to solving the broader
economic crisis. He has also told us that the reform agenda will work only if it is fair and
equitable, because inequality is unsustainable. Finally, he has stated that Europe’s global
competitiveness will depend on its social model. I believe that this is a sound assessment
of the situation and that the intentions are correct, but they are nothing more than fine
words, because between Mr Barroso’s statements and the Commission’s work programme
there is a virtually unbridgeable gulf.

Let us look at how the 2012 work programme has turned out. More than half of the
Commission’s programme has not been implemented. Work has yet to be completed in
areas such as renewal of the strategy on health and safety, workers’ rights, the right to
bodily integrity and workers’ freedom of movement. All of this affects the lives of EU
citizens, as does the Tobacco Directive, a revised version of which we hope to see before
this Parliament very soon.

The Commission has therefore failed on 2012, and yet it disappoints with regard to 2013.
Where are the measures aimed at tackling youth unemployment? What can we expect
from the European Platform against Poverty and Social Exclusion? Where are the
commitments on social dialogue?

Youth unemployment in Europe lies above 20 % and, in many countries, is higher than
50 %. The ‘Youth Guarantee’ is to be welcomed, but it requires a strategy that is more
aggressive and better coordinated.

The biggest problem with the work programme, however, is its failure to address social
and employment questions. The Treaties call for the promotion of employment and
guarantees relating to citizens’ lives to be coordinated with social protection and economic
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considerations, but the Commission has opted for an inflexible strategy of price stability
and fiscal discipline, a strategy that is not working and is, moreover, self-defeating.

If our experience teaches us anything, it is that monetary union is unsustainable without
economic and social union. That is why we, like the Vice-President, are calling for this
broader social governance to be included as part of the European Semester, for the European
Semester to incorporate a more inclusive vision and social investment that ties in with the
Europe 2020 goals. We need to realise that economic and monetary union is not an end
in itself, but an instrument for ensuring the welfare of citizens; we therefore require a youth
guarantee, a social protocol guaranteeing social rights and an active employment policy.

Finally, we count on the Commission’s support in upholding the Union method and in
order to prevent reforms that will undermine the position of the European Parliament.

With my last point, I would like to stress the need for the European Union to undertake to
ensure the distribution of food to the millions of EU citizens living in poverty, who are the
responsibility of the European Union and not just of the Member State governments or
national authorities.

Andrew Duff,    on behalf of the ALDE Group . – Madam President, Mr Barroso spoke of
publishing his blueprint on all the building blocks that we need for genuine economic and
monetary union. I was not clear whether such building blocks would include a draft proposal
for a redemption fund, and I would be very grateful for Commissioner Šefčovič to clarify
this. It will be extremely problematic for Parliament to agree on the ‘two-pack’ in the absence
of progress on the redemption fund.

Secondly, following the unfortunate disappearance of former Commissioner Dalli, what
is the fate of the Tobacco Products Directive? This is an issue of great interest to Parliament
and Mr Šefčovič is in command of the portfolio of former Commissioner Dalli at present
and might be able to tell us this.

Thirdly, it is of course splendid that we are having more plans for lawmaking in the single
market area, but we have to appreciate that the present package of single market law is still
far from complete. The Services Directive, which is a key element in this, is not properly
in force yet in several Member States. The Patents Directive is still out there craving for a
solution and the ALDE Group would wish to emphasise the importance of completing
current programmes of implementing the law that we have worked on and ought to be in
force before we can see our way clearly to the final sunny uplands of a single market that
will appear to be more complete.

Michèle Rivasi,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, since we are going to give our opinion this week on the discharge
of European agencies that are under suspicion about their management, since our
institutions are deemed to be too open to the lobbies and it seems that the transparency
measures taken so far have not succeeded in resolving these problems, since we rightly
want exemplary, certified institutions without any conflicts of interest, since the
Commission’s reputation is once again in tatters, on behalf of the Group of the
Greens/European Free Alliance but also on behalf of numerous other Members of the
European Parliament of all political persuasions, I want to ask you about the resignation
of John Dalli and the revision of the Tobacco Products Directive, which has been planned
for a long time.
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This unexpected affair is intriguing and has left me somewhat bewildered. There is
something fishy about this alleged story of corruption and we have the right to find out
all the details. Of course, Commissioners must not be above the law. They must answer
for themselves like any other citizen. However, nor must Commissioners must be beneath
the law and I have the feeling that John Dalli is being deprived of basic rights and, in
particular, the presumption of innocence while there is no concrete and direct proof of
his guilt.

Several questions come to mind, therefore, and I would like the Commission to give us
some insight into this affair. What legal provision, what regulation or what Treaty has
Mr Dalli infringed with his behaviour? What is the Commission’s view of his alleged guilt?
Is it not possible that this affair might be a manoeuvre to derail the Tobacco Products
Directive?

Commissioner, I would ask you to give us some details about this extraordinary situation
and I call on OLAF to send us its report as soon as possible

Moreover, I read Mr Barroso’s letter assuring us that the Tobacco Products Directive would
not be postponed. However, we would like more information about the timetable, which
is already more than a year behind. This long-awaited Directive is ready and I would ask
the Commission to make every effort to implement it. Are we going to have to wait until
Tonio Borg takes up his post? We believe that this is extremely urgent from a health
perspective and that the Directive should therefore get back on track, because if we do not
do it now, it will have to wait until the next parliamentary term. Who will win in that case?
The tobacco lobby!

Malcolm Harbour,    on behalf of the ECR Group . – Madam President, on behalf of my
Group, as one of those who worked on the work programme and also as chairman of the
Committee on the Internal Market, I welcome the set of initiatives which have been put in
front of us. There is nothing particularly unexpected in them, but I want to make a broader
point, if I may, about presentation.

May I say to Mr Šefčovič that this is not actually the Commission’s work programme at all.
This is a list of new initiatives. But, as a number of my colleagues have pointed out, the
continuing work on projects started during 2012 – and even earlier – which have yet to
be completed is as important as the new initiatives. Also, a really important part of the
Commission’s work – and here I support what a number of colleagues have said already –
is actually the implementation and enforcement of existing regulations and directives.

For example, in the area with which I am most familiar, we will complete next year, I am
sure, a major review of the public procurement directives. That will require an intensive
transposition and training programme across Member States to make it really effective. I
would say to Commissioner Šefčovič, that in future his work programme has to be the
whole work programme. We do not just want to see the new initiatives; we also want to
see the progress which is going on in those areas, because that is a crucial part of your role
in the Commission. We want to see that programmed, we want to see what you are doing
and we want to be engaged with that.

My colleague, Andrew Duff, mentioned the Services Directive, which my committee has
been working on extremely actively. This brings me to the second thing which is completely
absent from the programme. Here at the back we have a list of your ideas about the
proposals which are simplifying regulation, but I want to remind you that in our resolution
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on the work programme – which you commented on – we specifically asked the
Commission to improve the quality of its legislative drafting and also to deal with the
concerns we have about the qualitative impact assessment procedure and how well that
is working. There is nothing about this in here at all. Why not? We know that the
Secretary-General of the Commission is working on a review of that, which is not mentioned
in here either.

So do better next time, please. Send us a proper work programme: initiatives, continuity,
quality, implementation. Let us make this work properly, Mr Šefčovič; let us not have a
partial programme, and please also stop dressing up these ideas with new little
sub-initiatives. Let us get down to the real meat of doing our job better together.

Martina Anderson,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group . – Madam President, there is much
to think about in the Commission’s work programme; but, as always, the devil is in the
detail – and we need to hear much more detail, particularly with regard to the seven policy
areas to which it refers. We look forward to making a constructive and positive input on
the proposals, which have the potential to benefit the people of Europe. Taken as a whole,
however, the work programme is, we believe, another missed opportunity.

The Commission needs to come up with a radically new approach. There is no mention
at all of the tobacco directive, which is already long overdue. The work programme needs
to put people’s needs before profits, and it needs to recognise that the austerity measures
are particularly detrimental to women and children.

Child poverty has increased as a result of the austerity measures. I listened intently to what
you had to say about growth and jobs. Despite the upbeat rhetoric, measures to invest in
jobs and growth are half-hearted and under-funded, and are rendered somewhat ineffective
by the ideological attachment to the policies of austerity. Already we have 25 million
people unemployed across Europe, and that number is growing.

It is disappointing that the work programme does not address at all the failed policies of
chasing after Third World conditions in employment and public services. We will not get
out of this crisis by lowering wages and destroying jobs and public services, cutting spending
and pouring billions of pounds into the banks.

Following the September State of the Union address by President Barroso, I said that he
needed to give his head a shake. I respectfully suggest, Mr Vice-President, that you need to
do the same, and get a better understanding of the damage that has been caused to peoples’
lives by the severe austerity measures that are being run through the European Parliament,
the Commission and the Council.

Tadeusz Cymański,    on behalf of the EFD Group . – (PL) Madam President, next year the
Commission intends, among other activities, to continue implementing the climate and
energy package. Indeed, 2013 will also see the transition to the third phase of the European
Union’s emissions trading system. In this regard, the Commission is fighting for ever greater
powers to interfere in national politics and with the competitiveness of individual
economies. Neither Parliament nor the Member State governments should agree to this.
The proposal for a decision on the timing of auctions of CO2 allowances is just one of the
actions put forward by the Commission that could plunge national economies even further
into crisis, in particular countries such as Poland, whose industry is dependent on coal.

At the same time, I am hopeful that the Commission’s work programme for the next year
will also include my compatriots’ proposal, registered as one of the first citizens’ initiatives,
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to suspend the climate and energy package that is so damaging to our part of Europe. We
support this initiative and will view it as a test for the Commission and the Member States.
The Commission has, after all, proposed that next year should be the European Year of
Citizens.

Andrew Henry William Brons (NI).   – Madam President, the Commission’s priorities
are directed towards greater integration as an end in itself and not towards measures that
will solve the real economic problems facing the populations of Europe. The greatest of
course is the recession, with its unemployment and under-employment, squeezed incomes
and reduced benefits. Indeed, the austerity programme is calculated to produce
unemployment and not to combat it.

One policy area mentioned is genuine economic and monetary union: the euro, with its
common external value that is hideously overvalued for the countries of the South, and
which is aggravating and perpetuating the recession for them. Another Commission priority
is said to be to use EU resources to improve competitiveness. Well, countries with
overvalued currencies cannot compete even with other countries in their region. The EU’s
embrace of globalism means that European manufacturers have to compete with emergent
economies with pirated designs, workers on artificially depressed wages and slave-labour
conditions.

Maroš Šefčovič,    Vice-President of the Commission . − Madam President, I will try to react
to the comments made in the interventions by the honourable Members concerning the
Commission’s work programme.

I am very sorry that I was not able to deliver the text of the Commission’s work programme
because it was approved just one-and-a-half hours ago. We had wanted to present it to the
House immediately. However, now it has been adopted, I am sure that it will be available
very soon, today.

Concerning the relationship between delegated and implementing acts, we have been
working together with Mr Szájer on a common understanding on how to use delegated
acts and how to use implementing acts. We both agree that the source of our proposals,
whether we propose delegated or implementing acts, should be the Treaty, because it is
very clear on what kind of policies you need delegated acts for and for what kind of policies
you need implementing acts.

This was a topic we discussed at great length with the Conference of Presidents and with
the Conference of Committee Chairs. What we agreed was that we need to coordinate
much better in our legislative process, and much earlier on, because what happens
sometimes is that the delegated versus implementing act issue becomes a bargaining chip
at the end of negotiations, which is not correct. Very often this makes things legally
unsound, and the Commission has very often had to approach the European Court of
Justice to reverse some of the decisions which have been adopted in the legislative process
following the choice in our review of the wrong legal instrument for a particular legislative
proposal. A suggestion would be to cooperate closer early on, to respect the Treaty and
not to use delegated or implementing acts as a bargaining chip at the end of the legislative
process.

Concerning the regulatory burden, here we have absolutely the same view, which is that
we need to reduce it. The Commission has already put on the legislative table proposals
for reducing the administrative burden by more than 31 %. It is now our common task –
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and the Commission will take this very seriously – to see how this possibility is actually
being used at Member State level. We are working together very intensely, but we do not
always see all the simplifications we have introduced at European level trickle down to the
national level. We have to continue to work on this together, so that the real reduction of
the administrative burden is also felt at national level.

I agree with Mr Harbour that there is always something to learn and improve on when it
comes to the impact assessments. I consider we have been doing this for some time already,
and I am very glad that the European Parliament is also introducing its own capacity to
perform impact assessments on the amendments proposed in Parliament. I believe that
through mutual efforts we can really improve the quality of the overall impact assessments
for our proposals.

Concerning our efficiency, for the year 2012 there is a proposal for 16 main initiatives.
We have delivered eight already, and it is still not the end of the year. So I believe we will
respect our traditional high level of fulfilment of our programmes. I have checked the
figures, and in 2010-2011 we always delivered on over 90 % of what was in the programme.
If we have slightly different figures, then let our experts get together so they can work on
the same basis and arrive at the same figures.

Concerning the employment crisis, I fully agree with Enrique Guerrero Salom that this
should be a top priority for the next year, as I indicated in my introductory remarks. This
December we will introduce the youth employment package, as part of which we will
propose the Youth Employment Guarantee Scheme. This will be based a little on the
experience we have gathered through the work of the eight action teams we sent to the
Member States with the highest youth unemployment. We believe that through the quick
and swift reallocation of funds – which in most cases has already been done – we can create
more than 400 000 jobs for young people that will be supported directly by the EU funds.

This morning we were discussing the MFF. I can tell you that in my remarks to the Council
there is one line which is repeated in all my remarks – make sure that 25 % of the EU funds
under the next financial perspective are devoted to the European Social Fund. The
Commission is very clear on this. We are saying that any kind of reduction in that percentage
is not acceptable. I hope that we will be able to convince the Member States of this, because
I also see it as a reflection of our using EU support to create the conditions for youth and
the elderly to be employed and to have proper qualifications.

The last issue, which was repeated by several speakers, is the situation concerning my
former colleague, Commissioner Dalli and the tobacco directive. Concerning the resignation
of Commissioner Dalli, it was quite clear that, after the Olaf investigation and the discussion
of the Olaf report by the President of the Commission and the Commissioner, his position
was untenable, especially vis-à-vis the reputation of the European Commission. Therefore,
as you know, the process has already started for the appointment of the new Commissioner.
I believe, after my initial contacts here in the European Parliament, that we can hold the
hearing of the new Commissioner within a couple of weeks and that the new Commissioner
could be in office very soon. I have already discussed the plan for the coming weeks with
the Chair of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety. We will
have a meeting with Mr Harbour in a couple of minutes. What I want to make absolutely
sure is that the work which has been started will continue. All the trialogue sessions will
continue as planned.
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Concerning the tobacco directive, for the Commission it is absolutely vital that it is this
legislator, this Parliament, which will work on the tobacco directive. We want to make
absolutely sure that we will present a good proposal upon which I believe this Parliament
can reach at least a first reading agreement.

Of course, it would be much more natural if the new Commissioner could start this process
from the beginning, through the trialogues, until the end. I was very encouraged by the
possible schedule for the appointment of the new Commissioner. I believe that the timescale
will be very short, and I can assure you that it is a top priority for the Commission to present
the tobacco directive in time for this Parliament to decide upon it.

President.   – The debate is closed.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) The current crisis, more than any in the past,
calls for more resolute leadership at European Union level, too. At the same time, there is
no doubt that recession management will fail if it is based on the policies that lead to the
crisis in the first place. I welcome the Commission’s work programme for 2013 because,
in my view, its component parts represent an innovative shift away from the line adopted
in previous years, and because in the interests of promoting economic recovery, it is based
on two significant pillars of structural reform: reviving growth and ensuring budgetary
discipline. I also welcome the Commission’s position as presented in the document ‘Towards
a job-rich recovery. I am delighted that the changes in sectoral policy introduced with a
view to creating jobs appear to be having the desired effect. I support the efforts of the
Commission to improve governance mechanisms, notably the partnership principle that
is to be applied to the drafting, implementation and evaluation of national reform
programmes. In line with the European principle of solidarity, I welcome the Commission’s
intention that this proposal should help prevent the Council from being able to impede
the functioning of the EU Solidarity Fund, which provides assistance to Member States to
deal with unforeseen disasters. I would like to highlight another observation based on a
similar concept, namely that we need to bear in mind the subsidiarity principle when
reallocating unused Structural Funds to the new growth measures and involve local and
regional governments. I support the Commission’s work programme and hope that it will
be implemented resolutely and successfully.

Evelyn Regner (S&D),    in writing. – (DE) I have one specific and highly critical point to
make about the Commission’s work programme for 2013. There is nothing – absolutely
nothing – in the Commission’s proposals about health and safety at work. It seems that
alongside its regulatory agenda for the financial market – which, of course, I greatly welcome
– it is operating a ‘deregulatory agenda’ for our companies and the business environment
in which they operate. My fear is that this will lead to the systematic erosion of the basic
minimum standards in place in the European Union. On the pretext that it wishes to
improve the business environment for all of Europe’s companies (and with SMEs accounting
for 98 % of companies in the EU, I think we can safely say that this refers to all of them)
and stimulate the economy and industry in Europe, the EU’s existing acquis is weakened.
This is especially noticeable, in my view, in relation to workers’ rights of codetermination;
it is also apparent in relation to health standards and safety at work. The European social
dialogue is put under massive pressure.

Joanna Senyszyn (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PL) In spite of Parliament’s repeated calls to that
effect, the Commission has failed to put forward a comprehensive strategy for combating
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violence against women. I therefore urge the Commission in 2013, the European Year of
Citizens, to publish such a strategy in the form of a directive on violence against women.
The same goes for equal pay for women and men. In a resolution adopted on 13
March 2012, Parliament called on the Commission to present a proposal reviewing current
legislation implementing the principle of equal pay. We expect the Commission to put
forward such a proposal in 2013. It is also necessary to resume work on the directive on
non-discrimination. At a time of crisis, the European Union must take care of all its citizens.
I am therefore calling on the Commission to make a determined effort to continue its work
in this area and on the Member States to adopt the proposed directive.

I support the Commission’s activities as regards boosting youth employment. The situation
is critical. The average unemployment rate for young people in the EU is now more than
22 %, with 50 % of young people unemployed in some Member States. As a Parliament,
we expect the Commission, as part of the umbrella communication on the employment
package, to put forward clear targets and timetables, along with legislative proposals
concerning youth mobility. The communication should also contain provisions relating
to the ‘Youth Guarantee’, the quality framework for internships, language skills and youth
entrepreneurship.

Adrian Severin (NI),    in writing. – (RO) The credibility of the Commission’s work
programme is linked to the credibility and morality of its mode of operation. These were
the topics discussed in the Dalli case. Fighting corruption is a priority. When corruption
is sanctioned outside the law, fighting it becomes an act of corruption in itself. The European
Anti-Fraud Office has not found any direct evidence to prove that Commissioner Dalli is
guilty. Nor has it indicated any legal text that has been contravened. Circumstantial evidence
alone cannot overturn the presumption of innocence. The procedure followed by the
Commission in the case of Mr Dalli leaves a stain on his reputation in every sense. If Mr Dalli
is innocent, the sacrifice of an innocent Member would e a shame. If he is guilty, the
Commission’s attempt to hide behind his ‘voluntary’ resignation, and the guilt of not having
prevented the irregularities or sanctioned them promptly, would an act of cowardice and
irresponsibility. To ask an innocent person to resign is an aberration. What then can you
ask of a guilty one? To ask for proof of innocence goes against the principles of law. What
is certain is that his resignation delays the adoption of the Tobacco Products Directive, to
the delight of those who are opposed to it. Slander is cheaper than a bribe. Therefore, I
wonder, who is the corrupt party: Mr Dalli or the European Commission ?

11. Protocol to the Euro-Mediterranean Agreement establishing an association
between the EC and Israel on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial
Products (CAA) (debate)

President.   – The next item is the report (A7-0289/2012) by Vital Moreira, on behalf of
the Committee on International Trade, on the draft Council decision on the conclusion of
a Protocol to the Euro Mediterranean Agreement establishing an association between the
European Communities and their Member States, of the one part, and the State of Israel,
of the other part, on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (CAA)
[12428/2012 – C7-0205/2012 – 2009/0155(NLE)]

Vital Moreira,    rapporteur. – (PT) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
I am the rapporteur for this procedure, but this is not my report, given that I voted against
it in the Committee on International Trade, which I do in fact chair. Having made this
statement, I will summarise the various issues involved with as much objectivity as possible.
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The fundamental issue is whether we should approve the trade agreement with Israel on
the mutual recognition of the conformity assessment and acceptance of industrial products,
which this Protocol already applies to pharmaceutical products, but which will be extended
to all other products subject to conformity assessment and acceptance.

The Committee on International Trade was divided between two irreconcilable camps.
The first camp opposed approval on the basis of ensuring consistency in the Union’s
external policies with regard to Israel. This camp argued that it does not make sense, on
the one hand, to strongly condemn Israel’s policy in the Occupied Territories but, on the
other hand, to reinforce trade relations with Israel. It does not make sense to witness the
contempt with which Israel defies our condemnation and then give Israel this valuable
prize in terms of trade policy. It does not make sense for us to be shocked at the deliberate
policy of destroying the conditions for a solution for the two States, as advocated by the
Union, and then rehabilitate and encourage Israel in relation to these very same policies.

The second camp in the Committee on International Trade argued that, first, the Protocol
is limited to confirming the trade mechanism already set out in the Association Agreement
and, second, we should not confuse external policy with foreign trade policy. It was this
camp that won in committee, contrary to my draft report, albeit with a small majority. It
is now for the plenary and each of us individually to finally decide this fundamental issue.

In addition to this fundamental issue, there are two further issues. The first concerns the
territorial scope of application of the Protocol. Unfortunately, the Protocol was not carefully
negotiated and is unclear as to whether or not it excludes products originating from the
Occupied Territories. This point must be clarified, otherwise we risk crossing one of the
European Union’s red lines, namely non-recognition of the Israeli integration of these
territories. The proposal to ask the Council for an interpretative statement on this issue is
therefore justified. Only the Council can make this statement, as it is the Council, on behalf
of the Union, which will be bound by this Protocol. Our role here is simply to consent to
the Council decision. As a result, we can only ask the Council to do this. Yet without the
Council’s clear commitment, here and now, to make this interpretative statement (and, in
this respect, I do not see the Council here), our vote on this issue is irrelevant and ineffective.
However, we must vote on this interpretative statement, or this request for an interpretative
vote.

The third issue is connected with Article 3 of the draft decision of the Council, which
concluded the Protocol on behalf of the Union. In that article, the Council authorises the
Commission to amend the Protocol, including with regard to beneficiary products, without
any subsequent approval by Parliament or the Council. This represents authorisation to
amend an international protocol, on which we are now voting. However, the Council still
wants to keep control over these amendments through an ad hoc committee, whereas
Parliament will from now on have no role in the amendment of the Protocol on which we
are now voting.

This poses three problems. First, does it make sense to authorise the Commission to amend
a trade agreement so substantively? Second, what is the legal basis in the Treaty for the ad
hoc committee proposed by the Council to monitor the Commission in this respect. Three,
and with this I will conclude, is it acceptable for Parliament to be ignored in the delegation
of power, in the control of the exercise of delegated power, and in the assessment of
amendments to the Protocol that the Commission will negotiate with Israel? The Group
of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament has
already said that it will ask for this procedure to be referred back to committee so that this
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issue can be considered. This is an important issue and, in my opinion, we cannot allow a
precedent to be created in this respect.

Karel De Gucht,    Member of the Commission . − Madam President, I would like to thank
you and my colleagues for the opportunity to say a few words regarding the Agreement
on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance, the so-called ACAA between Israel and the
EU, which is a fiercely debated issue.

Let me start by recalling what an ACAA is about. Its objective is to eliminate barriers to
trade, by allowing products covered by the agreement to enter the markets of the parties
without additional conformity assessment procedures. So we are basically talking about
mutual recognition of conformity assessment and inspection, results which will reduce
costs and time for economic operators.

ACAA is a Protocol to the EU-Israel Association Agreement and its scope of application
is therefore the same as set out in Article 83 of the Association Agreement. As follows
from the international obligations of the EU and as confirmed by the European Court of
Justice in the Brita case, the EU does not recognise Israeli jurisdiction over the territories
placed under Israeli administration after 1967. Rest assured that the Commission will
observe this position in the implementation of the ACAA.

As you know, when the agreement enters into force, the Commission will have to
acknowledge under Article 9 of the ACAA the responsible Israeli authority which will have
to deliver conformity certificates. This acknowledgement will not entail any recognition
of Israeli jurisdiction over territories placed under Israeli administration after 1967. You
can also rest assured that, upon receipt of the Israeli notification of its Responsible Authority,
the Commission will expressly state that acknowledgement is granted only on the basis
that the territory covered by the Responsible Authority does not include the territories
brought under Israeli administration in 1967.

In the light of this, Palestinian products cannot be discriminated against in the certification
process in Israel because Israel will have to apply the EU acquis. Like any EU Member State,
Israel must carry out inspections irrespective of the origin of the product, when a request
is received. If there were to be cases of discrimination, the Palestinian manufacturer could
lodge a complaint with the Israeli judicial authorities. Of course, the Commission could
also use existing means under the Association Agreement to ensure that Israel implements
the ACAA.

There could be a link between the certification process and the origin of the products in a
situation where the Israeli Responsible Authority goes into the Occupied Territories in
order to certify products made in the settlements. And we need to be aware of this.

I would also like to react to recent concerns about Parliament’s role in the context of
procedures to amend this ACAA, including by adding annexes for other industrial products
in future. The matter seems to be in line with the Lisbon Treaty. Moreover, the Commission
will also abide by its obligations under the Framework Agreement to keep Parliament fully
informed before approving modifications to an agreement under Article 218(7) of the
Lisbon Treaty.

Lastly, we have other ACAAs in the pipeline with other countries where we would expect
to face similar, though not identical, concerns. Our experience with the present consent
procedure will serve as a useful guide.
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Véronique De Keyser,    rapporteur for the opinion of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. −  (FR)
Madam President, in our opinion, the proposed Agreement on Conformity Assessment
and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) has three major problems today.

The first is institutional. It is still shocking to learn that once the European Parliament’s
agreement has been secured for the pharmaceutical sector, Parliament will have no further
say in the matter for other sectors that Israel may include. For us, that is like buying a pig
in a poke or, if you prefer, taking the European Parliament for a fool.

We will continue to fight for Parliament’s prerogatives to be respected. That is why, to
clarify this point, my group has asked for this report to be referred back to committee in
order to obtain some guarantees on the matter.

The second problem is legal and relates to the competence of the Israeli Responsible
Authority with regard to products from the settlements, settlements that are illegal under
international law. We have presented an interpretative statement that covers this aspect.
You just raised this point, Mr De Gucht, but that declaration is just wishful thinking unless
it is endorsed by the three institutions, and the Council in particular, and to date we have
had no guarantees on that point.

The third problem is political and it is not the least of them. This agreement, which was
part of the proposal to upgrade relations with Israel that was frozen in 2008, even though
legally it could be concluded in the current framework, is a de facto upgrade. However,
nothing has changed on the ground since 2008; if anything, things are worse. The blockade
of the Gaza Strip continues, the settlements have expanded dramatically, in violation of
international law, and the peace talks have come to a halt. The Lieberman Plan presented
in August to the EU High Representative, Baroness Ashton, which proposes Palestinian
districts around the Israeli cities, shatters any hope of a two-state solution. Indeed, just a
few days ago, Benjamin Netanyahu tried to push through part of the Levy Report, which
would legalise the settlements that the Israeli themselves previously deemed illegal.

That is not our position. Nor is it the position under international law. Do we therefore
want to reward this position of Mr Netanyahu’s Government with the ACAA? That is
unacceptable, at least for socialists and democrats; unacceptable in relation to our values
and unacceptable in relation to the Treaty of Lisbon and the new Neighbourhood Policy,
which is based on ‘more for more’. On that basis, if the report is not referred back to
committee today, our Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in
the European Parliament will vote against the ACAA.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė,    on behalf of the PPE Group . – Madam President, the PPE Group
is in favour of the ACAA and we look forward to the vote in order to give our consent to
this important agreement between the EU and Israel.

After a deliberation of more than two and a half years, we are finally having this discussion
in the plenary session on ACAA. I am happy that there has been enough common sense
among our colleagues in the INTA Committee to vote in favour of this agreement, which
is good for both the EU and Israel and is part of the EU Association Agreement. Israel is
the first country in the Mediterranean Region to achieve the basic conditions that enable
it to reach an ACAA with the EU. The ACAA, together with the additional protocol on
pharmaceutical products, aims at facilitating market access by eliminating technical barriers
to trade in industrial products.
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In order to make the framework of the ACAA operational, it has to be implemented into
specific sectors, practices and regulations. As we know, once adopted, the ACAA would
cover mutual recognition of regulatory and verification procedures for pharmaceutical
products in the EU and Israel. Such mutual recognition would certainly benefit European
consumers and they would get quicker access to Israeli pharmaceutical products, as there
would no longer be a need for a second testing in the EU – something that normally takes
from one to three years.

Colleagues, it should be mentioned that it took Israel more than six years to adopt the
necessary standards in the field of good manufacturing practice for pharmaceutical products.
In other words, in order to conclude this agreement, and the additional protocol, Israel
had to substantially approximate its regulatory framework on pharmaceutical products
to that of the EU. So we are spreading our acquis communautaire to Israel, with a spill-over
effect to other areas as well. In other words, it is in the EU’s interest to get Israel’s legislation
and standards closer to the EU’s. I would, therefore, like to encourage my colleagues to
give our consent to the ACAA later today.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Vital Moreira (S&D),    blue-card question . – Madam President, my question is a very simple
one. Article 2 of the Association Agreement to which this protocol is an additional
arrangement says ‘relations between the two parties are based on respect for human rights’.
Does the House believe that Israel is respecting the human rights of Palestinians – stealing
their lands, expelling them from their homes, preventing them from free circulation in
their own land? Is this respect for human rights? Does the House feel that the conditions
for an Association Agreement are being fulfilled by Israel?

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    Blue-card answer . – Human rights are universal and
we should not have double standards – one for Palestinians and another for Israelis. Human
rights are very important, but this agreement we are discussing today is purely technical
in nature. It is part of the EU-Israel Association Agreement. Once we have concluded the
Association Agreement, we should take the necessary steps in order to implement it. Of
course it is always our duty also to address human rights, whether we are speaking about
Israel or Palestine.

Bernd Lange,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies
and gentlemen, this agreement must indeed be scrutinised very carefully for it has major
political implications. In Israel, there is a debate under way as to whether, with this
agreement, we mean to support Israel or show it the red card. In my view, this is an
unproductive debate. It is not for us to adopt a position on the State of Israel and its people.
Our task is simply to adopt a position towards the present Israeli Government.

When we conclude agreements with other countries, it is only right and proper that we
apply the standards and values that we uphold in the European Union to our partner
countries as well. With that in mind, it must be said that the present Israeli Government,
in its conduct towards the Occupied Territories and the people who live there, is not acting
in accordance with the values to which the European Union is committed. That is why we
cannot enter into an agreement with that government without giving the matter careful
thought.

Secondly, there is still a lack of clarity on a number of points. The previous speaker said
that there was a consensus here. No, there is no consensus. The vote in committee was 13
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to 15. In my view, the origin of generic drugs is an issue that must be clarified in future in
order to ensure that they do not come from the Occupied Territories or from illegal
settlements. We must also clarify how the Commission will in future exercise the right to
extend this agreement to other products as well. That is why we need more time for a
thorough-going discussion and why I fully support Véronique De Keyser’s demand for this
matter to referred back to committee for intensive deliberation.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Daniel Caspary (PPE),    Blue-card question. – (DE) Madam President, several previous
speakers, Mr Lange, have talked about the human rights situation. This Agreement on
Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) was referred to
Parliament two years ago, together with an agreement on agricultural products with the
Palestinian territories. The first of these agreements is being discussed here today; the
second was adopted by this House with no problems at all. Let me ask you this: why is it
different when the Israelis do what we regard as the wrong thing? What about the
Palestinians? Do you think that Hamas’ practice of executing people or torturing them in
cases of doubt is compatible with our human rights standards? Why did we adopt the first
agreement with no problems at all eighteen months ago, and why are you now coming
up with all kinds of arguments which, strangely, were apparently irrelevant then? Have
you added to your knowledge or have I misunderstood?

Bernd Lange (S&D),    Blue-card answer. – (DE) Our values apply on an universal basis, of
course. We make no distinction at all. Why you adopted the position you did two years
ago is not something that I can explain. From our perspective, the situation is quite clear:
we are not pulling arguments out of thin air. We want to ensure that the agreement, which
will, after all, serve as a model for future agreements as well, is sound. That is the reason
why we are asking for more time to discuss it, Mr Caspary.

Marietje Schaake,    on behalf of the ALDE Group . – Mr President, human rights are essential
for this Parliament and for the EU. This is the essence of our values and is also reflected in
our trade policies, where we find conditionalities for respect for human rights in relation
to all countries across the world with which we have trade relations. This also applies to
Israel in the context of the Association Agreement.

The vote today concerns the Protocol that stems from that Association Agreement and
deals with the pharmaceuticals sector, and with technical requirements and mutual
recognition of quality standards. As such, it should be seen as a technical dossier. But, of
course, MEPs on both the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee on International
Trade believed it was important to seek legal guarantees, because we do not want to, directly
or indirectly, allow the territorial jurisdiction of Israeli authorities over the Occupied
Territories. Nor do we want to allow products from the settlements to enter the EU market.
We sought legal certainty and we believe that we have acquired the requisite assurances
now.

We also, as Members of this Parliament, attach a statement where we reiterate how
important we think it is that Israel respect human rights. This is not only important for us
and for the Palestinian people but, most of all, for Israel’s future. The Israeli Government
is actually on a path to self-isolation which is not working, making bold statements that
the EU should solve its own problems before addressing others.
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In fact, it is important that the EU show its strength and its muscle, and this Protocol does
not provide a very effective tool for that purpose. If we want to address human rights
violations in Israel – and I think we should – we should do so on the basis of the
conditionalities provided for under the Association Agreement.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Paul Murphy (GUE/NGL),    Blue-card question . – I would just like to ask the speaker this:
the words of support for the Palestinian people and the words of opposition to the
oppression of the Palestinians, what good are they if we are just going to allow this
agreement to go through? How can it seriously be described as a technical agreement? It
was a Commission report in 2009 that said that the ACAA’s entry into force would mark
the first step in Israel’s integration into the EU single market. The single market is not a
technical issue, it is a political issue. If Israel’s entry into the single market is a political
endorsement of its policies, how can anyone who opposes the oppression of the Palestinians
allow it to happen?

Marietje Schaake (ALDE),    Blue-card answer . – Mr Murphy, as I mentioned, human rights
are essential for the European Union. I work on human rights on a daily basis and it is a
key driver for the work that I do here at Parliament.

To prepare myself for the vote today and for the text and the work on this Protocol, I have
spoken to a number of organisations, representing mostly those who care about the human
rights of Palestinians. We have to ask ourselves whether rejecting this Protocol would
actually improve the lives of Palestinians – and I do not think it will. So I think we must
actually use the tools that we have which are stronger – the conditionality agreements that
we find in the Association Agreement with Israel – and take this up onto the level that
gives us the basis to address matters.

The credibility of this Parliament is important in order for it to be a broker of real solutions
in the Middle East peace conflict, and bending the procedures in utterly creative ways
actually harms the credibility of this Parliament and will not do us any good when seeking
solutions that work for the Palestinian people.

(The President cut off the speaker)

Yannick Jadot,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Madam President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, we sometimes see astonishing things in this Parliament. When we
talk about human rights in China, we hear people say: ‘we need to do business with China
because that will encourage respect for human rights in China’. When revolutions happen
in Arab countries, we hear people say: ‘we must organise free trade agreements with the
Arab countries because that is how we can support the emergence of democracy in the
Arab countries’. All of a sudden, trade becomes a purely technical, and highly complicated,
issue that has no connection with politics. We know, unfortunately, that this agreement
does not guarantee the origin of the products that will enter the European market: firstly,
pharmaceutical products and then other industrial products.

Not even a week ago, Mr Netanyahu’s Government announced the legalisation of
unauthorised settlements and the expansion of the settlements in the West Bank, and all
this with an eye on the election on 22 January.

At a time when Europe is going to receive the Nobel Peace Prize, in recognition of its past
and, above all, the history it must build, particularly with its neighbours, it would be an
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aberration for Europe to send out a message that it is upgrading its political relations with
Israel, rewarding the Netanyahu Administration for all of its politics, which are constantly
criticised by the EU bodies, especially Baroness Ashton. What we are doing here is sending
a message to Israel: ‘you must vote for Mr Netanyahu so that he continues his settlement
policy, his policy of infringing human rights’.

We are in favour of referring the report back to committee for all of the reasons that
Mr Moreira gave. It is crucial that Europe does not get involved in the Israeli elections and
does not send a message of support to Mr Netanyahu.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Charles Tannock (ECR),    Blue-card question . – Madam President, Mr Jadot very clearly
pointed out the total inconsistency within this House. The Left is opposed to certain human
rights motions condemning China, and was very supportive of the third-generation
agreement with Pakistan, where there are clearly human rights abuses against Christians,
Hindu minorities and women. But when it comes to Israel-bashing they are the first to try
and conflate two completely separate issues: the policies of the Government of Israel and
an issue to do with trade and the quality and safety of pharmaceutical goods to be consumed
by European Union citizens.

Do they not agree that this is completely ridiculous, and are they aware that, as far as I
know– and have had confirmed – there are no manufacturers of medicine in the Occupied
Territories or the settlements? They come entirely from within Israel itself. So there is no
question as to provenance, even if that were relevant to this issue. Can they not agree that
there are no medicines coming out of the Occupied Territories?

(The President cut off the speaker)

Yannick Jadot (Verts/ALE),    Blue-card answer. – (FR) As you know, it is extremely difficult
to trace the origin of all of the products that come from Israel. Therefore, even if there is
no definitive proof today that pharmaceutical products are produced in certain territories,
that does not mean that that will be the case in the future, especially when there is a desire
to expand the settlements and there may be other industrial products that would not offer
a guarantee that they are not manufactured in the Occupied Territories.

Sir, do not hesitate to look at the voting list of the Greens for every vote we hold on trade
agreements: you will see that we are consistent with regard to respect for human rights,
the environment and social rights.

Jan Zahradil,    on behalf of the ECR Group . – There is unfortunately too much politicking
sometimes over trade issues, not only in the INTA Committee, but in this House as well.
So let me just repeat once again that those who say that this is mostly a technical framework
agreement are right; it is. It aims purely at facilitating the elimination of technical barriers
to trade; also, it is something that should be judged on its trade merits alone. It is simply a
protocol to an existing agreement between the EU and Israel. I do not need to stress how
beneficial it could be to the EU; it would significantly reduce the cost of pharmaceutical
products imported into the EU, for instance.

Secondly, the EU has already concluded and agreed a similar agreement with the Palestinian
Authority. It has been a number of months since it was concluded and agreed, and it would
be quite hypocritical of the EU side to reject the agreement.
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Thirdly, the Commission has also offered concrete assurances that this agreement is in
conformity with legal commitments. I have to add that it was made clear that no products
originating from the so-called Occupied Territories will be accepted. That is prohibited
under Community law, so nothing that comes from places that have been under Israeli
administration since 1967 is entitled to benefit from preferential tariffs.

The time has come to move forward. Let me stress, last but not least, that Israel is a normal
country; it is a democratic country, a European-like country. We should treat it as such,
and not like some kind of feudal dictatorship.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Vital Moreira (S&D),    Blue-card question . – Madam President, I appreciate the experience
of Mr Zahradil in this Parliament and his serene and usually very balanced participation.
I would like to put to him an objective question regarding the qualification of this agreement
as a technical one.

This is a not a technical agreement because, while it is about the removal of technical
barriers to trade, the removal of some technical barriers is quite political. It will mean, for
example, the removal of assessment controls and mutual recognition, which constitutes
a high level of partnership and means that Israeli exports will be fully integrated into the
internal market.

Let me ask Mr Zahradil whether he does not agree that the benefits that Israeli exporters
will reap from this agreement will give them a significant edge over other exporters to the
Union. Is that not a privilege?

Jan Zahradil (ECR),    Blue-card answer . – Thank you Mr Moreira, I highly value your
chairmanship of the INTA Committee, and I can stress again that I consider your
chairmanship also to be very well-balanced and I like it. At the same time, I have to admit
that we simply do not agree as to our assessment of certain particular issues, and this is
precisely the one on which we simply cannot find common ground. I do not consider your
assessment to be correct. I really do think that it is mostly a technical matter and I do not
see any simple and serious reason why we should block it further.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Nicole Kiil-Nielsen (Verts/ALE),    Blue-card question. – – (FR) Thank you for giving me
the opportunity to ask you if you are aware of the reports of the European Union’s
ambassadors and delegations in Jerusalem, which have stated clearly in recent years that
we cannot guarantee the traceability of products from Israel and thus identify and distinguish
products from the settlements.

I would like to know if you are aware of these reports because I am astonished that you
say that products from the settlements are not involved. In addition, have you also heard
that in many countries, and mine in particular, consumers regularly spot products from
the settlements on our markets?

Jan Zahradil (ECR),    Blue-card answer . – I can only tell you that I have no knowledge of
any reports you are referring to, nor about the sources they might come from.

Paul Murphy,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group . – Madam President, two days ago the
Israeli army engaged in yet another act of piracy in international waters. This time by
attacking a ship, the MV Estelle, carrying thirty activists from Europe, including many
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European MPs, hijacking their ship, tasering and beating up to 14 of these activists, and
now 14 people are still in prison.

Why did this wonderful European-like, model democracy country that Mr Zahradil would
have us believe is the State of Israel, do this? It was because these people were simply trying
to bring humanitarian aid to the people of Gaza, thereby breaking the illegal blockade
imposed on the almost two million people in Gaza, who are forced to live in what is in
effect an open air prison camp. I have been on a similar ship; I have been attacked by the
Israeli military; I have spent a week in Israeli prisons in inhumane conditions, and I have
been to Gaza and seen the reality of the conditions that are imposed on the people of Gaza
by the choices made by the right-wing Israeli Government. I have seen the hospitals that
do not have even basic medicines. I have seen the mass poverty – up to 80 % of people rely
on humanitarian aid to survive – and now the European Commission and the right wing
in this Parliament would like us to pat Israel on the back, to congratulate it, to welcome it
into the single market.

Let us drop the pretence that this is a technical agreement: that is absolute rubbish. It is
completely disingenuous to suggest that. Entry into the single market is not a technical
question. Let us also drop the pretence that it is anything to do with access to pharmaceutical
products: what about the right of the people in Gaza to access pharmaceutical products?
If this Parliament agrees to give consent, it will be a continuation of a two-faced EU policy
which on the one hand speaks about the rights of the Palestinians, gives out about the
oppression of the Palestinians and verbally gives support to a Palestinian State, but in reality
backs up the actions of Israel and the oppression of the Israeli State against the Palestinians.

Regardless of what declaration is passed – and we are in favour of the strongest possible
declaration excluding Israeli settlements – we will be voting against consent. Consent will
be interpreted by the Netanyahu Government as an endorsement of the oppression of the
Palestinians. It will embolden them to continue with forcing Palestinians out of East
Jerusalem and demolishing their homes, and to continue with the inhumane blockade of
Gaza. There should be no consent while this oppression persists.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Marek Siwiec (S&D),    Blue-card question . – I would like to ask Mr Murphy whether he
knows about the Israeli people who are being attacked by Qassam rockets from the Gaza
territory? These people, including innocent children who are hiding in bunkers in the
daytime, are under permanent attack from this territory.

The second question is: what kind of aid was delivered by this ship you have described in
recent days. How much and what kind of products were going to be delivered to the Gaza
strip? According to my knowledge, there was nothing.

Paul Murphy (GUE/NGL),    Blue-card answer . – Madam President, unfortunately the
speaker is absolutely correct: no aid got through to Gaza because the Israeli army intercepted
and hijacked the ship and took it to Ashdod, as they did with our ship. My understanding
is that there were medicines on board that ship, which hopefully will be delivered to the
people in Gaza.

Am I aware of the Qassam rockets? Yes.

Am I aware of the fact that ordinary Israeli working people, small farmers and others suffer
from attacks from a small section of right-wing Islamic fundamentalists? Yes, I am on
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record as repeatedly opposing and condemning those attacks, but I do not think such
attacks justify putting two million people in an open-air prison. That is a war crime. An
entire people are being punishing because of the actions of a section of right-wing Islamic
fundamentalists.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Charles Tannock (ECR),    blue-card question . – Mr Murphy, would you agree that Israel
is a democracy with free and fair elections and people can throw their government out,
whereas Gaza is actually a dictatorship led by an EU-banned terrorist organisation called
Hamas, in which people are hanged from lamp posts?

Would you also agree that lifting the Gaza blockade, no matter how desirable you might
think that is, has got absolutely nothing to do with the issue before us today, which is about
supplying cheap, safe and effective medicines to sick Europeans?

Paul Murphy (GUE/NGL),    blue-card answer . – Again Mr Tannock seems to have confused
the issue, as the right wing in this Parliament persists in doing. The issue before us today
is the entry of Israel, de facto, into the single market. It is an endorsement of the oppression
that the Israeli state metes out to the Palestinian people. That is the issue, and that is why
we should refuse to agree to it. Israel is not a properly-functioning democracy – you ask
the Arabs who live within Israel if it is a properly-functioning democracy.

I fundamentally disagree with Hamas. Hamas won an election, and then US imperialism
and EU imperialism were not happy with that result and consented to the imposition of a
horrific blockade from which the people in Gaza suffer.

Bastiaan Belder,    on behalf of the EFD Group . – (NL) For too long, far too long, I have
looked forward to the debate in plenary and approval of the trade agreement on
pharmaceutical products between the EU and Israel. After all, it is obvious that there is an
advantage to both parties, with the European citizen/patient the big winner. You know,
that is important in these difficult economic times.

Then why is there such an extreme delay in debating this important European trade issue,
when the Council and the Commission have long spoken out very much in favour of it?
The answer can be shockingly brief. The opponents in this Parliament, including the Chair
of the Committee on International Trade, who is also the rapporteur, are responsible. They
seem to have difficulty with a fundamental principle of democracy. If you are a serious
parliament where there are differences of opinion, you simply vote on them and then
faithfully accept the result.

I sincerely hope that the plenary vote this evening will have the same result as the vote in
the Committee on International Trade. As Chair of this Parliament’s Delegation for relations
with Israel, my goal is fair, balanced and good relations between the EU and the Jewish
state.

Diane Dodds (NI).   – Madam President, it is deeply regrettable that the implementation
of the Protocol establishing the EU-Israel Agreement on Conformity, Assessment and
Acceptance of Industrial Products has been stalled in recent months through, quite frankly,
the careless politicisation of the issue through Members of this House.

I, for one, am keen to stress the overwhelming potential of this Agreement for EU citizens
– I speak on behalf of many of my constituents in Northern Ireland who have been in
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contact with me on the matter. There has been much speculation as to the potential impact
of the ACAA on the human rights of Palestinians living in the Occupied Territories.
However, as indicated by the Commissioner, this has been dealt with in the conditionalities
in the Association Agreement between the EU and Israel.

Focus must therefore turn to the rights of EU citizens to effective and reasonably priced
health care. By allowing mutual recognition of goods certificates, the EU-Israel ACAA
would erode several barriers to exporting pharmaceuticals from Israel to the EU and vice
versa, allowing advanced medical supplies to reach those who need them most, in a reduced
timeframe. In the light of the global economic climate, eliminating the need for extensive
product testing would also positively impact the operating costs of EU pharmaceutical
manufacturers, leading to savings in national health care services, including the National
Health Service in the United Kingdom. As a result, the Agreement represents an avenue
through which I can remain true to two of my personal priorities as an elected representative
for Northern Ireland – consolidating public health and safeguarding jobs – and for these
very human reasons I am in support of it.

Daniel Caspary (PPE).   – (DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, two years ago,
two agreements arrived at this Parliament at the same time. One was the agreement which
we are discussing today, and the other was the agreement on agricultural products with
the Palestinian territories. This agreement with Israel has thrown up one or two problems.
One issue we had to deal with was the exclusion of products from the disputed territories.
The Commission worked very hard to resolve that. Then there was Article 3, which we
wanted to be amended. At our rapporteur’s request, the Council responded to all points
of criticism. Now, suddenly, the same issue is being resurrected for reasons which I fail to
understand. There are now calls for a statement from the Council. That is something that
I fully endorse in terms of policy content. What manner of policy-making is this, however,
when we as the House briefly outline our thoughts about a document, the groups then go
away and work on the text, and then we demand a statement from the Council without
ever engaging with it on this issue? It is a style of policy-making that we cannot support,
and that is why we are voting against this amendment.

My next point is this. We would also question whether this amendment is admissible under
Rule 81. I would be most grateful to the President if she could clarify that particular point.

What annoys me – and has been evident several times today – is this: as the European
Union, we are one of a very small number of recognised mediators in this conflict. In that
particular context, it is important to show that we are not giving preferential treatment to,
or discriminating against, one side or the other. If we want to continue to be recognised
as a mediator, we must deal fairly with both sides. Eighteen months ago, we allowed the
agreement with the Palestinian territories to pass through this House in its entirety, despite
Hamas and despite the use of the death penalty. With this agreement today, however, very
different standards are being applied. I just wish that we could all abide by our principles.

Unfortunately, I have the impression that for some Members of this House, the only
principle worth upholding is to have no principles at all. They prefer to twist and turn the
issues as it suits them. That is not a credible way to do politics. I would ask you, therefore,
to rethink your position and to vote for this agreement this evening, just as you voted for
the agreement with the Palestinian territories, for the substance of the agreement is the
same.
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David Martin (S&D).   – Madam President, Daniel Caspary knows full well that he is not
equating like with like. Firstly, the Palestinians are the occupied, not the occupiers. Secondly,
the agricultural upgrade was relatively minor compared to the millions, if not billions, that
could eventually be available to Israeli companies if we approve this so-called ‘technical
upgrade’.

It is not a ‘technical upgrade’. It will immediately benefit Israeli pharmaceutical companies.
It is also not something being done in the interest of the European Union, Mrs Dodds,
because there is no evidence that it would save the UK National Health Service a single
penny. This is not the time, in my opinion, to be upgrading our relationship with Israel.

If we believe in policy cohesion, we have to have some interaction between our trade policy,
our human rights policy and our foreign policy. Mr Murphy has rightly said that Israel is
engaged in the collective punishment of Gaza, against all human rights norms, against all
international norms. There is no question about it; even the Israelis do not deny it. For the
misdemeanours of a few, the whole of Gaza is being punished.

We also know, of course, that Israel has continued to expand its settlements in the Middle
East. These settlements are illegal under international law and threaten to make a two-state
solution impossible. The EU has repeatedly urged the Israeli Government to immediately
end all settlement activities on the West Bank, including in East Jerusalem, in line with its
obligations under the roadmap. These are not my words, but those of the High
Representative of the European Union. So how can the High Representative put out a press
release like that, and the Trade Commissioner then come along and say we should approve
the rewarding of Israel for its policies?

There is no cohesion there, there is no logic to such a position in the European Union. Let
me make it clear, and other speakers have made it clear: this is not about being anti-Israel.
This is about being anti the current Israeli Government and anti the current Israeli
Government’s policies. That is why initially I hoped to postpone a decision, so that if we
do get a better Israeli Government, if we do get better Israeli policies, we could pass this
protocol and we could enhance our relationship with Israel.

IN THE CHAIR: LÁSZLÓ SURJÁN
Vice-President

Niccolò Rinaldi (ALDE).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Commissioner, in
itself the Agreement on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products
(ACAA) is an excellent piece of work. It focuses on simplification, which is certainly
desirable, but, to be frank, it would be naive to consider it a technical agreement. There is
a long list of requests to the Israeli authorities from the European Union, from the High
Representative, from our consulates in East Jerusalem, and from this Parliament on the
settlements in the West Bank, on the continuing annexation of East Jerusalem, on the
situation in Gaza and on the resumption of the peace process.

If we look at what the EU has obtained with these requests, we see neither real progress
nor any serious concessions. I therefore consider this to be anything but a politically neutral
measure. My delegation will vote against the ACAA and I am calling on the Commission,
should the ACAA be approved, to exercise the highest possible degree of oversight, both
in terms of traceability of products to the Occupied Territories, which is a problem that
has nothing to do with the good faith of the Commission but rather with Israel, and
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extension of the agreement to other products without the involvement of the European
Parliament.

Franziska Katharina Brantner (Verts/ALE).   – Mr President, it is interesting that we are
having this vote right after the Israeli Foreign Minister insulted our High Representative
Baroness Ashton and the EU on Saturday, saying that the EU should focus on its own
problems before making suggestions on how to resolve the crisis and the terrible situation
with Palestine. This is clearly mocking the fact that the EU has taken a stance on this issue,
and its involvement in the problem.

Commissioner, I think you have been trying to work on the question of the settlement
products, but this is not the only thing that will help us out. The question we are dealing
with in this Agreement on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products
(ACAA) is a territorial question: who decides the boundaries of Israel and our trade relations
– Israel according to its own law, or the EU according to international law?

In the Foreign Affairs Committee, we had asked for an interim report to clarify the legal
questions. It is true, Mr Caspary, that the INTA chair at first decided not to go for that
approach. We were quite sad to hear that, but it is interesting that we are now returning
to that option. I consider that option is still the best one we can take – to clarify the legal
questions and get an interim report that clarifies the outstanding issues. It is our task as
parliamentarians to check the legal validity. This is not only a legal question but a political
one also.

Cristiana Muscardini (ECR).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Commissioner,
for years this Parliament has been unable to overcome the ideological divide between
pro-Palestine and pro-Israel positions, even when the debate is on purely technical issues.

The agreement on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products provides
for the extension of some of the benefits of the internal market to sectors that are already
aligned but that require further standardisation in order to facilitate access to the market
for industrial products and remove technical barriers. The agreement is of a commercial
nature, because it allows easier European access to markets for pharmaceutical products
and completion of the current policy of exchange between the EU and the Mediterranean
countries.

Any debate on doubts regarding the origins of certain products exported should be
commercially based, and we would not have such doubts had the Council approved the
Regulation on indications of origin, which has instead been held up and in fact risks being
shelved due to lack of political understanding and opposing interests. I call on the House
to attempt to distinguish between the commercial and political assessments, to avoid sterile
manipulation of these issues and to vote in favour of the proposal.

Kyriacos Triantaphyllides (GUE/NGL).   – (EL) Mr President, today we are discussing
the CAA Agreement, an agreement which, if approved, will give access, on European
markets, to Israeli products which may be produced in Palestinian territories occupied by
Israel. Such a development would be contrary to the laws of the European Union and
international law, since it would force the European Union to recognise the extension of
Israel’s sovereignty beyond the territories which it occupied in 1967, including East
Jerusalem, the Golan Heights, and the West Bank settlement. It would also be contrary to
the letter and spirit of the Europe-Israel association, which clearly envisages the dedication
of the parties to respect for human rights, an obligation which Israel signally fails to fulfil
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in the long term. Israel proved this beyond doubt last Saturday, when, as Mr Murphy has
said, it forcibly blocked the ship ‘Estelle’ on its course in international waters. It is proving
it today with its continued occupation of the Palestinian territories.

The European Union has a duty to protect the human rights of a people who are under
occupation, not to upgrade its relations with the occupying state. If the Council and the
Commission do not respect this fundamental principle, let us do so ourselves, as the
European Parliament, by voting against the protocol.

Matteo Salvini (EFD).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the European Union
has been awarded a Nobel Prize, no less! If only its citizens could hear some of the speeches
made in this Parliament. Where is all this dialogue, this respect for human rights and
tolerance?

I hope that the Commission presses ahead with its project that from a technical, economic
and social point of view is useful for dialogue, useful to consumers, useful to enterprises
and useful to workers in Israel, be they Jews, Christians or Muslims. Israel has provided us
with a model to strive for and to compete with in terms of pharmaceutical research,

The sad thing is that we do not hear the same kind of indignation in this House from
hypocritical left-wing parties when human rights are ignored in other parts of the world,
in North Africa, in the Middle East. You can continue this Israel-Palestine derby all you
like, but nobody will ever win it. I hope that this agreement will be a small contribution to
peace in the area. I think that anyone who votes against the proposal should be ashamed
of themselves.

Daniël van der Stoep (NI).   – (NL) Today we are debating an excellent protocol to the
EU-Israel cooperation agreement. Israel is a high-tech country with a tremendous industrial
structure, making the country the technological jewel of the Middle East. It is in fact the
jewel of the Middle East in many ways.

With respect to certification and standardisation, it is completely on an equal footing with
Western countries. For that reason alone, this protocol is of course hugely important for
the EU. It will bring the vast potential of high-end products from Israel within the reach
of European citizens. It is no mere chance that all of the computers in the world have some
Israeli component in them and keeping in touch online would never have happened without
the Israeli computer industry.

Another reason to strengthen trade relations with the Jewish state of Israel is, of course,
its unrelenting struggle against terrorism from the Gaza Strip and terrorism in Israel itself.
Qassam rockets are fired daily at Israeli citizens, women and children, and in Judea and
Samaria Jewish residents are bombarded with fire bombs.

Mr President, I also wish to ask the Commission to recognise Jerusalem as the only and
undivided capital of the Jewish state of Israel and to request that the Commission establish
the EU Embassy there, where it belongs, in Jerusalem, which is and which must remain
Israeli from east to west.

Ioannis Kasoulides (PPE).   – Mr President, the ACAA agreement is not an upgrading of
relations between the EU and Israel. It is based on the alignment of the legislative system
of a country and its infrastructure with the EU. It is a process emanating from the Barcelona
Process, extended now to Neighbourhood Policy countries, as stipulated in the association
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agreements; and it is a process that will apply to all partners as soon as the conformity
assessment is completed.

The main purpose of the Union for the Mediterranean, formerly known as the Barcelona
Process, is not to deal with, judge or attempt to resolve the partners’ political issues, such
as the Middle East problem. Its purpose is to create, through the association agreements
and cooperation between partners, an environment of trust, détente and understanding
within which the parties to a dispute can try to resolve their differences themselves.

It would therefore be inappropriate to introduce political considerations in giving our
assent once our question, addressed to the Commissioner and agreed by all, has been
answered: this agreement applies only to Israel within its 1967 borders.

The EU, a soft power, should exercise its influence in the Middle East, avoiding what would
appear as sanctions – which we know in advance will not work with Israel, which has
enough backing from the United States – through which we ourselves create a void. Yes
to more policy but not, as in this case, at the cost of achieving less.

Emer Costello (S&D).   – Mr President, I want to thank the rapporteur for his considered,
reasonable and very balanced approach to this report. I would support the view that he
puts forward.

I believe that support for ACAA at this point in time runs contrary to all recent EU policy
statements, including the conclusions by the European Council of 14 May, recent statements
by the High Representative for Foreign Affairs, Baroness Ashton, and, indeed, resolutions
by this Parliament. All of these have been strong in their admonishment of Israeli policies
in relation to settlements, the Gaza blockade and the ensuing humanitarian crisis in the
region, the evictions of Palestinians from their lands, the demolition of homes and vital
infrastructure, the restrictions on freedom of movement, the isolation of East Jerusalem
and the lack of progress on the peace process.

The EU has expressed the view time and time again that the actions by the Israelis threaten
to make the two-state solution impossible. If we are to achieve a lasting solution, there
must be consequences for Israel for the flagrant breaches of international law. While I
accept that approval for ACAA is not technically an upgrading, given that it is based on
an existing Association Agreement, in practice it does allow access for Israeli
pharmaceuticals to one of the most lucrative markets in the world.

Enhancing the EU’s partnership with Israel at this time serves only to undermine our own
EU’s firm condemnation of Israeli policy. Our words must be followed up with actions if
they are to have any real meaning or effect. I call on Members to act for peace and a lasting
solution and to reject this Agreement at this point in time.

Frédérique Ries (ALDE).   – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, this technical agreement
has been in Parliament’s hands for two and a half years. Today, in spite of the specific
responses a short while ago from Commissioner De Gucht, and from all of the Legal
Services, it is still being obstructed. Mr Moreira, who is certainly never short of imagination,
is therefore now about to ask for an umpteenth new report.

We should remember, however, that voting for the Agreement on Conformity Assessment
and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) means facilitating the free movement of
medicines between the European Union and Israel, primarily generic medicines that, thanks
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to the agreement, will treat European citizens more quickly, while allowing our national
budgets to make savings that they sorely need at the moment.

Our task here today is to assess, to judge and to vote for or against, in good conscience.
That is what a handful of our colleagues here in Parliament have been preventing us from
doing for two and a half years. It has been quite difficult. As Shimon Peres used to say: ‘At
some point, let’s agree to disagree; obviously this is the time’.

Nicole Kiil-Nielsen (Verts/ALE).   – (FR) Mr President, the Agreement on Conformity
Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) is not a simple technical
agreement. It means stronger EU-Israeli relations and free access to Europe’s single market
even though the EU decided in 2009 to suspend the upgrading of its economic relations
with Israel.

Supporting this agreement means acknowledging and encouraging the illegal settlement
of the Palestinian territories; it means acknowledging and encouraging the illegal and
inhumane blockade of Gaza. The reports by our ambassadors in Jerusalem recommend
that we adopt binding measures to put an end to the settlements. The European Union has
stated that the Israeli settlement policy is an obstacle to peace so, for the sake of consistency,
if we adopt the ACAA we should refuse the Nobel Peace Prize.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, it would seem that the agreement
that we have been discussing today is quite obviously in the interests of European Union
citizens. It is a technical agreement and we should vote in favour of it because it will help
us to save money. No one is any doubt that Israeli medical products, in particular, are of
the highest quality and no problems with their technical quality have ever been reported.
Nevertheless, this debate has once again given rise to an outpouring of anti-Israeli rhetoric
– much of which is actually lies – that bears no relation to reality.

Israel is a democracy and is not occupying anywhere. Israelis are entitled to build settlements
on their own land, to which they are returning after so many years of exile. None of us
should question that right. I would like to make it very clear that I consider it especially
hypocritical, and quite outrageous, that people should attack a country and turn into an
accusation the fact that we want to support a country that helps defend our civilisation,
that also protects Europe from the threat of Islamic terrorism. Above all, it is particularly
outrageous that those who wish to admonish Israel are the same people who fail to recognise
the oppression of human rights in Cuba, who are able to applaud Fidel Castro, who do not
see the problem in Venezuela, who, ultimately, do not see any problem with human rights
in Belarus. Israel is a democracy and the loudest criticism of this country is frequently heard
in its own parliament. I fully support the adoption of this agreement.

Fiorello Provera (EFD).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, once again when we
discuss relations between the EU and Israel, this House has divided along ideological lines
and dragged a technical agreement into the area of political opposition, ignoring its content.

The agreement on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA)
is not an upgrading of relations between the EU and Israel; this is not an international legal
measure defining frontiers and establishing rights of sovereignty. The legal services of
Parliament and the Commission have approved it, underlining that the ACAA with Israel
does not go beyond the existing legal framework. This is a technical agreement that will
allow many European citizens easier access to quality medicinal products at a lower price,
with considerable savings for our national health services. Italy will save about EUR 1 billion
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annually, a considerable sum in these difficult economic times. I therefore think that this
agreement should be supported.

José Ignacio Salafranca Sánchez-Neyra (PPE).   – (ES) Mr President, when the negotiating
guidelines were adopted, the European Union – its 27 Member States, the Commission
and this Parliament – had a commitment from Israel dating back to 2005.

Israel is a partner of the European Union and an essential participant in the peace process,
even if we dislike the decisions that have been taken with regard to settlements and in spite
of the fact that some of the decisions taken by the Israeli Government undeniably violate
the rights of the Palestinian people.

After the elections in the United States, the peace process negotiations will be revived, and
it is clear that the European Union cannot be excluded from this process. The European
Union and this Parliament therefore need to honour their commitments and adopt this
agreement.

Mr President, the interpretative amendment that has been tabled to the draft legislative
resolution is clearly in violation of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure, as Rule 83 states quite
clearly that no amendments may be tabled to a draft legislative resolution.

Parliament is entitled to express its opinion through non-legislative resolutions and, in any
case, the acceptance of this amendment sets a worrying precedent, which, if this decision
is not reversed, is likely to be the subject of an appeal before the Court of Justice, leaving
those who tabled and accepted the amendment in a sticky situation.

Maria Badia i Cutchet (S&D).   – (ES) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
when a subject arouses such deep feeling and poses important challenges to the European
Union’s effectiveness, consistency and credibility as a world player, it is not easy to take
decisions calmly and with the desired consensus, especially when the decision concerns
the Middle East, with a stalled peace process and elections due to take place in Israel.

I think that, right now, we in Parliament need to keep a cool head and attend fully to our
responsibilities, ensuring that the European Union negotiates and implements its agreements
effectively, consistently and, of course, in accordance with the Treaties, Court of Justice
case-law and international law.

As far as I am concerned, the Protocol on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of
Industrial Products that we are debating today presents some legal, technical and
institutional difficulties for the European Union, which are significant enough for no one
in this Chamber to be able to deny.

Parliament’s Legal Service has confirmed that if Israel appoints a Responsible Authority
competent throughout Israel for the application of this protocol, it will not be possible for
the European Union to recognise it or for the protocol to be applied, as we cannot ignore
the fact that, under Israeli law, Israeli territory includes territories beyond its 1967 borders.

For that reason, the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the
European Parliament has drafted and supports amendments calling for the Council to
make an interpretative declaration that avoids implicit recognition of Israeli sovereignty
over these territories. In the event, the Council itself informs us that it is impossible for this
interpretative declaration to provide a full guarantee that these territories will be clearly
excluded from the scope of the protocol.
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Furthermore, if this protocol were adopted as it stands, it could be amended and extended
to cover other industrial products without the need to consult Parliament, which would
again pose a problem as regards compliance with international law.

In view of these two issues, I think we essentially have no choice but to request that this
protocol be referred back to the Committee on International Trade and, in the event that…

(The President cut off the speaker)

Alexandra Thein (ALDE).   – (DE) Mr President, I do not wish to advance any political
arguments against the ACAA Protocol, such as the idea that we are rewarding Israel for its
human rights violations and sending out the wrong signal. Instead, I shall present some
legal arguments. The Protocol states that the territorial competence of the Israeli Responsible
Authority for pharmaceuticals, in this instance the Ministry of Health, is to be defined by
Israel – in accordance with its own national law, of course. However, under Israel’s national
law, the settlements in the West Bank, which are illegal under international law, and the
illegally annexed areas of East Jerusalem and the Golan Heights are deemed to be Israeli
territory. Due to the absence of any provision to the contrary in the Protocol, the worry is
that Israel will extend the jurisdiction of the Responsible Authority to the Occupied
Territories as well. When implementing the Protocol, the EU would thus be forced to
recognise, for the first time, Israel’s claims to sovereignty over parts of the Occupied
Territories. I therefore urge the Members of this House to vote against the ACAA Protocol
today. As democratically elected Members of this House, we have an obligation to respect
and uphold EU and international law as part of our set of values.

The Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to the EU because we apply rule-of-law and democratic
principles – not only in relation to the EU itself. How can we ... this important ...

(The President cut off the speaker)

Jill Evans (Verts/ALE).   – Mr President, I would like to echo the call from the rapporteur
and from other colleagues to refer this agreement back to committee for further debate. I
have been contacted by many constituents from Wales opposing this agreement, so it is a
matter of grave concern that goes way beyond the walls of this Chamber.

I visited the West Bank earlier this month with my European Free Alliance colleagues in
this Parliament. It was not my first visit, but it was no less shocking for that. We had many
meetings and, whether we discussed education, freedom of movement, planning, prisoners,
housing, land, water or transport – in fact whatever subject we discussed – we heard the
same story of discrimination and ill-treatment of the Palestinian people.

What we heard too, and what we saw very clearly for ourselves, was that the situation is
worsening all the time. We are not just talking about a technical agreement; we are talking
about human rights, justice and international law, and we cannot put those issues aside
when making this decision.

Ria Oomen-Ruijten (PPE).   – (NL) The external actions of the European Union must be
based on international law and must be in line with the standards and values that the EU
propagates. That must certainly also apply to bilateral relations with important partners
such as Israel.

We in the Committee on Foreign Affairs have formulated three points on this. First, the
Responsible Authority in Israel has no authority in the territories occupied since 1967.
Second, no industrial products made in Israeli settlements on the West Bank and in East
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Jerusalem may be certified under the provisions of the protocol. Third, the Israeli authorities
must treat Palestinian products from the occupied Palestinian territories on an equal footing.

We had a debate with Commissioner De Gucht in July and I quote what he said:

‘What I have been doing is giving you the assurances that in good faith I can give you. They
are not watertight.’

(NL) Mr President, I want water-tight assurances and for that reason I would also like to
support something that is being asked in the Protocol, but when we get an amendment to
a Protocol all we can do is vote for or against, and I have a problem with that. I would
therefore like the Council to take up the same responsibility as Commissioner De Gucht.

I really do not know what to do if I have to vote for an amendment, while we do not have
any amendments with a Protocol, just a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’. If you could give me those
guarantees, I would know exactly how I should vote.

Gianluca Susta (S&D).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, nobody in this
Parliament is in any doubt that the importance of the measure that we will be voting this
evening goes well beyond the specific issue we are discussing. I have always considered
myself to be a friend of Israel and I personally have no doubt that the conflict that has pitted
a large part of the Arab world against Israel for decades is due mainly – if not exclusively
– to the fact that too many in the Arab world do not want to recognise the right of the State
of Israel to exist.

Having said that, however, we must also strongly condemn the repeated violations of
international law and of the agreements signed by the Israeli Government, which have led
to a downward spiral that Israel should – precisely because it claims to be the only
democracy in the Middle East – make a definite effort to end.

We therefore request that this report be referred back to the Committee on International
Trade and be shelved until Israel takes decisive steps towards dismantling its settlements
in illegally occupied Palestinian territory and until it shows more respect for the Palestinian
people’s right to exist. Such signals can be encouraged by a more effective European Foreign
policy in the area, which today is altogether lacking.

Despite the fact that I am not voting in favour of the measure, I believe that Parliament
should at least support the amendments by Mr Moreira, Ms De Keyser and Ms Schaake,
aimed at preventing the extension of the advantages for Israel under this measure to
products originating from the unlawfully Occupied Territories.

Hannu Takkula (ALDE).   – (FI) Mr President, as European decision-makers, we must
always remember the European values, which are democracy, human rights, freedom of
opinion and the principles of the rule of law.

The European Union also has one key concept of the internal market and the four freedoms.
It is also very important for us to ensure that barriers to trade are removed. The Agreement
on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) is a purely
technical trade agreement that will remove barriers to trade. I find it worrying that some
people here wish to politicise this agreement. That is wrong. I understand that there are
anti-Semitic and anti-Israeli forces at work here that wish to politicise this matter, but let
us go back to the basics – this is a technical and commercial agreement of great benefit to
Europe. European taxpayers and citizens need cheaper, top-quality medicines and good
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medical supplies, and we need this agreement in order to be able to respond to these
challenges.

I hope that this agreement will be voted through today. I am truly worried about this
political environment. I remember that Europe has a history in which, when anti-Semitism
started to foment sometime during the 1930s, the first thought was that people should
not be allowed to buy from Jews. Look where that led. Some people want to express a
slightly similar thought, namely that trade with Israel should cease, even though this is a
technical agreement that will benefit all Europeans. I therefore hope that we will clearly
vote in favour of the ACAA today.

Marietta Giannakou (PPE).   – (EL) Mr President, we are dealing here with a Protocol
connected with Euro Mediterranean cooperation between the European Communities and
Israel. This is certainly not a directly political case. Some, of course, maintain in Parliament
that this constitutes the first upgrade of relations with Israel and hence may influence the
dispute.

As a member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, I, too, worked with my colleagues to
deal with the problems which would arise in areas which have been occupied by Israel and
which are not recognised by the European Union, in other words the post-1967 territories,
and we submitted a question to Commissioner De Gucht through Mr Brok, and
Commissioner De Gucht came here and made it clear that one party may very well impose
terms upon the other, via the Protocol, whereby it does not recognise products that come
from certain areas. Therefore the technical issue has essentially been solved.

The conflict between Israel and Palestine, Mr President, is something much deeper; it is not
something that will be affected by this particular agreement, which of course concerns
products which are of a high quality and are offered at very good prices by Israel.

It is naïve to believe that such an agreement can have anything to do with the essence of
resolving the issue. The issue is much more complex and all of us here know the
responsibilities that exist more generally, and the problems that hinder resolution of the
issue, and of course we are aware of the European Union’s efforts to give full support to
the Palestinians.

Therefore, we have no reason to link it with settlement of the problem. Besides, the two
amendments do not legally exist, and therefore must have been dismissed.

George Sabin Cutaş (S&D).   – (RO) Mr President, the Agreement between the European
Union and Israel on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA)
is mutually beneficial, but raises two issues of a legal nature. The first is the territorial
expansion of the Israeli Responsible Authority: to respect European and international law,
we must ensure that Israel differentiates between its own territory and the territories it
occupies. The second relates to the various products that can be added to this agreement,
unfortunately without the consent of the European Parliament. Pharmaceutical products
will be followed by cosmetic ones, in a scenario in which Parliament will be deprived of
its right as a co-legislator. The duty of the Union’s democratic forum is to draw attention
to these legal loopholes and to vote responsibly, offering the European Commission the
chance to clarify these problematic aspects of its proposal.

Therefore, I believe that this report should be referred back to the committee responsible
and that we should adopt the declaration proposing the correct delimitation of the territorial
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expansion of the Israeli Responsible Authority. I hope that these matters will be examined
in full by the Council and the Commission, regardless of the outcome of tonight’s vote.

Sarah Ludford (ALDE).   – Mr President, I believe the best speech this afternoon has been
by Mr Kasoulides, who cited the Barcelona Process and neighbourhood policy. I fervently
believe that the EU’s role in promoting trade as a basis of dialogue and prosperity and its
role in keeping its partners to democratic and human rights standards are part of a package,
not one set against the other.

This is precisely the story of the EU itself, for which it received the Nobel Peace Prize. We
can press our partners close on trade and on human rights at the same time. I voted for
the agreement on agricultural trade with Palestine last year, despite some shocking reports
– particularly on Hamas abuses in Gaza – most recently by Human Rights Watch and the
Carnegie Endowment, because I believe in strengthening EU trade and economic links with
the whole region.

I think this whole approach of critics, which sees trade relations with parties as a zero-sum
game, is hopelessly unproductive. As my colleague Marietje Schaake said, exactly how
would rejection of this ACAA Agreement actually improve the situation of Palestinians?
This is not about patting Israel on the back or rewarding it. It is not a political upgrade. It
is part of the steady development of a neighbourhood policy of engagement.

By the way, I think Foreign Minister Lieberman’s rude rebuff to Cathy Ashton was stupid
but is hardly the most important issue on the radar.

Paweł Zalewski (PPE).   – (PL) Mr President, we are talking about an agreement between
the European Union and Israel that will improve access in the EU to generic medicines
from Israel. Their prices may fall as a result, benefiting EU citizens. Nevertheless, this
agreement has been questioned in this Chamber, not on technical or substantive grounds
but on political grounds. It has been criticised in an attempt to make it a hostage of the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. I, personally, have been very critical and, in many cases, taken
a very negative view of Israel’s policy towards the Occupied Territories; however, I am in
favour of this agreement for the following reasons.

Firstly, the agreement concerns Israel within its recognised borders, which is the World
Trade Organisation standard and is clear to all. There are instruments in place to ensure
that incorrectly labelled products are detected.

Secondly, the blocking of this agreement would amount to the imposition of sanctions,
sanctions that Parliament is not empowered to establish or initiate.

Thirdly, it is important to find a solution to the conflict between the Palestinian Authority
and Israel, but we should actually be doing something more effective; we should ask the
Council and Commission to take more effective action to that end.

Fourthly, blocking this agreement would send a very negative signal to Israel, especially
now, when it is under huge pressure, including from Iran, which is on the brink of reaching
nuclear weapons capability.

I am therefore opposed to the amendments that have been tabled and in favour of the
agreement, which is beneficial to the European Union, while also supporting increased
mediation by the EU in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
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Marek Siwiec (S&D).   – (PL) Mr President, you would think, from listening to this debate,
that this Chamber were divided into those who support peace and those who are opposed
to peace in the Middle East; into those who spread violence and those who are against it.
That is, however, a false dichotomy; we all want the same thing for the Middle East. I respect
the fact that there are people in this Chamber who are against the Conformity Assessment
and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) Protocol, but I would like them to set aside
hypocrisy and to cease their talk of the origin of products. Today we have the ability to
check where a particular orange was grown, and are we not capable of establishing where
medicines were produced? These people should stop the hypocrisy; it is fine for them
simply to say that they are against the protocol.

I support the protocol and I shall tell you why: if a dose of medicine costs PLN 40, or
EUR 10, in Poland today, it could be 10 % cheaper. A poor person in Poland could spend
PLN 4 less on the same medicine and, with that PLN 4, buy some lunch instead. Today,
those who are against this very agreement need to tell that poor person directly: I am against
it and I refuse you that one additional lunch. That is a boundary of hypocrisy that should
not be crossed, even in politics.

I have one more thing to say: I have heard it said that the Israeli Government is no good.
That may be true, but I was speaking recently to the leader of the Israeli Labour Party, which
is in opposition, and he wholeheartedly supports this agreement, because it furthers
cooperation in the interests of a forward-looking Israel, an Israel to which those who love
peace also belong.

Sari Essayah (PPE).   – (FI) Mr President, first of all I would like to thank Mr Siwiec. I would
hope that the whole Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the
European Parliament could speak in the same emphatic way in relation to this matter,
because this Agreement on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products
(ACAA) concerning trade in pharmaceuticals is indeed about the reciprocal approval of
technical regulations.

It is a requirement for concluding the agreement that the partner country, in this case Israel,
has transposed the EU’s rules into its own national legislation, and of course it would be
lovely for a country outside the EU to follow the same rules. In practice, as many people
have said here, this means that there would be no need for a separate approval procedure
that adds time and costs, and so it is consumers, European consumers, who will be the
winners here.

The total economic impact on the EU will be positive; the value of trade between the EU
and Israel in products falling within the scope of this agreement has been nearly
EUR 1 billion, so recognition of certification will entail savings and promote exports. There
will also be benefits that cannot even be measured quantitatively, like the fact that
predictability for businesses may improve, systems will come to be standardised, and there
may also be a reduction in protectionism.

Some assessments have been presented here according to which the agreement could be
interpreted as an upgrade in relations between the EU and Israel or as a reinforcement of
relations in a situation where the Middle East peace process has stalled. It is worth
remembering that the peace process needs two sides, and the Palestinian side has not been
willing to come to the table. It should also be remembered that the negotiations on the
ACAA form part of the EU-Israel action plan already agreed within the framework of the
European Neighbourhood Policy in 2004.
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I personally would hope that we could engage in more and more cooperation between the
EU and Israel in even more areas, since it really would benefit both sides. I appeal to my
colleagues to vote in favour of this agreement today.

Inese Vaidere (PPE).   – (LV) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, an additional protocol
on bilateral cooperation between the European Union and Israel is mutually beneficial and
extremely important. It will improve access to cheap, generic medicines, eliminating
technical restrictions. Israel’s medicines are among the best in the world, and many medical
establishments use them, including most European health care bodies. The Protocol will
speed up the long certification procedure, reducing costs and improving access to drugs,
making it possible for patients to pay less. This, particularly in the current crisis, is very
important to each of our citizens. The highest level of drug quality control will be retained,
as demanded by European regulatory bodies.

The Protocol also covers opportunities to export European drug products to Israel. At a
time when we are talking about support for innovation, this would ensure real support
for the largest innovation sector, pharmaceuticals. Thus it would lead to jobs and growth,
too. The Protocol would also serve as a first step in other sectors of industry, in order to
harmonise European and Israeli legislation. By bringing in a common certification system,
we could reduce the cost of importing generic drugs by as much as EUR 10 billion per
year, and the new certification procedures will ensure that only Israeli companies that are
registered and approved by the European Union will be able to produce drugs for export.
Thus only the best tested drugs will reach the European market. Businesses, which will be
subject to the one-off certification procedure, will reduce production time to as little as
three years. The economic gain from the Protocol is obvious. There is another gain: support
for a democratic regime in this region torn apart by conflict and violence. I can only agree
with Mr Caspary that if we conclude an agreement with Palestine, then we should do the
same with Israel. I call upon my fellow Members to support the adoption of the Protocol
without delay. Thank you.

Alf Svensson (PPE).   – (SV) Mr President, it would be interesting to compare a debate
like this one on the trade agreement with Israel to debates that have been held on other
trade agreements all over the world. It has been said that this would be some sort of gift or
reward for Benjamin Netanyahu. After all, it is a good thing to reject the EU’s own capacity
to engage in trade, and it is a remarkable way of thinking, is it not?

Of course we know that today, here in this Europe of ours, unimaginable quantities of
medicines originating from Israel are prescribed. They are said to be in the order of
3.5 million per day. We also know that these medicines are cheaper, as has recently been
said in this House. After all, it is not completely wrong if the EU can procure something
that is cheaper and of the highest quality when it is a matter of fighting type 2 diabetes and
multiple sclerosis, and reducing blood pressure.

Someone in this Chamber said that we always talk about human rights whenever we talk
about China. That is true, although I have not heard anyone say that we should break off
trade with China. If that is the case, this should be one of the consequences.

We cannot talk about the Occupied Territories without at the same time daring to say why
those territories are occupied and why Israel does not stay behind the 1967 borders. I think
it is tremendously simplistic to forget all about that, if we do have to take it up in this
debate, which should not be necessary at all but which so very many people have done.
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This agreement was, therefore, approved two and a half years ago, and is now being messed
about and tinkered with here. It would be right and honest to talk about why it is being
tinkered with, because this is absurd. Instead, we are infecting the opportunities for making
an impact on the Middle East, and of course people believed that Parliament would not
want to do that.

Christofer Fjellner (PPE).   – (SV) Mr President, the fact that the Social Democrats and
the Left here at Parliament have turned the Agreement on Conformity Assessment and
Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) into a pawn in a great political game about the
Middle East is both irresponsible and a breach of the trust of sick people in both Israel and
Europe who need medicines. It is wrong to assert that this agreement is about upgrading
trade relations between the EU and Israel.

The agreement is not about upgraded relations or the conflict between Israel and Palestine.
It is about facilitating the introduction and approval of new medicines, all so that sick
people in Israel and Europe can have access to the best medicine as cheaply and quickly as
possible. Stopping this agreement would be tantamount to punishing those whom we
should agree are completely blameless in this conflict, namely sick people.

We started this work back in 2010, and at that time we worked in parallel on an agreement
with Palestine on fruit and vegetables. In 2011 I voted for approval of the trade agreement
with Palestine on fruit and vegetables. We did it in parallel simply because we did not wish
to send any political signals to one side or the other. However, the left has stopped the
agreement with Israel and only approved the agreement with Palestine. This makes a great
political game out of something that should not have been a great political game.

I would like to finish by saying that sick people in Europe should not pay the price for the
Left wanting to score political points on something like this that should actually be capable
of making people’s lives easier, both in Israel and in Europe.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Anna Záborská (PPE).   – (SK) Mr President, this proposal goes far beyond the agreement
reached between the Commission and Israel in relation to products manufactured in Israeli
settlements. I am fundamentally against using this agreement to punish Israel. Some of
our fellow Members have used this debate to give spiteful political speeches against Israel.
It annoys me that we are applying double standards to countries.

We are all trying to settle the conflict in the Middle East, but the solution does not lie in
applying trade pressure to one side. This is particular true if even Commissioner De Gucht
believes that the current mechanisms relating to the control of products manufactured
in Israeli settlements adequate.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Mr President, the ACAA Protocol is not about human rights,
the Occupied Territories or Israel’s approach to the Middle East peace process. It is about
trade and unblocking technical barriers which currently exist between producers and
consumers: one of the fundamental objectives of the European Union

For the record, and for those who have raised the issue repeatedly, I have received repeated
assurances that there are no pharmaceutical products being manufactured in the settlements.
Supporting ACAA does not endorse the expansion of settlements or indeed any other
Israeli policy, neither does it increase goods with a provenance from the Occupied
Territories. It does, however, enable Israel, which has a highly sophisticated regulatory
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authority, to certify medical products, a task for which it is more than equipped, to the
benefit of all of Europe’s citizens.

People here, who have sought to block it, are cutting off their nose to spite their face. Israel
is a global leader in producing cheap and safe, effective generic medicines. Those opposed
to ACAA are more interested in bashing Israel than in promoting the welfare of Europe’s
sick.

Adrian Severin (NI).   – Mr President, besides technicalities and legalistic issues, this is a
highly political topic. We have our values, but we also have our geopolitical interests, and
our values will never prevail and will never flourish if we cannot win in our geostrategic
endeavours. This is precisely why, to promote both the political interests of our citizens
and their values, we have to stop the filibustering of the coming into force of this Agreement.
Therefore, I hope that today our vote will bring this odyssey to an end.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE).   – (SK) Mr President, the Protocol to the Euro-Mediterranean
Agreement on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA)
between Member States of the European Union and Israel will facilitate trade through a
unified regulatory framework, especially in the field of drugs and pharmaceuticals and in
particular generics. I am convinced that, from an economic and technical standpoint, this
protocol to an existing agreement, especially in a time of economic crisis, is a beneficial
step forward not only for industry, but in particular for the end user, the European patient.

Israel is an important democratic partner for the EU in the Middle East and the progress
in mutual relations is demonstrated by 60 new joint projects in 15 different areas adopted
recently in the EU-Israel Association Council. I unequivocally support the adoption of this
agreement, as rejection of it would certainly not represent a constructive stance or contribute
to an improvement in Israeli-Palestinian relations.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Karel De Gucht,    Member of the Commission . − Mr President, I think the whole debate
demonstrates that this is a very political technical debate. There has been a lot of discussion
on this topic in the committee and in plenary. I am not going to say anything further. It is
now up to the House to make its decision.

Vital Moreira,    rapporteur. – (PT) Mr President, I have two final comments: first, there has
not been one day’s delay in this procedure due to any statement, position or unilateral
decision on my part. I was not the original rapporteur for this procedure, but became the
rapporteur unwillingly. All of the decisions in this procedure, and in fact the procedure as
a whole, have been handled with the utmost transparency and full agreement of the
committee. The accusation made against me by a representative of Israeli interests in this
Parliament is not only stupid, but also discredits the person making the accusation. Second,
my objection to this proposal and my original position as rapporteur have nothing to do
with Israeli policy. They concern us and the consistency that the Treaty requires our external
policies to have. My position has always been that it is the consistency of the Union’s
external policies which is at stake. I cannot see how it is possible to condemn Israel for
what it is doing in relation to the Occupied Territories and then, at the same time, when
we have an opportunity to put pressure on Israel to take notice of our condemnations, to
give it a prize of this nature. Tomorrow Israel will be laughing like mad at our policy
positions, because it knows that they are purely self-serving and hypocritical, and that
when it comes to enforcing them, we cannot.
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Lastly, I must make a personal statement: I do not belong to any anti-Israeli movement; I
do not belong to any friends of Palestinians association; I owe nothing to either side – I
repeat, I owe nothing to either side – and I would like everyone speaking in this debate to
be able to say the same thing with the same frankness.

President.   − (HU) The debate is closed.

The vote will take place today.

Written statement (Rule 149)

Csanád Szegedi (NI),    in writing. – (HU) Ladies and gentlemen, in any debate we should
speak only with respect when referring to Israel. In recent decades Israel has set an example
of how to build a modern democracy despite the difficulties facing it in one of the world’s
most politically volatile regions. The Jewish state has demonstrated that it is possible to
create freedom and peace for people even in an area where dictatorships are being
established and hatred fomented. I firmly believe that the European Parliament has an
ethical and moral obligation to support any measure that brings Israel and the European
Union closer together; in cultural terms, after all, Israel is part of Europe. Israel is the kind
of state that also consistently demonstrates its maturity with regard to human rights, and
so the European Union should exercise caution before interfering in Israel’s internal affairs.
I also take this opportunity to express my wish for peace as soon as possible for the peoples
of the Middle East.

12. Community regime for the control of exports, transfer, brokering and transit
of dual-use items (debate)

President.   − (HU) The next item is the report (A7-0231/2012) by Christofer Fjellner, on
behalf of the Committee on International Trade, on the proposal for a regulation setting
up a Community regime for the control of exports, transfer, brokering and transit of
dual-use items (COM(2011)0704 - C7-0395/2011 - 2011/0310(COD)).

Christofer Fjellner,    rapporteur. − (SV) Mr President, I shall not use all my speaking time
now, but it is possible that I may wish to take the floor again at the end of the debate, if I
may, to respond to any questions.

First and foremost, I would like to point out that the aim of this report is to adapt our
legislation to the changes that entered into force when Parliament was given the power of
codecision on trade matters through the new Treaty.

It is essentially a rather technical question to accelerate the procedure and ensure that we
do not delay it for an uncommonly long time. In order to do this, the Commission has
stated that we need delegated acts in order both to achieve predictability and to ensure that
Parliament does not sit with long lists of products, going through them one at a time. Some
of these questions should have been dealt with more quickly by experts in delegated acts;
we should now be able to limit these.

The challenge here is that we must deal with this item rather quickly. If we do not, we will
have old lists of so-called ‘dual-use items’ that only cover the system changes that have
taken place up until 2010. We must deal with the item that we are discussing now rather
quickly in order for us to be able to cover all of the changes that took place during 2011.
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When we discussed the question in the committee, we unfortunately had a little too much
conflict, and quite unnecessarily. A great many views were expressed that did not relate to
the technical question of how we should work with delegated acts and achieve faster, more
efficient processing, and on that point, I believe the shadow rapporteur and I essentially
agree.

Many other questions have also been taken up and discussed. I understand from the Group
of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament, among
others, that some further amendments will be tabled. This applies, for example, to the
proposals on IT security, transparency, etc. I shall merely point out that I agree with several
of them and think that several of them are relevant. I shall not, however, take them up here
and risk delaying adoption of this document with reference to the amendments that the
S&D Group, among others, has tabled.

Of course, we know that there will be a big overhaul of the entire system of dual-use items.
The Commission is planning to submit some things in 2013, and there will be a legislative
proposal in 2014. I therefore do not see any compelling reasons as to why we must
implement the amendments that I know have been put forward by the S&D Group, among
others.

I therefore hope that we can now take this technical item and ensure that we facilitate it
so that we can then, at a later date, come back to many of the relevant views that my
colleagues have had. I now hope that we can deal with this item quickly and efficiently in
accordance with the committee’s proposal.

Karel De Gucht,    Member of the Commission . − Mr President, the proposal that we are
debating today is about export control of dual-use items and technologies and it therefore,
naturally, serves a dual purpose.

Firstly, this proposal is about our security. It aims to make the EU more efficient in
preventing the risk of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and of the military
use of civilian items, while ensuring that we comply with our international commitments
in this respect.

Secondly, the proposal is about our prosperity. It will help level the playing field vis-à-vis
our competitors and therefore foster our competitiveness by making sure that our export
controls do not hamper legitimate trade in critical sectors of our economy.

I believe that the objectives behind the proposal are shared by a large majority of Members
of Parliament. It is vital to strike a fair balance between a strong defence of our security
and the promotion of our trade concerns.

In order for the EU to achieve these objectives, it is proposed to delegate to the Commission
the competence to update the so-called ‘EU control list’ – the list of controlled items – in
the Regulation governing the European dual-use export control system. Updates of this
list should be carried out frequently in order to comply with our international commitments,
leading to quasi-automatic transposition of internationally-agreed controls into EU law.
Currently, the legislative procedure is too heavy and not suitable for such a frequent and
technical task.

Let me take a recent example: it took the EU more than two years to update the Common
Control List. This has been widely criticised by EU economic operators, who sometimes
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cannot trade in certain goods while their competitors have the freedom to do so, since
these products have already been removed from the control lists in other countries.

It is also proposed to empower the Commission to update Annex II of our dual-use export
control system, which provides for facilitated controls of certain low-risk items to certain
low-risk destinations. This is needed to take account of sometimes rapidly changing
circumstances: here again, our security is at stake and the question is how long should it
take for the EU to require enhanced controls on exports when the security situation
deteriorates in a particular country? In such cases, clearly, time is of the essence and the
proposal therefore will accelerate this process.

I have taken note of the different amendments tabled and would like to remind you of an
ongoing and wide-ranging review the Commission has launched in relation to our EU
export control regime, which offers the appropriate setting to discuss issues that are outside
the scope of the proposed Regulation. As I have already explained, the purpose of the
proposal we are debating today is simply to introduce a more efficient procedure to revise
the EU control list which covers only dual-use items for weapons of mass destruction or
military end-use. Thus, we will provide more security and a level playing field for our
exporters. That is what is at stake now.

Daniel Caspary,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I
would like to follow on from where Commissioner De Gucht left off. It must be in all our
interests to have an effective control system to determine whether the wrong items are
being exported from the European Union. However, we should also be clear about what
this specific regulation is intended to achieve. It deals with items that are primarily used
for civilian purposes: items which, fundamentally, are civilian in nature, such as computer
keyboards, office chairs, and replacement parts for machinery and vehicles, all of which,
in essence, are designed for use in non-military contexts.

The main point of contention between us this evening, notwithstanding the large measure
of agreement on this issue, is the question of ex ante or ex post notification of an export.
I would ask Members to give some further thought to what this draft regulation actually
says. The point at issue in our discussion is this. Provided that the item and the country
appear on the relevant lists, an exporter who is subject to this regulation would be legally
authorised, under this regulation, to export his product. The only point at issue between
us is whether, as a general principle and for statistical reasons, he should be required to
provide notification of this export ex post or ex ante. The issue of ex post or ex ante does
not relate to whether or not the product may be exported. It can be exported provided that
the country and the product appear on the lists. The point is whether, with our export
control regime, we are putting European countries at what I would regard as an unnecessary
disadvantage in relation to their competitors. So I would ask fellow Members from the
other groups to consider whether this is really what we want. In essence, we agree: we must
create a more effective export control regime in the EU, and we need to be able to respond
more quickly. That is why I fully support the Commission’s proposal. I also endorse the
comments made by the rapporteur, namely that the lists must be updated as quickly as
possible by the Commission so that we no longer have the untenable situation that we had
in the past but instead have effective export controls.

Jörg Leichtfried,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies
and gentlemen, we have seen that as soon as dual-use items feature on the agenda, the
telephones in the German Economics Ministry light up like Christmas trees. That is when
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the interventions start, along with the attempts to convince colleagues that they should
not be in favour of ex ante controls. In any discussion of this issue, we must be absolutely
clear what we are dealing with. We are not talking about office chairs, despite what the
previous speaker claims. We are talking about civilian goods which can be used for military
purposes. We are talking about dangerous chemicals, and we are also talking about software.
Indeed, it was software exported from Europe which, one year ago – and perhaps even
now – was used to kill people in the Middle East. It was used in neighbour countries on the
opposite shore of the Mediterranean by those who committed human rights abuses and
persecuted, tortured and in some cases murdered human rights activists.

With that in mind, surely we can discuss once again whether ex ante approval of these
exports is possible. Does it really make a difference, in terms of the bureaucratic effort,
whether notification takes place beforehand rather than 30 days later? That does not create
more red tape, but it does create rather more security. By that, I mean more security for
people who might otherwise suffer as a result of the export of these items and suffer simply
so that a few European companies can increase their profits. I believe it is important to
ensure, in this House, that Europe’s industry can export its products, but we need effective
controls and above all, we need ex ante controls. These are the reasons why we Social
Democrats are so keen to ensure that we move in the right direction.

I understand the Commission’s position and I also understand the Group of the European
People’s Party (Christian Democrats). You want a regime that is swift and problem-free.
However, the problems that this will cause are serious enough to outweigh any of the
concerns that have been expressed here.

Marietje Schaake,    on behalf of the ALDE Group . – Mr President, in the discussion around
dual-use items I would like to focus on technologies. Technologies play an ever more
important role in the lives of citizens, empowering the individual, breaking monopolies
on information and power, and offering plenty of economic, social, cultural and other
opportunities for development.

Technologies also impact human rights. People in Egypt, Tunisia, Iran, Syria, China, Burma
and many other countries, through the use of smart phones and internet access, are able
to claim fundamental human rights such as free expression, press freedom, free assembly
and access to information, and they can share documented human rights abuses. But those
who fear losing control are striking back, increasingly repressing people with the help of
technologies as well. Prisons all over the world are populated by dissidents, human rights
defenders, journalists and citizens whose laptops, mobile phones, social media and email
accounts have been compromised. In their cases, mass surveillance, mass censorship,
tracking and tracing are not issues of statistics, Mr Caspary, but of life and death. Too often,
the repressive technologies that are used to repress people have a label: ‘made in Europe’.

It is also important that we do not export technologies that can be used to attack the EU
itself. Speed is indeed important, and we must stop the digital arms trade with more
transparency and accountability, a level playing field in Europe and more flexibility for
updates, so that the EU can play a leading role in an ever-changing world.

Franziska Keller,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group . – (DE) Mr President, dual-use items
often look harmless, but in the hands of authoritarian regimes they can be as lethal as
machine guns or tanks. We undermine our foreign policy goals if we send surveillance
technologies to authoritarian regimes which can then use them to monitor and suppress
democracy movements. It was European mobile phone software produced by Nokia
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Siemens Networks which played into the hands of the Iranian security forces as they crushed
the Green protest movement. Large numbers of protesters were abducted, imprisoned,
tortured and sentenced to death. That is just one of many examples.

Furthermore, with its Action Plan for an innovative and competitive security industry, as
it is called, the Commission is promoting these dubious dual-purpose items. Its stated aim
is better exploitation of synergies between security and defence technologies. We are on
the verge of selling out: selling out, quite literally, not only human rights but also our
security interests in favour of an industrial policy of dubious worth. For that reason, I urge
you to vote for the amendments tabled by our Group together with the Social Democrats
and the ALDE.

William (The Earl of) Dartmouth,    on behalf of the EFD Group . – Mr President, this matter
of dual use items keeps on coming up. Its significance is that, in order to export anything
on the dual use list, we in the UK need to get permission from the European Commission
first. The EU justifies this by asserting that the dual use list prevents weapons falling into
the hands of dictators. Given that EU companies sold Colonel Gaddafi the incredible sum
of 300 million euros’ worth of arms in just five years, that assertion comes across as being
on one level invalid and on another level hypocritical.

To be clear: the purpose of this proposal is to give yet more power to the Commission to
designate what items should go on the dual use list. The UK is a global trading nation, and
we as a nation [I thought it was a minute and half] find it wholly unacceptable that unelected
bureaucrats should have the right to regulate Britain’s exporters and even veto hard-won
export orders.

George Sabin Cutaş (S&D)  . – (RO) Mr President, the control at European level of the
export of dual-use items and technologies is essential to ensure non-proliferation and limit
military use. At the same time, we need to find a balance between this requirement and
legitimate trade in these products and technologies for civilian purposes.

I support the Commission’s proposal to simplify and accelerate existing procedures to
prevent European security issues that may arise due to delays in implementing decisions
on tightening controls.

In this regard, I believe that we must remain vigilant about products or technologies that
can infringe human rights, democratic principles or the freedom of expression, especially
through the use of intercepting technologies and devices for transferring digital information
via mobile phones. Therefore, I support the amendment tabled by my political group, by
the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe and the Confederal Group
of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Jörg Leichtfried (S&D).   – (DE) Mr President, I have requested leave to speak again because
I wanted to respond to the Earl of Dartmouth’s comments, which were interesting in some
ways but factually inaccurate. This regulation on dual-use items is not about Europe
obstructing British exports. It is about ensuring that all our European exporters have the
same chances. I know that the United Kingdom is a country that acts very fairly and keeps
to the rules. However, there are others in Europe who do not keep to the rules all the time
or keep a close eye on what is being exported. This regulation creates equal opportunities
for those who respect the law. I believe the Earl of Dartmouth’s country to be one of those
countries. That is why I would encourage him not to oppose everything that comes out of
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Europe on principle, but to look at the issue more closely. European action can benefit the
United Kingdom as well, and I believe that is the case here. Do please reconsider and look
at exactly what is at stake here.

Franz Obermayr (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, dual-use items are goods and technologies
that can be used for both civilian and military purposes, such as computers, electronics
and aerospace technology. If goods of this nature are exported, it is important to ensure
that they are not put to undesirable military use. On the other hand, it is also important to
ensure that legitimate trading activities are not unduly restricted. Due to today’s rapid
technological development, it is only right and proper to safeguard the EU’s capacity to
react swiftly and effectively. It damages the European economy if third countries can react
more swiftly, thus putting themselves in a more advantageous position in global
competition. Generally speaking, efficient implementation of the key parameters depends,
firstly, on effective communication between Member States’ authorities, secondly, on
effective cooperation between control agencies, and thirdly, on stringent sanctions for
non-compliance.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Karel De Gucht,    Member of the Commission . − Mr President, I will be very brief. I just
wanted to assure the European Parliament that we are committed to providing all relevant
information and documents to the European Parliament when preparing delegated acts,
so as to ensure appropriate scrutiny of delegated acts, in line with our institutional
commitments.

Secondly, on what Mrs Schaake has been saying about software and so on, she should
acknowledge that the EU has taken swift and robust action to prevent the export of
telecommunications interception and internet monitoring equipment in violation of human
rights. This was, in particular, the case with the adoption of sanctions against Syria and
Iran. Having said this, what this proposal is about is speed: speed when something should
be removed from the list; speed also when something should be put on the list. That is
what we are asking the House’s agreement for.

Christofer Fjellner,    rapporteur.  − Mr President, first of all we do not disagree on the most
substantial issues. These dual-use items could be used to oppress people and could be used
for war, and therefore we have – or may I say we should have – the strongest legislation in
the world to control these items. The problem is that we do not have this any more since,
because of the Lisbon Treaty, our procedures for changing these lists are too cumbersome
and take too long. As the world is changing, we have to be swift and effective in changing
legislation. That is exactly why we need to swiftly adopt this legislation instead of
pre-empting the whole debate over changing the legislation. That debate has been scheduled,
so let us address that issue when we get there. But now we need to update this legislation
on the basis of the Commission proposal. So each thing at its right time – now it is time
to adopt this piece of legislation and not to pre-empt future debates.

President. −   The debate is closed. The vote will take place today.

(The session was suspended at 17.55 and resumed at 18.00.)
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IN THE CHAIR: ROBERTA ANGELILLI
Vice-President

13. Voting time

President. −   The next item is the vote.

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

13.1. Draft amending budget No 4/2012 (A7-0308/2012 - Francesca Balzani)

13.2. Discharge 2010: European Food Safety Authority (A7-0299/2012 - Monica
Luisa Macovei)

13.3. Discharge 2010: European Medicines Agency (A7-0298/2012 - Monica Luisa
Macovei)

13.4. Forest reproductive material (A7-0277/2012 - Paolo De Castro)

13.5. European Year of Citizens (2013) (A7-0271/2012 - Antigoni Papadopoulou)

Before the vote:

Antigoni Papadopoulou,    rapporteur.  − Madam President, I would like to make a very
short statement. I would just like to thank again the shadow rapporteurs and administrators
for their valuable contributions to this report and urge all Members to support and vote
in favour of my report on the European Year of Citizens, because at this time of political,
economic and social crisis, and only 20 months before the next European elections,
informed citizens should be at the top of our political agenda. New momentum should
also be given to the debate on Union citizenship.

13.6. Common visa restrictions for Russian officials involved in the Sergei Magnitsky
case (A7-0285/2012 - Kristiina Ojuland)

Before the vote:

Kristiina Ojuland,    rapporteur.  − Madam President, I would invite the House to support
the removal of the word ‘Italy’ from recital I.

(The oral amendment was accepted)

13.7. Implementation of the Single European Sky legislation (A7-0254/2012 -
Jacqueline Foster)

13.8. Passenger rights in all transport modes (A7-0287/2012 - Georges Bach)

13.9. Discharge 2010: EU general budget, Council (A7-0301/2012 - Inés Ayala Sender)

13.10. Discharge 2010: European Environment Agency (A7-0300/2012 - Monica
Luisa Macovei)
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13.11. Nomination of a member of the Court of Auditors (Leonard Orban)
(A7-0296/2012 - Inés Ayala Sender)

13.12. European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: application EGF/2012/001 IE/Talk
Talk (A7-0322/2012 - Frédéric Daerden)

13.13. European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: application
EGF/2011/015/SE/AstraZeneca (A7-0325/2012 - Dominique Riquet) (vote)

13.14. European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: application EGF/2011/019
ES/Galicia Metal (A7-0323/2012 - Alexander Alvaro) (vote)

13.15. European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: application EGF/2011/009
NL/Gelderland (A7-0334/2012 - Frédéric Daerden) (vote)

13.16. European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: application EGF/2011/021 NL/Zalco
(A7-0324/2012 - Frédéric Daerden) (vote)

13.17. European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: application EGF/2010/015
FR/Peugeot (A7-0333/2012 - Jean Louis Cottigny) (vote)

13.18. European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: application EGF/2012/003
DK/VESTAS - Denmark (A7-0345/2012 - László Surján) (vote)

13.19. European Globalisation Adjustment Fund: application EGF/2012/002
DE/Manroland from Germany (A7-0346/2012 - José Manuel Fernandes) (vote)

13.20. Community regime for the control of exports, transfer, brokering and transit
of dual-use items (A7-0231/2012 - Christofer Fjellner) (vote)

13.21. Minimum level of training of seafarers (A7-0162/2012 - Brian Simpson) (vote)

13.22. Protocol to the Euro-Mediterranean Agreement establishing an association
between the EC and Israel on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial
Products (CAA) (A7-0289/2012 - Vital Moreira) (vote)

Before the vote:

Véronique De Keyser,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (FR) Madam President, as I stated
in the debate an hour ago, my group is asking for this report to be referred back to
committee for legal reasons. If we say ‘yes’ to this agreement on the pharmaceutical sector,
we will no longer have any right of scrutiny, as Parliament, over other sectors, such as
cosmetics, which could be included in the future. As a result, our role as co-legislator is
ambiguous and we are therefore frustrated.

Daniel Cohn-Bendit,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (FR) Madam President, ladies
and gentlemen, we already had a situation like this a year ago, I think, and at that time we
wisely refused to vote. A positive vote would in this situation strengthen the Israeli
Government, which just a week ago decided to continue its settlement programme. Do
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not tell me, therefore, that this is a technical vote. The proof is that you are already getting
overexcited and I have not even spoken. Imagine what you will be like afterwards!

(Applause)

What I mean is that today – and as the Socialists said, there is indeed a legal problem and
a political problem – it would be a mistake to say either ‘yes’ or ‘no’. That is why postponing
the vote would give Parliament the chance to continue its deliberations.

Daniel Caspary,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen,
18 months ago, two reports were referred to us in the consent procedure in this House,
namely the agreement which is now the subject of the vote, and a similar agreement on
agricultural products with the Palestinian territories. There were one or two details in the
agreement with the Palestinian territories which we needed to discuss. Nonetheless, we all
let that agreement pass, despite the fact that Hamas, one of the parties in government in
the Palestinian territories, is a terrorist organisation, despite the fact that the death penalty
is in use there, and despite its oppression of the Palestinian people.

(Applause)

Our proposal, at the time, was to push through the two agreements in parallel so that we
could justifiably claim to be impartial. Indeed, we want to be honest brokers and maintain
our mediating role between the two parties. However, with the Agreement on Conformity
Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products that will be put to the vote today, every
conceivable reservation has been voiced, and as soon as one concern has been dealt with,
another arises. By adopting this strategy, we are undermining our own credibility. I really
would urge the House to bring this sad chapter to a close today and vote in favour of this
agreement!

(Applause)

( The request to refer the report back to committee was rejected )

13.23. Future of EU development policy (A7-0234/2012 - Charles Goerens) (vote)

13.24. SMEs: competitiveness and business opportunities (A7-0293/2012 - Paul
Rübig) (vote)

Before the vote on paragraph 51:

Paul Rübig,    rapporteur.  −  (DE) Madam President, I simply wanted to explain that
paragraph 51, which is being put to the vote today is a compromise that we adopted by a
large majority in committee. What it means, in fact, is that we want to ease the burden on
micro-enterprises as far as possible, but not in relation to the basic standards in place in
the European Union in the field of health and safety in the workplace, or in relation to basic
workers’ rights in the EU, or in relation to fundamental principles of environmental
legislation. It is important to make it clear that we are not allowing micro-enterprises to
operate in a legal vacuum but that we fully recognise that the basic legislation already in
place must be complied with by micro-enterprises as well. I would therefore ask you to
vote for the compromise.
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13.25. Trade and economic relations with the United States (A7-0321/2012 - Vital
Moreira) (vote)

President. −   That concludes the vote.

14. Explanations of vote

Oral explanations of vote

Report: Monica Luisa Macovei (A7-0299/2012)

Julie Girling (ECR).   – Madam President, I would like to take this opportunity to give an
explanation of my vote against the discharge for the European Food Safety Authority. I
would like to make it clear that my views on the European Food Safety Authority are not
reflected in this vote against, in the sense that I find it impossible to vote for discharge on
any of the Environment Committee-related agencies due to the fact that the Court of
Auditors are unable to sign off on their accounts for any of these environment-related
agencies and therefore I would by default be approving the procedure, which I do not wish
to do. But I would like to state on record that the work of the European Food and Safety
Authority that I have been involved with has been in every case exemplary.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Madam President, food safety is one of the most serious
responsibilities an executive body can dispense to its citizens. Although, in line with my
group, I express deep reservations about granting a discharge in the absence of firm
assurances from the Court of Auditors, the European Food Safety Agency is an EU body
which I personally wholeheartedly endorse in principle.

Food is, by its very nature, transnational, travelling from the field, the ocean or an abattoir
to the processing plant and eventually to our dinner plates. It does not respect national
boundaries. When something goes horribly wrong, such as the outbreak of an infectious
disease or poisoning or contamination of our foodstuffs, we need a well-run supranational
organisation to identify the problem and enact the necessary measures to alert our national
authorities and thus protect our consumers everywhere throughout the European Union.

Report: Monica Luisa Macovei (A7-0298/2012)

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Madam President, the European Medicines Agency is a prime
example of a successful devolved EU body which can bring tangible benefits to European
citizens and consumers. Based in my own constituency of London, the EMA replaces the
previous complex, bureaucratic requirements for British pharmaceutical companies to
apply individually in 26 other countries in order to license their medicinal products. Instead,
we have developed a one-stop shop for assessing the safety and granting product licences
for innovative medicines, thus saving considerable time and money and benefiting both
patients and the pharmaceutical industry, which is a major export earner for the United
Kingdom.

Nevertheless the ECR, my Group, maintains serious concerns about some of the contractual
arrangements and the transparency of this Agency, which of course merit further scrutiny
by the Court of Auditors.
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Report: Antigoni Papadopoulou (A7-0271/2012)

Andrea Zanoni (ALDE).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, 2013 will rightly
be the Year of European Citizens. This is an important initiative because recalling and
enhancing awareness, in particular among young people, of the rights and achievements
attached to European citizenship should be treated as an absolute priority.

Today, thanks to the process of European integration, EU citizens may live, work, study
and travel freely within the territory of the Member States, use the health services, enjoy
rights and protection as passengers and consumers, and vote and stand as candidates in
elections to the European Parliament and in municipal elections in their Member State of
residence.

These are important achievements, which bring with them not just a strong symbolic
connotation that strengthens and promotes the sense of belonging to Europe, but also
undoubted advantages and practical opportunities. However, according to a Eurobarometer
report, and as I can confirm on a daily basis in my work as an MEP, there is often a lack of
awareness of these rights, and of the values and principles that inspire them. It is therefore
essential to make every effort, particularly in the schools but also elsewhere, to raise
awareness of and provide information on the great advantages of our dual citizenship, the
European aspect of which enhances and strengthens the national aspect.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, among the most common problems that
EU citizens face when they reside, study or work in another EU country are lack of
information and awareness of their rights as well as language barriers and the
non-recognition of diplomas and qualifications.

Unfortunately, there is still a lack of visibility of Union citizenship and lack of awareness
of the concrete benefits it provides. I am therefore supporting 2013 as the Year of European
Citizens. The general objective of the Year of European Citizens will be to enhance awareness
of the rights attached to Union citizenship in order to help citizens make full use of their
right to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States.

Marina Yannakoudakis (ECR).   – Madam President, since 1983, the European years have
covered everything from music to cancer. The 30th year will be the European Year of
Citizenship and, clearly, we are running out of ideas. We have already had a European Year
of Citizens through Education and a European Year of Workers’ Mobility. We simply do
not need another European Year to inform people of their rights as EU citizens because,
not only is the EU running out of ideas, but it is also running out of money.

The Commission’s proposed budget for the year was EUR 1 million but, in its wisdom,
Parliament has called for a five times increase in this budget. This morning I and my group
called on the EU to make meaningful cuts to the budget to reflect the austerity measures
governments have faced across the continent. Putting an end to the European years would
be a good start.

Raffaele Baldassarre (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, almost two decades have passed
since the concept of European Citizenship was legally established, but still only 43 % of
EU citizens claim familiarity with the term ‘citizen of the European Union’. They lack
information and awareness of their rights: language barriers and the non-recognition of
diplomas, degrees and qualifications are among the most common problems that EU
citizens face on a daily basis. I therefore agree with the Commission’s initiative to declare
2013 the Year of European Citizens.
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I also fully support the rapporteur’s wish to have the scope of application of the Decision
widened to focus on enhancing the awareness of citizens in order to allow them to make
full use of their rights, and not just their right to move and reside freely. I also hope that
the Year of European Citizens will not be another celebratory year but rather provide the
foundation for a framework for the future policies, measures and actions needed to reinforce
Union citizenship.

Csaba Sógor (PPE).   – (HU) The European Commission has proposed designating 2013
the European Year of Citizens. I am convinced that in spite of the current crisis this will
strengthen resolve to ensure that citizens are able to exercise and assert their rights.
According to the statistics, one-third of citizens intend to do so, but administrative
difficulties and inadequate language knowledge still present barriers to taking up
employment when they move abroad to another Member State. The plan for the European
Year of Citizens places responsibility for ensuring adequate information in the hands of
Member States, but the most effective way to exchange positive experiences will always
be at EU level. The objective of our amendments was to broaden the scope of the programme
and ensure that citizens have a bigger role in raising awareness regarding their rights.

As shadow rapporteur, I would like to stress that the Commission has successfully mapped
out the demands behind the motto ‘More Europe!’ and listened to the expectations voiced
in relation to the European Year of Citizens at EU, Member State, regional and local levels.
Delivering on these, however, and running popular communications channels or portals
will require an increase in the budget. I was pleased to see that, as today’s vote showed, all
of the political groups agreed on this.

Marco Scurria (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, the Year of European Citizens is a way of
focusing attention on the half a billion people living in the EU. It is a way of remembering
that all of the other measures we are discussing in these days – the banking union, the
economic and financial measures for combating the crisis – have the interests of citizens
as their primary objective. The aim of the European Year on which we have voted is to
enhance the rights attached to Union citizenship and the role played by the associations
in the Union, reinforcing the right of students, teachers, artists and those working creatively
to move freely.

In short, it aims to strengthen European identity through concrete initiatives in which the
citizens play the leading role. This is a real bottom-up approach to building the Union, and
the reason why I voted in favour.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Madam President, I voted in favour of the report, because it is
very topical. Next year it will be 20 years since the concept of EU citizenship was introduced.
Despite this, many EU citizens are still unaware of their rights and opportunities in Europe.

The attitudes of citizens towards the EU have cooled, thanks to the financial crisis. The EU
is regarded more and more as a mere bureaucracy, and the legal instruments that it issues
are regarded as making the everyday lives of citizens more difficult, rather than easier.
Convincing citizens of the benefits of the EU is primarily the duty of politicians. The
participation of citizens in public debate on the various EU policy areas is something that
must be promoted. It is only in this way that we will be able to build a Europe that is really
supported by the people.

Emer Costello (S&D).   – Madam President, the concept of EU citizenship became a reality
20 years ago with the adoption of the Maastricht Treaty, yet public awareness of EU
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citizenship is still very low. The 2010 Eurobarometer survey showed that only 43 % of
respondents were actually familiar with the term ‘Citizen of the European Union’, and even
fewer knew what it meant – although the Irish figure at that stage was 58 %.

The purpose of the European Year of Citizens must be to raise awareness about the rights
and responsibilities of EU citizens, the role citizens play in exercising the right to free
movement and the importance of civic and democratic participation, including participation
in European and local elections. No doubt many of the planned initiatives for next year
will be carried out through programmes such as the Lifelong Learning Programme in our
schools and institutions, and this will pave the way for a more concerted longer-term effort
to raise awareness about EU citizenship. I am concerned about the reduction in the budget
from a proposed 5 million to just 1 million, but I also want to welcome the fact that the
European Year of the Citizen coincides with the start of the Irish Presidency, and I know
that the Irish Government is committed to holding events to promote the European Year
throughout its presidency.

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Madam President, the possibility to travel to other countries in
Europe without stopping at a border is just one of the many rights and privileges afforded
by Union citizenship. For most of us, they are already accepted as a matter of course, but
many of our citizens are not aware that they are based on citizenship of the Union, which
was introduced 20 years ago. It is therefore only right and proper, not to mention extremely
important, to make it a priority to explain to our citizens what the European Union means
and how it makes life easier for each and every one of us every day. This year, 2013, is the
European Year of Citizens, and I hope to see many more initiatives in future which aim to
bring the European Union closer to every citizen. Again, we are on the right track here,
but we certainly have not reached our goal.

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Madam President, this could be a welcome initiative in
a Europe, in a European Union that is increasingly becoming more a union of governments
than a union of citizens, but on one condition: it should not be a formal one, with the
emphasis on ceremony, but should try and pull together the energies of all European
citizens to achieve a closer community.

There are still questions regarding free movement, the use of languages and the recognition
of third-level qualifications, as well as questions regarding elections. We are organising
this campaign one year before the elections but an institutional framework is needed for
less formal, more efficient dialogue with the European institutions. These questions could
help to re-establish the trust of the European citizens in the Union.

Hannu Takkula (ALDE).   – (FI) Madam President, I voted in favour of this report. I think
it is very good that the concept of European citizenship is being raised again. As has been
mentioned today, it is 20 years since the concept of European citizenship was launched.
It is not enough for this sort of concept to exist; the biggest problem in the European Union
right now is the fact that citizens do not feel that the Union is theirs. Citizens feel that the
Union is more a Union of the elite, a Union of hard cores. It is therefore good that next
year there will be a focus on what the European Union actually means to citizens.

The European Parliament is currently also look at the ‘Europe for Citizens’ programme,
for which I am the rapporteur. Under this programme, which will take place during the
next programming period, we will invest a sum of approximately 10 cents a year for every
citizen of the European Union. This means that we are currently observing citizens within
the Union using economic and other indicators at quite a low cost. It is therefore very
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important that citizenship and people’s participation in Union decision-making be
reinforced.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE).   – (SK) Madam President, free movement of people, statutory
rights, civil and human rights, an open labour market, recognition of diplomas: these are
all benefits for citizens in the different Member States of the European Union. It was the
European Parliament that, in 2010, asked the Commission to designate next year as the
European Year of Citizens. The European Year of Citizens is of course an opportunity to
talk about Europe in a sensible way so as to increase interest in European opportunities
and participation in the Member States, in elections, for example.

I am certainly not in favour of a European superstate, but I feel that the European Year of
Citizens will contribute to increased awareness and knowledge of the different rights and
responsibilities of citizens of the Union, which should logically encourage citizens to take
part in democratic life.

Elena Băsescu (PPE)  . – (RO) Madam President, I also voted in favour of the report because
designating 2013 as the European Year of Citizens is a good opportunity to offer correct
information to all Europeans. Better information could contribute to an enhanced sense
of belonging to the Union. The status of European citizen offers more rights and benefits
that we all need to know about, such as free movement and mobility of the workforce.

Until now, Romanian citizens have not fully exercised their rights. A number of Member
States still impose labour restrictions on Romanian workers. The restrictions are unjustified
and the European Commission has, on numerous occasions, recommended that they be
eliminated. The impact of such a measure could be positive not only for Romanian workers
but also for the Member States. I believe that the labour market in these Member States
would become more dynamic, stimulating competition and economic growth.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – (GA) Mr President, I was pleased to support these proposals and I
especially welcome the European Year of Citizens next year. We often hear that we should
be closer to the citizens and next year will give us that chance. I would propose one thing:
we must give citizens more opportunities to visit Parliament, either here in Strasbourg or
in Brussels. I have seen that when people come to visit us, even though they may have a
negative view of Parliament or the institutions, they leave with a different opinion. After
coming and seeing what we do here, they have a positive impression and perception of us
and we should avail of the opportunity afforded by next year to bring more people to
Parliament. As Emer Costello said, Ireland will hold the presidency of the Council next
year, and we will make every effort to promote the European Year of Citizens.

David Campbell Bannerman (ECR).   – Madam President, I have to say that I can scarcely
believe these proposals. I feel that they are utter nonsense and it should worry democrats
that two-thirds of MEPs supported this motion. I did not.

How can we throw money away on such nonsense when the peoples of Europe are hurting?
As they are in Greece, in Spain, in Portugal, in France and in my own country. The EU is
clearly hopelessly out of touch with the people it purports to represent.

At a time when Angela Merkel today is threatening to veto the entire budget summit if
David Cameron vetoes anything but a freeze, this is crazy. David Cameron is trying to do
the right thing. Are the peoples of Europe, in between paying higher taxes, in between job
cuts and riots, turning to one another to say that what we really need is a Year of European
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Citizenship? No, absolutely not. Nor am I a citizen of the EU, but a loyal subject of the
Queen. The idea is flawed, insulting and an utter waste of money.

László Tőkés (PPE).   – (HU) Madam President, Europe must protect its citizens. Last week,
Andrea Varga, a Hungarian historian from Bucharest, was seriously assaulted on the street
by an unknown individual. Andrea Varga is a distinguished researcher on the Communist
era. He is currently working on the restitution of Hungarian church property confiscated
during the Communist dictatorship. In 2009, at the request of the Romanian office of the
European Commission, he organised an important exhibition in Bucharest on the regime
change in Central and Eastern Europe. During the final vote on the report on the European
Year of Citizens, I think it is vital to draw attention to the case of Andrea Varga and to call
for protection for him as a European citizen by the Romanian authorities and the European
Parliament. Europe must protect its citizens.

Gerald Häfner (Verts/ALE).   – (DE) Madam President, what we have agreed here for the
European Year of Citizens – which, incidentally, goes back to a parliamentary initiative –
is both brilliant and tragic, for it highlights the yawning gap between Europe’s institutions
and its citizens. Nonetheless, it is a major step forward. Everything that is set out in the
Commission’s draft, but particularly in the report which has now been adopted, has my
wholehearted support. That is why I not only voted in favour; as the rapporteur for the
Committee on Constitutional Affairs, I also contributed in no small measure to making
this a better report.

Nonetheless, I should like to make one thing very clear, if I may: it is like offering a thirsty
man a teaspoon of water when he really needs a glass. The budget, the legal framework
and the practical measures all fall absurdly short of the mark compared with what Europe
actually needs. In the current situation, with major, indeed crucial issues being negotiated
in Europe without any citizen involvement whatsoever, we not only need a Year of Citizens;
we also need more citizen participation as a whole. We do not need a Europe of citizens
imposed from above; what we need is far more involvement from the bottom up, so that
we can rightfully claim to put citizens at the heart of the Union.

Report: Kristiina Ojuland (A7-0285/2012)

Kristiina Ojuland (ALDE).   – Madam President, first of all allow me to thank all my
colleagues who worked very closely together to prepare this recommendation to the
Council. I believe that this is an instrument which demonstrates EU value-based politics.
This recommendation is also a clear message to those Russians who want Russia to be a
country of the rule of law, and not of corrupt governance.

Those guilty of causing Sergei Magnitsky’s death should be brought to justice, should not
be allowed to travel to the European Union and should have their assets frozen here on
EU territory. I would also like to call on the Member States and the EIS to take further
necessary steps to implement this recommendation.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, I voted for this proposal because I consider
that the European Union must not tolerate the infringement of fundamental human rights.
Therefore, we need to take firm measures against those who are responsible for the death
of Sergei Magnitsky. His case is a sign that the criminal justice system in Russia is not
functioning properly. We must ensure that those responsible for Mr Magnitsky’s death
cannot travel freely in Europe. Moreover, I believe that all of their bank accounts in EU
Member States should be frozen.
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One solution to this could be the widespread establishment of such practices for all those
who infringe human rights regardless of their country of origin. I also believe that we need
to introduce an automatic sanction mechanism for such cases. In the case of Mr Magnitsky,
the Union could make the lifting of the restrictions subject to the establishment of an
independent inquiry that would eventually punish the guilty parties.

Tunne Kelam (PPE).   – Madam President, I voted for this very important initiative because
the Magnitsky case is a well-proved example of cynical human rights violations which
culminated in the tragic death of a Russian lawyer who defended the interests of a British
company.

This is a recommendation to the Council to ensure that officials who blatantly violate
human rights in their respective countries must feel that they cannot escape unpunished.
In this way the recommendation could become an important instrument in making a
difference in our policies, and we would be indicating that the EU is serious in insisting on
compliance with the rule of law and human rights. This is vital for our own credibility in
relations with third partners. So I would ask the Council to take this recommendation very
seriously and ensure that this is implemented.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Madam President, first of all I would like to thank Ms Ojuland
as well for this initiative which – if the Council does adopt the recommendations of
Parliament – would be the first example of its kind, whereby targeted sanctions of this kind
are used as a way of preventing impunity in a strategic partner, in this case Russia.

Russia, we have to remember, is supposed to be a member of the Council of Europe and
of the OSCE. It is supposed to have a constitution which demands that the rule of law be
upheld, yet we have the terrible case of this man, who died in terrible pain, which was
covered up as a result of high-level criminal corruption.

We do not welcome on our territories criminally-acquired funds. Stopping these people
travelling to the European Union is, I think, a way of exerting leverage over Russia and
pointing out the terrible injustices that prevail in that country, the lack of democracy and
the deterioration in the standard of human rights.

This proposal is not unique to this Parliament. Other jurisdictions and other parliaments,
such as the US Congress and the British House of Commons, have done very similar things.
If it is successful I think it will actually send very strong signals to other countries where
we can use similar targeted sanctions to put pressure on them to observe the rule of law.

Report: Jacqueline Foster (A7-0254/2012)

Carlo Fidanza (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, I voted in favour of Ms Foster’s report,
which calls for strong action from the Commission, including sanctions, in order to force
Member States that are violating their obligations under the Single European Sky (SES)
legislation to fall into line. The SES is an ambitious project aimed at creating a single airspace
that would allow increased capacity and efficiency in air traffic management, also bringing
economic and environmental benefits.

The implementation of the Single European Sky Air Traffic Management Research
programme, which is the technological pillar of the SES project, is a vital aspect for its
success, especially from 2015 on, when the program should be launched. Unfortunately,
there are still several gaps in the single airspace project, particularly with regard to the
realisation of Functional Airspace Blocks (FAB). In this regard, I welcome the new impetus
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given a few days ago by Italy and other countries involved in the ‘Blue Med’ FAB, which is
of strategic value since it involves the Southern Mediterranean countries.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Madam President, we need to have an organised and
unified European air traffic control system for commercial flights. The current high volume
traffic and outdated technology has led to increasingly congested skies with more delays
for passengers. With an ever-expanding demand for air travel, these problems can only
get worse without proper infrastructure and a new approach.

The nation-centric approach we see today is no longer fit to handle air traffic on its own.
It is estimated that with a more coordinated approach presented by the Single European
Sky, delays and cancellations may be reduced by as much as 50 %. The coordination would
foster growth and competition by allowing for more efficient use of air space. The Single
European Sky would not impede national sovereignty and each nation would retain
unilateral control over its air space for military purposes.

Phil Bennion (ALDE).   – Madam President, I welcome this own-initiative report on the
‘Single European Sky’; it gives a strong signal from Parliament to the Member States and
the Commission. The fragmentation of European air space is estimated to cost EUR 4 billion
per year; it is costing jobs and is unnecessarily increasing our CO2 emissions. We need a
more efficient European air space to relieve congestion around airports and also to meet
our environmental challenges.

This is a project where, I am quite proud to say, the United Kingdom is not lagging behind,
but all Member States must do their part of the job. A sustainable future for aviation in
Europe means that we have to make the right efforts now for our economy, for our
environment, to tackle our capacity constraints, to keep our position as a hub in the world
but also to remain an environmental world leader. The single sky is one of the alternatives
to building new capacity, as are the development of multi-modality and an increased use
of regional airports. It is the Member States that now have to deliver on this. We are doing
our bit.

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Madam President, I voted in favour of this report as I
believe that the Single European Sky project is visionary and a necessary next step for
Europe. Air traffic requires a new approach. Defragmentation must be avoided as it involves
major costs. Implementing the legislation and cooperating in this area is crucial. At the
same time we must highlight the effect of the project on security issues because there are
a number of security-related questions, including questions specific to the Member States,
that need to be approached in a much more constructive manner.

Secondly, the economic component is also crucial. The reports indicate the creation of
hundreds of thousands of jobs through this programme, and beyond these jobs, the
economic benefits envisaged are huge. I believe that this project can also make a major
political contribution to future European unification.

Report: Georges Bach (A7-287/2012)

Andrea Zanoni (ALDE).   – (IT) Madam President, protection of passenger rights is an
increasingly important issue, especially at times of crisis such as the present, when transport
cost cutting and sudden airline bankruptcy in the sector can cause serious disruption to
passengers.
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All too often we read in the newspapers of cancelled flights and hundreds of passengers
left to fend for themselves, sometimes for days on end; not to mention rail delays and
cancellations, leaving thousands of workers, students and whole families stranded, often
without information on alternative modes of transport to bring them home or to work.

Passengers must be guaranteed more price transparency and must be protected against
unfair commercial practices, such as the addition of non-optional operational costs and
excessive restrictions on hand luggage. Efforts must be made to provide multilingual
information points to deal with rerouting and cancellation of flights and trains, in order
to provide the best protection possible for European citizens.

Carlo Fidanza (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, passenger rights are central to the debate
on transport. The concept of accessibility is the cardinal point of this report, including
physical accessibility for all to destinations and information. Correct information must be
available to travellers, using various means and covering a range of needs. Furthermore,
passengers must have access to assistance through helpdesks with adequately trained and
competent staff.

Finally we call for revision of the Package Travel Directive 90/314/EEC, in order to ensure
that consumers and firms in the sector have a clear legal framework for both standard
situations and exceptional situations, eliminating abusive and unfair practices and ensuring
greater transparency.

Mr Bach’s report addresses all of these aspects and I therefore voted in favour of it.

Georgios Koumoutsakos (PPE).   – (EL) Madam President, with today’s vote we are once
again supporting passenger rights in all transport modes. However, we are also taking
another qualitative step.

Until now, there have been six different directives which regulate the same issue for the
individual transport modes. With today’s report, we are unifying a fragmented legal
environment, we are taking a step in the right direction, so that passengers will have a fuller
knowledge of their rights, regardless of the transport mode. We certainly take account of
the specifics of each form of transport, but it is crucial that there should be a fundamental
basis applicable to all transport modes. We are achieving greater transparency and a better
level of information on citizens’ rights.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Madam President, I voted in favour of this report. Even though
more than 10 years have passed since the Commission communication, it continues to be
the case that not all passengers know their rights. I believe that this stems from inertia on
the part of businesses and operators in the tourism industry with regard to legislation at
EU level. Another reason for this is insufficient information. Many passengers renounce
their rights in the belief that it would be expensive and difficult to defend them.

There are many places in the report that take a position on the problems relating to pricing.
Many people wonder why the final price of a journey differs from the advertised price. I
do hope that, through this report, we can rein in the problems relating to travel pricing
and find rules for the game that are common, functional and fair to all parties.

Tunne Kelam (PPE).   – Madam President, one cannot but support this report, but the
process of achieving a unified approach to passengers’ rights has yet to be completed. It is
important to ensure there is no discrimination against passengers on the basis of their
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nationality or place of residence, but it is similarly important to avoid discriminating against
travel agencies on the basis of their location.

The final goal should be a single EU directive that would include all forms of transportation
and should be implemented in the medium term. I especially support the establishment,
in departure and arrival halls, of focal points of information and assistance to passengers
and the introduction of a unified form of complaints with facilities to forward these
complaints electronically, and immediately, to the relevant authorities.

Emer Costello (S&D).   – Madam President, I very much welcome the Bach report on
improving passenger rights in the EU and ask the Commission to address the various
recommendations as soon as possible.

A survey carried out by the European Consumer Centre in Dublin last year indicated that
less than ten percent of Irish air passengers have a complete grasp of their rights under EU
law. But of specific concern to Irish passengers is the proposed Ryanair takeover of Aer
Lingus which, if it is allowed to proceed, would have negative implications for the rights
of those passengers travelling to and from Ireland. A Ryanair takeover would reduce actual
and potential competition on a large number of air routes from Dublin, thereby depriving
Irish passengers of any real choice and pushing up fares. Moreover, Ryanair has a history
of aggressively disputing the rights of air passengers. I would point out that Ryanair actually
charges passengers a levy of EUR 2 for complying with its obligations set down in the Air
Passenger Rights regulation. For these and other reasons, I would urge the Commission to
reject the Ryanair bid for Aer Lingus in the interests of passenger rights.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Madam President, this report is the practical application
of our wish to respect the rights of citizens, including disabled citizens, who choose to
travel. The report recognises the need for a clearer definition of passenger rights and of
key terms such as ‘extraordinary circumstances’.

The publication of these rights would ensure that passengers are fully aware of what they
are to expect from their carriers. Defining these rights would make it easier for both
passengers and carriers. Passengers should know their rights and carriers must be more
accountable to their passengers.

This report calls for better infrastructure to make various modes of transport accessible
for the disabled. Transportation services must comply with the design-for-all principle.
They must make transportation available physically, and provide facilities for booking and
information for help on a variety of matters. All transport modes should be ICT-accessible
throughout all of the European Union. Introducing minimum accessibility standards would
accomplish this goal.

Phil Bennion (ALDE).   – Madam President, I certainly welcome this own-initiative report,
which points out in particular the need for more information to passengers and the need
for more price transparency – which other Members have mentioned – better protection
of passengers in the case of airline bankruptcy and more accessibility and assistance to
persons with reduced mobility.

I made quite a few amendments myself to this report, particularly on issues such as through
ticketing. I believe in addition that we also need clear information to be given to passengers
on other issues such as the liability of carriers in the event of damaged or lost baggage,
differential baggage allowances, compensation for delays and, particularly, adequate
rerouting in the case of travel disruption and missed connections, which should include
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intermodal rerouting. I am also very keen in fact on the idea of a European multimodal
travel planner which would give customers and travellers door-to-door information,
including the cost and duration of multimodal journeys, including the air journey. That is
something we should pursue.

Report: Maria Luisa Macovei (A7-0300/2012)

Marina Yannakoudakis (ECR).   – Madam President, I have previously called on this
House to make a bonfire of EU quangos. EU agencies are inefficient, unnecessary and
unaccountable. I hope that the scandals of the European Environment, Medicine and Food
Safety agencies will make Members think twice about what these quangos do.

The European Environment Agency’s relationship with an NGO, which it sent on trips to
the Caribbean and the Mediterranean, are totally unacceptable. The agency’s lack of regard
for public procurement procedures is also offensive, especially as so many public bodies
in my London constituency are struggling to abide by complicated EU public procurement
rules.

Finally, we get to the area where I feel all EU bodies are wasting money: information and
communication. The agency’s ‘living façade’ was a EUR 300 000 over-indulgence. I
congratulate the rapporteur on recommending a vote against granting discharge.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Madam President, regarding the discharge for the
European Environmental Agency, I asked colleagues to refuse discharge. We even had
more information than we had in May, when we decided to postpone discharge. We had
information and written evidence of contracts of over one million euros, which probably
breached the procedural rules for procurement, because they were designed specifically
for certain companies.

Nevertheless, the discharge was granted following a close vote. I lost, but I think that, at
the end of the day, after we voted three times in the COCOBU and once in plenary against
the discharge of this Agency, the signal has been sent. Finally I would like to say that it was
bad management to let the executive director decide whether a discharge is given and not
the agency on environmental issues, and I ask for the resignation of this executive director.

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Madam President, the entire Group of the Alliance of
Liberals and Democrats for Europe voted for discharge for this agency. In our vote, we had
to balance the assertions that indicate an element of corruption – but without having seen
the report of the European Anti-Fraud Office or any relevant authority – with the report
of the Court of Auditors, which expresses criticism but does not make any accusations,
with the statements of the two Commissioners who evaluated the Agency’s management
(I am referring here to Commissioner Potočnik and Commissioner Šemeta) and the
statements of a board comprising mainly prestigious bodies, especially Cambridge
University. All of this indicates that those involved in the Agency’s management appreciate
its performance and its leadership.

Mere suspicions alone should not prevent us from granting discharge for a European
agency. It is only natural that such suspicions be backed up by evidence. What would
happen if tomorrow we refused to grant discharge for the Commission because it was
alleged in some newspaper that Mr Barroso had who knows what sort of important business
in a Member State, yet these were just harmful allegations?
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Report: Vital Moreira (A7-0289/2012)

Marina Yannakoudakis (ECR).   – Madam President, why is it that a trade agreement that
will facilitate the import of high-quality and affordable medicines into Europe is such a
political hot potato? Because the trade agreement is with Israel.

To provide European patients with life-saving drugs at lower prices has taken over two
years of negotiations, even though this is an already established joint commitment with
Israel. We need to use more generic drugs to lower our healthcare bills. Israel, despite its
small size, is at the forefront of major medical innovations. By using Israel’s generic drugs,
the cost to healthcare systems for blood pressure medication, for example, could be reduced
by 92 %.

I voted for this report because I believe in free trade. Members of the European Parliament
should be supporting free trade, especially in an industry which is vital to the recovery of
the EU.

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Madam President, I voted in favour of this report as I
consider the approach to be very important. I do not believe that when we talk about the
interests of European citizens’ we cannot see that healthcare standards in Europe are not
very efficient. On the contrary, access to generic medicines at reasonable prices could be
good for European citizens.

I think it is wrong to politicise this topic, as there are no politics here except the politics of
those whom one represents. Therefore, I welcome the adoption of this report by Parliament
because, in my opinion, it is very beneficial for the healthcare of European citizens and
their access to medication.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, as the shadow rapporteur for the report
on Israel’s participation in Community programmes, I voted in favour of this Agreement
as it represents an additional step towards economic consolidation between the Union
and Israel.

Israel is one of the most important partners of the European Union. Moreover, Romania
has a very strong political and economic relationship with Israel in various areas, including
industry, agriculture, healthcare and tourism.

The effects of the Protocol will be felt by both European and Israeli producers. Reduced
certification costs will make it easier for these products to enter the market. European and
Israeli consumers will benefit from greater product choice. This is further proof of a high
degree of harmonisation between the Union and Israel.

Report: Charles Goerens (A7-0293/2012)

Nirj Deva (ECR).   – Madam President, this is a very important report, but I regret to say
that I abstained in the final vote on it, for two very good reasons.

The first is that 72 % of the world’s poor live in the middle-income countries and the
Commission is proposing to reduce, and then eliminate altogether, the support that we
give to middle-income countries for poverty alleviation. If we do that, our entire poverty
elimination programme is just going to be a farce, and will be of no use to the European
Union at all.
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Secondly, we sadly endorsed in the report the Financial Transaction Tax. I think this is a
hugely damaging move. It will drive people in the financial services sector away from
Europe – particularly from the great City of London, where financial services are the prime
revenue earner – to other places, like Dubai, Hong Kong and New York, where there is no
Financial Transaction Tax. Should a tax like this be introduced, it should be global. There
is no effort at all to introduce it at a global level, so I think it is a very bad move.

Anna Záborská (PPE).   – (SK) Madam President, as the shadow rapporteur for this report
in the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), I know how difficult
it was to incorporate a perception of development aid as a whole into the resolution. Even
the members of the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the
European Parliament on the Committee on Development approved my amendment on
inter-generational solidarity. However, in plenary today, the S&D Group asked for a separate
vote on paragraph 15. Its objective was to remove family mainstreaming from development
aid. The family is the cornerstone of every policy directed towards the future. This is as
true in Africa as it is in Europe. Without family policy and inter-generational solidarity,
there is no struggle against poverty or sustainable development. I am therefore pleased
that paragraph 15 was eventually retained in the approved text.

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Madam President, I voted in favour of Mr Goerens’ report.
I feel that it is realistic, but it also presents problems because with the list of changes, the
Commission is trying to redefine not only the volume but, more importantly, the quality
of the assistance.

I am sure that in the future, a number of emerging countries will need to be taken off the
list of countries receiving assistance, because at the moment Europe is in a rather delicate
situation. Many citizens, for example, the Portuguese, are looking for work in Brazil, and
Brazil is still on the list of supported countries. It is important to re-orient changes towards
social protection systems, governance and sustained growth. I am saying this because just
recently, after an analysis of the support given to African countries, the rumour resurfaced
that the assistance Europe gives Africa is ‘fatal’. Therefore, I believe that the quality,
dimensions and criteria of this help must be reconsidered.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, I voted in favour of the report as the
eradication of poverty at global level is an essential objective of the Union. The European
Union is the main donor of assistance to poor states but other developed countries must
concentrate more on eliminating poverty. Emerging states should allocate larger sums
towards this objective.

In order to achieve the Millennium Development Goals in 2015, concerted action is needed.
I also believe that the Union must consider the groups most prone to poverty, and I am
referring here to children, women, old and disabled people. Not least, the help for
development must be oriented towards those sectors that have the greatest impact on
reducing poverty: education, healthcare, agriculture and infrastructure. This would assure
the sustained development of the countries that are in difficulty.

Report: Paul Rübig (A7-0293/2012)

Raffaele Baldassarre (PPE).   – (IT) Madam President, it is clear that if the European Union
wishes to emerge from the crisis, it should enhance the competitiveness of its small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), which are responsible for the creation of 85 % of all new
jobs in the EU.
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It is therefore necessary to harmonise national industrial polices to a greater degree, while
it is also essential to achieve another objective: internationalisation of SMEs. Only 25 % of
SMEs in the European Union have been internationally active within the single market. I
therefore agree with the actions proposed by the Commission aimed at encouraging the
process of internationalisation and the need expressed by the rapporteur for provision of
specific information about priority markets together with details of the various support
services available.

In conclusion, I would underline the need for greater coordination of the various initiatives
at EU level. At a time of rationalisation of public spending, we cannot afford to duplicate
efforts or policies, risking the creation of pointless administrative and bureaucratic burdens.

Vicky Ford (ECR).   – Madam President, small- and medium-sized businesses are the
backbone of our economies and drivers of growth, and much of this report is helpful.

However, when it comes down to comments on regulation, the report is simply too vague.
To help these businesses we need to do less, not more. Tiny businesses, micro-entities,
should be exempt from vast swathes of European legislation, a policy that is now supported
by the European Commission, but this Parliament’s report sets hurdles for tiny companies
to go through before they can get that exemption. It is the wrong way round.

We should have to prove to those companies why they need to be included in regulation
and not leave it up to them to prove to us why they can be exempted. The Commission
and national parliaments need to be better at assessing the impacts of legislation. If
Parliament really wants to prove its commitment to helping companies then we must
consider the impacts of our own amendments before we pass them.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Madam President, I voted in favour of this report. Support for
SMEs during the current financial crisis is important, because they play a significant role
in maintaining employment and welfare and in promoting growth. The vast majority of
new jobs are being generated in SMEs and especially in businesses in new sectors. SMEs
are the backbone of the EU economy.

As far as the report is concerned, it supports the implementation of the Europe 2020
strategy, which will help the EU to try and increase its competitiveness in the face of
increasingly intense global competition. The report also sets out how we could truly make
European businesses more international.

Of the individual themes in the report, I would like to highlight the Erasmus programme
aimed at young entrepreneurs. By supporting entrepreneurship among young people, we
can also intervene in youth unemployment and prevent the marginalisation of young
people.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Madam President, in order to dig our way out of the
financial crisis, everyone must fully understand the context behind job creation. In fact
between 2002 and 2010, 85 % of all new jobs within the European Union were created
by small and medium-sized businesses.

The Commission must accomplish the aim to increase and help small and medium-sized
businesses by ensuring that they have access to Structural Funds. These funds provide small
and medium-sized enterprises with a source of money for the development and expansion
of their businesses. The Commission must also promote more harmonisation between the
Member States in order to enhance competition, which will further grow the economy.
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As part of this step towards more harmonisation, the Commission must also conduct a
fitness check to review any existing erroneous or overbearing regulations. We need simple,
clear and transparent regulations that are also predictable. These steps entail a long,
time-consuming process, which is what we have now. That is why I say we need clear and
predictable rules to a short deadline. We must work together to improve the job outlook
and the European economy.

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Madam President, 99 % of EU firms fall into the category of
small and medium-sized enterprises, which account for 70 % of all jobs. That alone makes
them of huge importance to the European economy. It is therefore vital to take steps to
boost competitiveness in this area, as well as to remove the administrative burdens on
businesses. At present, European provisions impose excessive administrative and
bureaucratic burdens, which firms under financial strain are often unable to handle.

I am in favour of strong support for micro-enterprises. We should take action to help
citizens onto the job market, in particular young people. By offering temporary allowances
and concessions, the relevant authorities should encourage people to start and run a
business. At present, many are understandably afraid of taking such a step, put off, to a
certain extent, by often complicated tax arrangements. Given the small proportion of small
businesses that trade outside the EU, it seems necessary to take action in order to stimulate
growth in this area.

Phil Bennion (ALDE).   – Madam President, I voted in favour of the report, along with
my ALDE colleagues, largely because it highlights the crucial role which SMEs play in our
economy and their vital role in helping Europe out of the economic crisis. I am pleased
that we recognise that a third of red tape and bureaucracy for SMEs derives from poor
implementation by national governments.

Member State governments really have to get a grip here and make sure they do everything
within their power to make life simple and straightforward for hard-working entrepreneurs
who employ the vast majority of the workforce and generate the vast majority of GDP.

Legislation coming from Brussels and Strasbourg also has an effect, and we need to be
more sensitive to business realities. It needs to complement existing best practice. It needs
to safeguard workers, consumers and employers, while also being smarter, more streamlined
and less onerous.

Finally, the problem of access to finance cannot be underestimated. Banks are still failing
to lend to the people and businesses that they ought to lend to, having spent years lending
to people they ought not to have lent to. SMEs are finding innovative ways of sorting
finance, but the banks and governments need to do more to support businesses that are
viable. This is vital to ensure not only their short-term survival but also their long-term
growth and ability to create new jobs.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, I voted in favour of this report as I consider
it necessary to give better support and encouragement to the presence of the European
small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) on the international markets, as they represent
the great majority of companies and are the main source of jobs and innovation in the
Union. I am of the opinion that their potential should be better exploited. In this way, the
economy will be spurred on towards growth.

Furthermore, SMEs can contribute significantly to promoting and extending the vocational
training system in order to substantially reduce youth unemployment. I also wish to
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highlight the fact that support for SMEs must consider the specific needs of each enterprise.
We need a more coherent and coordinated European policy on SMEs, and the new strategies
must be implemented as soon as possible.

Report: Vital Moreira (A7-0321/2012)

Gianluca Susta (S&D).   – (IT) Madam President, I voted in favour of this proposal on
trade and economic relations between the EU and the United States, in part because of the
important, balanced and complete report drawn up by Mr Moreira, for which I thank him.
The proposal offers us a complete framework of the commercial and economic prospects
and of the difficulties and challenges involved in the meeting of the two main world
economies that together account for about half of global economic output and nearly a
third of world trade flows.

After many years of deadlock, we are now approaching a possible turnaround in bilateral
relations, with the prospect of a far-reaching agreement between Europe and the United
States that could open up positive scenarios for transatlantic relations. Naturally there are
questions relating to tariff barriers, and an agreement of this scope would have to aim to
remove the many trade and technical barriers that unfortunately persist. It would also deal
with other important issues, such as the protection of indications of origin, the opening
up of the public procurement markets and harmonisation of rules of origin and regulatory
standards, including health and plant protection standards, where there is still too much
divergence. However, this in no way detracts from the steps being taken.

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Madam President, the United States occupies a key position
in matters of Europe’s security and development. Mutual trade cooperation must therefore
be viewed as a priority for strengthening transatlantic economic relations. The ongoing
bilateral talks within the EU-US High-Level Working Group on Jobs and Growth are of
huge importance. They serve to develop methods of cooperation that increase growth
potential and foster financial stability in order to create high quality jobs. These activities
must promote entrepreneurship and aid financial market stability. It is essential to open
up our public procurement markets further to ensure full reciprocity and transparency, as
well as to improve opportunities for businesses through access to public procurement
contracts at all levels of government in accordance with national rules. While I support
the motion for a resolution, I would like to stress that, with specific regard to Poland, the
visa issue remains unresolved, which, to a certain extent, also restricts bilateral trade.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Madam President, I voted in favour of the report as I think
that the trade between Europe and the United States must be beneficial to both parties.
Eliminating duties on bilateral trade could be advantageous to those Member States that
adopt a pro-investment policy.

This applies to Romania, too, as it uses its strategic partnership with the United States to
promote cooperation in a number of areas. Besides defence and cooperation within NATO,
the US and Romania have engaged in strengthening relations in key areas such as energy
and IT. Well-known IT and carbonated drinks companies have operated successfully in
the Romanian market for some time. It was the highly qualified workforce that prompted
them to transfer some of their activities to my country. I would like to encourage US
companies to maintain their presence in Romania.

Written explanations of vote
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Report: Francesca Balzani (A7-0308/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour because I consider that the
aim of the draft amending budget No 4 to the general budget 2012 is threefold: namely,
the creation of four budget lines in order to reallocate financial appropriations from up to
10 % of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and Cohesion Fund 2007-2013
allocation to risk-sharing instruments, and a revision and budgeting of the forecast of the
own resources, resulting in a change in the distribution between Member States of their
own resources contributions to the EU budget. In addition, the draft amending budget
No 4/2012 foresees the possibility of reflows and amounts left over from Union support
to risk-sharing instruments financed from cohesion policy being added the following year,
at the request of the Member State concerned, to its cohesion policy financial allocation.
However, I would stress that any transfer from cohesion policy to those to-be-defined
financial instruments should be duly justified and well controlled, as provided for by
Regulation (EU) No 423/2012.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The Communist Party of Greece
in the European Parliament voted against the report on the Draft amending budget for
2012 because it transfers 10 % of EU funds from the Cohesion Fund and European Regional
Development Fund to directly finance the monopoly groups through ‘risk-sharing
instruments’. The funds for the Euro-Mediterranean budget, in other words the workers’
money again, are allocated to guarantees for low-interest bank loans to the monopolies,
for the implementation of projects in high-profit sectors which, of course, have nothing
to do with the people’s needs. This is the growth which the EU and the bourgeois
governments seem so eager to achieve. Cash for the business groups, enabling them to
revive and maintain their profitability; harsh austerity and destruction of the livelihood
and rights of the workers; sky-high unemployment. Capitalist crisis and capitalist growth
are the two sides of this coin of savage exploitation of the working class and popular strata.
The needs of the people cannot be met unless the EU capitalist wagon is unharnessed and
overturned; unless monopoly power is quashed in every Member State and power passes
into the hands of the working class and its allies.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The aim of this report, which I supported, is to
create four budget lines to reallocate appropriations from the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and the Cohesion Fund 2007-2013. The text also calls for a
revision and budgeting of the forecast of the own resources, resulting in a change in the
distribution between Member States of their own resources contributions to the EU budget.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of this report as it supports the
objectives envisaged in the amending budget. I think that it is very important that a
percentage of the European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund for the
next period be reallocated to risk-sharing instruments. This transfer must be done correctly
and must be subject to suitable and effective controls.

Moreover, the inclusion in the budget of the provisions regarding own resources will lead
to useful and welcome changes in the distribution between Member States of their own
resources contributions to the EU budget. Informing Parliament about this procedure
should be a priority.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
have no objections to the Council’s position on the draft amending budget No 4/2012 of
the European Union for the financial year 2012, Section III – Commission.
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Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report, which will, in
particular, reallocate appropriations to risk-sharing instruments. It strengthens the
transparency of this mechanism, which I fully support.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I support the
draft amending budget No 4/2012 presented by the Council, without amendment. It is
essential that Parliament is guaranteed regular and detailed access to information on the
operational programmes to be reduced, on the financial instruments to be implemented,
and on the projects to be supported in this area.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 1 December 2011 the European
Parliament definitively adopted the general budget of the European Union for the financial
year 2012. We all know that budget implementations never fully correspond to the amounts
approved, whether due to the unpredictability of revenue received or due to unexpected
expenditure. To resolve these situations, we have these amending budgets, which allow
the initial allocations to be adjusted. Draft amending budget No 4 to the general budget of
the EU for 2012 aims to create four budget lines in order to reallocate financial
appropriations from up to 10 % of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and
Cohesion Fund 2007-2013 allocation to ‘risk-sharing instruments’, to revise and budget
the ‘forecast of the own resources’, and to replace ‘the “dash” presented in payment
appropriations for a budget line 16 03 05 01 – Preparatory action – EuroGlobe by a token
entry (p.m.) to make a transfer possible’. Given that this draft is in line with the amendments
to the Financial Regulation agreed between the EP and the Council, I voted in favour of
this report by Francesca Balzani.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The approval of this amending budget
(No 4/2012) aims to ensure budget cover for provisions allowing the creation of a
‘risk-sharing instrument’, based on authorising the transfer of capital from the Structural
and Cohesion Funds, from the Member States to the European Commission, that is to say
the transfer of part of the financial appropriations made available to countries in difficulty,
which will therefore reduce the remaining overall appropriations. The majority in Parliament
support the concentration of capital in the European Investment Bank (EIB) to cover
expected and unexpected losses resulting from loans and guarantees. This risk sharing is
established between the EIB and other national or international, public or private financial
institutions, which will grant loans to project sponsors and banks in order to provide
private cofinancing to projects implemented using contributions from the Structural Funds
and the Cohesion Fund. Other methods exist and could have been used to overcome the
existing limitations of private investment. These methods would not have resulted in a
reduction, in practice, in the overall financial envelope of these countries, but would rather
have boosted it. Accordingly, as we indicated previously during the debate on this
instrument, this represents yet another sui generis exercise in European ‘solidarity’.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The aim of the draft amending
budget No 4/2012 to the general budget 2011 is threefold: the creation of four budget
lines in order to reallocate financial appropriations from up to 10 % of the European
Regional Development Fund and Cohesion Fund 2007-2013 allocation to risk-sharing
instruments; a revision and budgeting of the forecast of the own resources, resulting in a
change in the distribution between Member States of their own resources contributions
to the EU budget; and the replacement of the dash presented in payment appropriations
for a budget line 16 03 05 01 – Preparatory action – EuroGlobe by a token entry (p.m.) to
make a transfer possible. The draft amending budget No 4/2012 is fully consistent with
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the modifications to the Financial Regulation agreed between the European Parliament
and the Council. The European Parliament approved, without amendment, the Council’s
position on draft amending budget No 4/2012 and instructed the President to declare that
this amending budget had been definitively adopted and to arrange for its publication in
the Official Journal of the European Union.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Since I agree fully with this report and have
no objections, I voted in favour.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The report by Francesca Balzani was adopted by
a large majority and I welcome that. This report relates to the draft amending budget
No 4/2012 for the financial year 2012, Section III – Commission. I voted for this report
in plenary on 23 October 2012.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of Ms Balzani’s report on draft
amending budget No 4/2012 to the EU general budget for the financial year 2012. This
proposal aims to create four new budget lines in order to reallocate financial appropriations
from up to 10 % of the European Regional Development Fund and Cohesion Fund
2007-2013 allocation to risk-sharing instruments. The rapporteur proposes to approve
the Council’s position without amendment, while placing great emphasis on certain policy
matters, considering for example that any transfer from cohesion policy to those
to-be-defined financial instruments should be duly justified and well controlled, and that
all relevant details and information should be transmitted to Parliament in a timely manner.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this proposal. The aim of Draft amending
budget No 4/2012 to the general budget 2011 is threefold, namely the creation of four
budget lines in order to reallocate financial appropriations from up to 10 % of the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and Cohesion Fund 2007-2013 allocation to
risk-sharing instruments, a revision and budgeting of the forecast of the own resources,
resulting in a change in the distribution between Member States of their own resources
contributions to the EU budget, and the replacement of the ‘dash’ presented in payment
appropriations for a budget line 16 03 05 01 – Preparatory action – EuroGlobe by a token
entry (p.m.) to make a transfer possible.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The amending budget is needed to reallocate
credits in particular from the European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion
Fund. It also seeks to revise inaccurate forecasts of own resources and national contributions.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The aim of the draft amending budget No 4 to the
general budget 2012 is threefold: namely, the creation of four budget lines in order to
reallocate financial appropriations from up to 10 % of the European Regional Development
Fund (ERDF) and Cohesion Fund 2007-2013 allocation to risk-sharing instruments, and
a revision and budgeting of the forecast of the own resources, resulting in a change in the
distribution between Member States of their own resources contributions to the EU budget.
However, in my view it is essential that Parliament is given regular and detailed information
on the operational programmes to be reduced, on the financial instruments to be
implemented, and on the projects to be supported.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Draft amending budget 4 translates in the EU
budget (creation of new budget lines) the May 2012 agreement reached between Council
and EP to enable those Member States experiencing or likely to experience serious difficulties
with respect to financial stability to re-use/re-target some of the funds they receive in the
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frame of the cohesion policy via the setting up of risk-sharing instruments. The main idea
is to address the problem of the lack of cofinancing that has occurred in recent years in
those countries by putting in place a financial engineering mechanism which should attract
more easily private (and public) funding to complement the EU’s public funds.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) As I have no objections to the
Council’s position on the draft amending budget No 4/2012 of the European Union for
the financial year 2012, Section III – Commission, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Draft amending budget No 4/2012 to the
general budget 2011 aims to create four budget lines in order to reallocate financial
appropriations from up to 10 % of the European Regional Development Fund and Cohesion
Fund 2007-2013 allocation to risk-sharing instruments. It also aims at a revision and
budgeting of the forecast of own resources, resulting in a change in the distribution between
Member States of their own resources contributions to the EU budget. Considering that
the draft is fully consistent with the modifications to the Financial Regulation agreed
between the European Parliament and the Council, and that any transfer from cohesion
policy to those to-be-defined financial instruments should be duly justified and well
controlled, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. We have approved that any
transfer from cohesion policy to those to-be-defined financial instruments should be duly
justified and well controlled, as provided for by Regulation (EU) No 423/2012 and that
prior to operating any such transfer as specified in paragraph 2 the budgetary authority
be informed by the Commission.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The report approves, without amendment, the
Council’s position on the draft amending budget No 4/2012. The most important aspect
to be highlighted is Parliament’s resolution, which requires any transfer from cohesion
policy to financial instruments to be duly justified and well controlled, with all relevant
information being promptly forwarded.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The aim of the proposal to amend the European
Union budget is to authorise the use of available cohesion policy appropriations to cover
risks resulting from guarantees for loans granted by financial institutions, thus creating
‘risk-sharing instruments’. I voted in favour of the document, as this proposal will allow
countries such as Portugal and Greece, which have received assistance from the International
Monetary Fund, European Central Bank and European Commission, to carry out projects
that are essential to stimulate economic activity, create jobs and attract private investment.
It should also be noted that these risk-sharing instruments will allow the launch of projects
cofinanced by the European Regional Development Fund or by the Cohesion Fund, which
are currently blocked due to financial restrictions. This will all be subject to a very strict
framework of democratic control by the European Parliament with regard to these financial
instruments.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the resolution on the Council’s
position regarding the draft amending budget of the European Union, (DAB No 4/2012)
for the financial year 2012, Section III – Commission. The amending budget (DAB
No 4/2012) contains the following provisions:

- a revision of the forecast of traditional own resources (TOR), i.e. customs duties and sugar
sector levies), VAT and GNI bases, the budgeting of the relevant UK corrections as well as
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their financing and revision of financing of GNI reductions in favour of the Netherlands
and Sweden in 2012; resulting in a change in the distribution

- the creation of four new budget lines for the implementation of risk-sharing instruments
financed from the European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund, to
promote convergence, regional competitiveness and employment;

- Modification of the budget line 16 03 05 01 – Preparatory action – EuroGlobe to replace
the ‘dash’ for payments on the line with a token entry (p.m.), in order to allow the final
payments to be made.

The use of an updated forecast of own resources improves the accuracy of the payments
that Member States are asked to make during the budgetary year and reduces the
unavoidable forecasting errors from the previous year.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) I voted in favour of the motion for a resolution
for two reasons. Firstly, because the main objectives of the draft amending budget are to
reallocate financial appropriations to risk-sharing instruments and to revise and set the
budget for the own-resources forecast. Secondly, because the draft is in complete accordance
with the Financial Regulation agreed between Parliament and the Council.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report approves the amending
budget allowing the creation of a ‘risk-sharing instrument’, which will be implemented
through the transfer of capital from the Structural and Cohesion Funds to this instrument.
This is therefore a decision which supports the concentration of capital in the European
Investment Bank to cover expected and unexpected losses resulting from loans and
guarantees. This decision once again reflects the political priorities of the EU, which regularly
cites ‘solidarity’ as a flagship concept, but without any substance to it.

Report: Luisa Macovei (A7-0299/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because I
consider that discharge is a valid instrument of the European Parliament that requires a
decision based on factual and substantive arguments. Necessary steps have to be taken
should cases of non-compliance with existing rules occur. I believe that, in such cases, the
European Food Safety Authority has to draw up an action plan, accompanied by a precise
timetable, aimed at remedying the shortcomings, and that its implementation should be
monitored by the European Parliament.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On 10 May the European Parliament postponed
the discharge decision for the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and it has now drawn
up a second report on the matter. The European Parliament and I decided this time to grant
discharge for EFSA, given the considerable efforts it has made. It has endeavoured to reduce
significantly the conflicts of interest that previously risked undermining its decision-making
processes.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) After the refusal to grant discharge for
the budget of the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) in the spring, today I voted for
the Macovei report, which, in light of the Court of Auditors’ report and the measures that
have been taken (or are in the process of being adopted) to prevent conflicts of interest and
strengthen the Agency’s independence, decided to grant discharge. Some problems remain,
however, and we saw that again recently in the study by Professor Seralini (study calling
into question the harmless nature of genetically modified organisms (GMO)), which is
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currently being examined by the EFSA experts, the very same experts who have always
authorised GMOs… The battle for independent agencies, providing scientific expertise
without being influenced by industrial and/or private interests, is still very relevant. I am
therefore under no illusions when I vote in favour of discharge.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − A vote in favour would mean granting of discharge of
EFSA when the Court of Auditors have failed to rule the accounts admissible. There is a
definite urgency in calling for greater transparency and further austerity in keeping with
the current economic climate.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour because I have no
objections to discharge being granted to the Executive Director of the European Food
Safety Authority in respect of the implementation of the Authority’s budget for the financial
year 2010.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The Authority’s main objective is to offer
independent, scientific and transparent advice on matters with a direct or indirect impact
on food and feed safety.

The Authority must improve the openness and transparency of the risk assessment process
to better take into account independent peer-reviewed scientific literature and to provide
detailed justification when it rejects diverging views. The Authority must be encouraged
to increase dialogue and cooperation with external experts and national agencies, especially
when they hold diverging views on a specific risk assessment process. Certain elements of
importance to the discharge have been addressed and taken up and it is to be believed that
the roadmap on the follow-up to the Common Approach will take due account of those
issues.

I voted for discharge in respect of the implementation of the budget of the European Food
Safety Authority for the financial year 2010.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) After the European Court of Auditors presented
its annual report for the financial year 2010, as part of its discharge procedure for the
financial year 2010 the European Parliament’s Committee on Budgetary Control carried
out its financial audit of the implementation of the European Union’s general budget in
relation to the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). The primary task of the Committee
on Budgetary Control is to scrutinise and ensure that the EU budget is being implemented
appropriately and effectively. The discharge report drew Parliament’s attention to the fact
that several conflicts of interest at EFSA had recently come to light. In the interests of
clearing these matters up and putting management of EFSA on a more efficient and
economical footing, the committee recommended postponing granting of the discharge
in spring. At its late September sitting, the Committee on Budgetary Control presented its
second report on discharge for EFSA in which it stated that it had found sufficient assurances
that management of EFSA would in future comply with the rules. The committee decided
to grant the discharge. I supported the granting of discharge in the vote in both committee
and plenary.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on ‘Discharge 2010:
European Food Safety Authority’, because I believe that the Authority has taken important
steps to effectively tackle potential conflicts of interest and thus continue independently
and transparently to guarantee food safety in the EU.
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José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Food Safety Authority
(EFSA) was set up in order to improve food safety throughout the European Union and
thus guarantee a high level of consumer protection so that consumers can trust Europe’s
food products. It acts throughout the food chain, from the safety of food for animals
intended for human consumption to the protection of plants and plant health. This report
concerns discharge in respect of the implementation of the EFSA budget for the financial
year 2010, following the European Parliament Decision of 10 May 2012 postponing the
discharge decision for that financial year due to issues raised by the Court of Auditors,
although the latter stated that ‘it has obtained reasonable assurances that the annual accounts
for the financial year 2010 are reliable and that the underlying transactions are legal and
regular’. Given the replies from the Authority and the opinion of the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, I voted in favour of this report to grant
discharge in respect of the EFSA budget for 2010.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Due to potential conflicts of interest and a
‘revolving door’ case, in May of this year discharge was not granted to the European Food
Safety Authority (EFSA) for the financial year 2010. However, according to this second
report, many of the obvious problems have been solved. In particular, the Authority has
proposed to its Management Board that it elect its chairperson by open ballot, which was
previously done by nomination, in order to avoid what happened with the previous
Chairperson, who accepted the position without declaring that she was also Chair of the
Board of an institute financed by undertakings in the food sector. We therefore believe
that discharge of the EFSA accounts can be granted.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) On 10 May 2012 the European
Parliament postponed its discharge decision on the final annual accounts of the European
Food Safety Authority for the financial year 2010. The Authority subsequently provided
extensive replies to the discharge authority by letters of 29 June 2012 and 20 August 2012.
The European Parliament noted the Authority’s statement that adequate measures have
now been undertaken to improve financial management and that execution rate in terms
of commitment appropriations was close to 100 % in 2011. It pointed out that the
Authority’s main task is to provide independent, scientific and transparent advice on
matters with a direct or indirect impact on food and feed safety. It also drew attention to
the need to implement measures to safeguard the Authority’s credibility. Members of the
European Parliament expressed the conviction that necessary steps have to be taken should
cases of non-compliance with existing rules occur. In such cases, it is necessary to draw
up an action plan, accompanied by a precise timetable, aiming to remedy the shortcomings.
These problems must be addressed by changing the existing rules and regulations to
eliminate possible loopholes.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because
we need independent and transparent advice on matters with a direct or indirect impact
on food and feed safety. It is therefore essential to implement measures to safeguard the
credibility of the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). The Authority is encouraged to
introduce in its annual activity reports a special section describing the actions taken to
prevent and manage conflict of interest. The Authority is also encouraged to improve the
openness and transparency of the risk assessment process, to better take into account
independent peer-reviewed scientific literature and to provide detailed justification when
it rejects diverging views. The Authority is encouraged to increase dialogue and cooperation
with external experts and national agencies, especially when they hold diverging views on
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a specific risk assessment process. It is felt that discharge can be granted to the European
Food Safety Authority in respect of the implementation of EFSA’s budget for the financial
year 2010.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of granting discharge to the
Executive Director of the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) in respect of the
implementation of the budget for the financial year 2010. As a reminder, the European
Parliament postponed its decision on discharge in May 2012, mainly due to a conflict of
interest involving EFSA staff.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE),    in writing.  − I voted for granting the discharge to the
European Food Safety Authority in order to acknowledge the measures implemented by
the Authority and the commitments it made since the postponement of the discharge
last May. I acknowledge in particular the Executive Director’s commitment to foster the
Authority’s transparency towards European citizens by proposing that the Management
Board elect its chairperson by open ballot and by working with the European Commission
in order to define the modalities of full public access to unpublished raw data. I also welcome
the Authority’s intention to consider the possibility of publishing the outcomes of the
breach of trust procedures and to reinforce the mandate of its Committee on Conflict of
Interest. However, the Authority should further strengthen its independence policy and
consider adopting rules, including among others sanctions and publishing the curriculum
vitae and declarations of interest of the in-house experts and scientists. It is crucial for the
Authority to keep the discharge authority regularly informed on the progress achieved,
and in this respect I believe that its annual activity report should include a special section
describing the actions taken to prevent and manage conflicts of interest from now on.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome this report which encourages the European
Food Safety Authority to improve the openness and transparency of the risk assessment
process, to better take into account independent peer-reviewed scientific literature and to
provide detailed justification when it rejects diverging views; and encourages the Authority
to increase dialogue and cooperation with external experts and national agencies, especially
when they hold diverging views on a specific risk assessment process.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the 2010 discharge for
the European Food Safety Authority. Since the discharge decision was postponed in
May 2012, the Agency has improved its management and has taken measures to resolve
its structural problems, particularly as regards the prevention and management of conflicts
of interest.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) All European institutions dependent on the European
Union’s budget have to be rigorously audited by the Court of Auditors and by all bodies
that have this role. It is vital to check that EU funds are being correctly used, that these
European institutions are achieving the objectives set out, and that no resources are being
wasted. In general, aside from a few rare exceptions which must be assessed through the
usual checks, we can confirm that the institutions in question are correctly using the funds
made available and achieving the proposed objectives. As a result, I voted in favour of the
report on the European Food Safety Authority.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of the discharge of the
budget of the European Food Safety Authority for the financial year 2010, as it has met
the requirements imposed by Parliament. These requirements were proposed by Parliament
on 10 May 2012 owing to a potential conflict of interests, in particular the ‘revolving door’
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case. In July 2012 EFSA introduced new rules on the monitoring and prevention of conflicts
of interest that comply with the international standards applicable in this regard. In my
opinion, the Agency has met Parliament’s requirements and I therefore voted in favour of
discharge.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − I fully support the EFSA as it has a vital role in
making our food safer. I acknowledge that the Authority has taken important steps to
address the issue of conflict of interests. Therefore, the EFSA should be granted discharge
for the budgetary year 2010. I voted in favour.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report
because I have no objections to discharge being granted to the Executive Director of the
European Food Safety Authority in respect of the implementation of the Authority’s budget
for the financial year 2010.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In the light of the final annual accounts of the
European Food Safety Authority for the financial year 2010, and the Court of Auditors’
report on the annual accounts, Parliament has approved the closure of the accounts of the
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) for the financial year 2010. Discharge is a valid
instrument of the European Parliament in this respect, which requires a decision based on
factual and substantive arguments. In this context, it is important to recall the existing
rules, that is, the Staff Regulations for Officials and Conditions of Employment of Other
Servants of the European Community, the Financial Regulation applicable to the European
Communities, the authority’s founding regulation, and specific policies and procedures
set up by EFSA. I strongly believe that the necessary steps have to be taken should cases of
non-compliance with existing rules occur, and I therefore voted in favour of the proposal.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. On 10 May 2012, the
European Parliament postponed its decision on the discharge and closure of the accounts
of the European Food Safety Authority (the Authority) for the financial year 2010. The
Authority, then, provided extensive replies to the discharge authority by letters of 29
June 2012 and 20 August 2012. We need to give a reminder that the discharge is a valid
instrument of the European Parliament in this respect, which requires a decision based on
factual and substantive arguments; recalling, in this context, the existing rules, i.e. the Staff
Regulations for Officials and Conditions of Employment of Other Servants of the European
Community, the Financial Regulation applicable to the European Communities, the
Authority’s founding regulation and specific policies and procedures set up by the Authority.
Thus, the EP grants the Executive Director of the European Food Safety Authority discharge
in respect of the implementation of the Authority’s budget for the financial year 2010.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) One of the fundamental
objectives of the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) is to provide a high degree of
protection for humans and animals. I take a welcome the Authority’s efforts to resolve
some of the points on which it has received criticism, in particular, the prevention and
management of conflicts of interest. I acknowledge the efforts by EFSA to ensure the
integrity of its decision-making by introducing policies and actions aimed at improving
ethics and transparency, and ensuring effective enforcement of its code of conduct. I also
welcome the decisions taken by the Authority to ensure its independence and the integrity
of its members. Also of particular importance is the integrated approach to food safety
adopted in the EU to combat food-borne zoonoses. This coordinated action has helped to
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combat a serious and widespread public health threat, with over 320 000 human cases
confirmed each year in the EU. I therefore voted in favour.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) It was important to grant this discharge for the
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). Almost 500 million consumers expect EFSA to
work efficiently. I still strongly advocate measures to ensure that independent work is the
rule, to fully address the audit and to carry out a genuine analysis in order to restore the
crucial trust between EFSA and consumers.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report at second reading authorises discharge
in respect of the implementation of the budget of the European Food Safety Authority
(EFSA) because the problems found at first reading have been solved. EFSA has made efforts
to solve its structural problems, particularly in the prevention and management of conflicts
of interest.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the report on discharge in
respect of the implementation of the budget of the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)
for the financial year 2010. I would emphasise that EFSA’s main objective is to provide
independent, scientific and transparent advice on matters with a direct or indirect impact
on food and feed safety.

I welcome the fact that EFSA has developed an instrument for subsidies and public
acquisitions with a view to improving the monitoring of tendering processes, contracts
management and the payment forecast capacity. I welcome the fact that a new Database
on Procurements and Grants was launched on 28 June 2012.

I think that the significant reduction in the costs of the management board meetings is a
good sign, as they amounted to EUR 6 175 per member in 2010. Especially pleasing is the
66 % reduction compared to 2010, realised through switching to audio streaming on
demand, using English as the only language for Board meetings and holding all meetings
at the premises in Parma.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The European Food Safety Authority’s main
task is to provide independent scientific and transparent advice on matters with an impact
on food and feed safety. The Authority therefore needs to implement measures to safeguard
its credibility. These would have enabled it to avoid previous shortcomings connected with
the conflict of interest and lack of transparency. The strategy adopted by the Authority
with regard to independence does not go far enough. Furthermore, it has yet to adopt rules
providing for sanctions and the publication of the curricula vitae of in-house experts and
scientists. For that reason, I voted against the report.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) According to the statement by the European Food
Safety Authority, adequate measures have been taken to improve financial management.
The main task of the authority is to provide independent scientific and transparent advice
on matters with a direct or indirect impact on food and feed safety. It is therefore necessary
to implement measures to safeguard the Authority’s credibility, which should improve the
openness and transparency of the risk assessment process.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report states that many of the
problems which prevented the European Parliament from granting discharge to the
European Food Safety Authority last May have been solved. In particular, the Authority
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has proposed to its Management Board to elect its Chairperson by open ballot, which to
date has occurred by nomination. We therefore voted in favour of this report.

Report: Luisa Macovei (A7-0298/2012)

Alexander Alvaro (ALDE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because I
believe that the discharge decision for the European Medicines Agency (EMA) cannot be
based upon additional requirements, such as the guidelines of the OECD (Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development), when the implementation of those requirements
has not been officially requested by either the EU legislator or specific arrangements within
the Agencies during the respective discharge procedure. The European institutions are
therefore invited to examine whether it is advisable to incorporate and to commit to
additional guidelines in a possible common framework for all European institutions and
bodies. On the basis of the data available, I agree that discharge can be granted to the
Executive Director of the European Medicines Agency in respect of the implementation
of the EMA’s budget for the financial year 2010.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On 10 May the European Parliament postponed
the discharge decision for the European Medicines Agency and it has now drawn up a
second report on the matter. The European Parliament and I decided this time to grant
discharge for EFSA, given the considerable efforts it has made. It has endeavoured to reduce
significantly the conflicts of interest that previously risked undermining its decision-making
processes.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) After the vote in May, the European
Parliament is for the second time examining the discharges and it has decided to grant
discharge to the three agencies found to be at fault in the spring. Today I voted in favour
of granting discharge for the budget of the European Medicines Agency, as I did for the
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and the European Environment Agency. It seems
that each of these agencies has fulfilled its commitments and introduced new procedures
to increase its independence and prevent conflicts of interest. That is therefore a step in
the right direction, even if the question of the agencies’ independence remains, as we see
at the moment with EFSA and the GMO issue.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − A vote in favour would mean the granting of discharge
of the EMA when the Court of Auditors have failed to rule the accounts admissible. There
is a definite urgency in calling for greater transparency and further austerity in keeping
with the current economic climate

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour because I have no
objections to discharge being granted to the Executive Director of the European Medicines
Agency in respect of the implementation of the Agency’s budget for the financial year
2010.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The European Medicines Agency has an
important role in providing the best possible scientific advice on any question relating to
the evaluation of the quality, the safety and the efficacy of medicinal products for human
and veterinary use to the Member States and the institutions.

I have noticed that the Agency has improved the scope and methodology of the systematic
ex-ante and ex-post controls related to the screening of declaration of interest. It should
be commended for its decision to perform a yearly evaluation of its revised policy on
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declaration of interest. The Agency must keep the discharge authority informed on the
implementation of its revised policy and in particular of its systematic ex-ante and ex-post
controls on a six-month basis. The agency should introduce in each of its annual activity
reports a special section describing the actions taken to prevent and manage conflict of
interest.

I voted for discharge in respect of the implementation of the budget of the European
Medicines Agency for the financial year 2010.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Medicines Agency has cooperated
faithfully with the European Parliament, responding to the observations that we sent it in
the spring and remedying most of the shortcomings that we mentioned. I therefore support
the position of this report and voted in favour of granting discharge. The Agency must
however, continue to work tirelessly to improve transparency and the management of
conflicts of interest. This is non-negotiable for retaining and reinforcing the trust of
European citizens.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) After the European Court of Auditors presented
its annual report for the financial year 2010, as part of its discharge procedure for the
financial year 2010 the European Parliament’s Committee on Budgetary Control carried
out its financial audit of the implementation of the European Union’s general budget in
relation to the European Medicines Agency. The primary task of the Committee on
Budgetary Control is to scrutinise and ensure that the EU budget is being implemented
appropriately and effectively. The discharge report drew Parliament’s attention to the fact
that several conflicts of interest at the Agency had recently come to light. In the interests
of clearing these matters up and putting management of the Agency on a more efficient
and economical footing, the committee recommended postponing granting of discharge
in spring. At its late September sitting, the Committee on Budgetary Control presented its
second report on discharge for the Agency in which it stated that it had found sufficient
assurances that management of the Agency would in future comply with the rules. The
committee decided to grant discharge. I supported the granting of discharge in the vote in
both committee and plenary.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on ‘Discharge 2010:
European Medicines Agency’, because I believe that the Agency has taken important steps
to effectively tackle potential conflicts of interest and to thus continue independently and
transparently guaranteeing the safety and efficacy of medicines in the EU.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Monica Luisa Macovei
concerns discharge in respect of the implementation of the budget of the European
Medicines Agency (EMA) for the financial year 2010, following the European Parliament
Decision of 10 May 2012 postponing the discharge decision due to issues raised by the
Court of Auditors. The EMA, which was set up in 1993 but only entered into operation
in 1995, is responsible for protecting and promoting public and animal health, through
the evaluation and supervision of medicines for human and/or veterinary use. No medicine
can be marketed without authorisation from this Agency. The Court of Auditors’ report,
despite having made observations on carryovers, IT contracts and the payment system,
considered the EMA’s accounts of 2010 to be ‘reliable, legal and regular’. Accordingly,
bearing in mind the opinion of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Food Safety, whose recommendations merit my full agreement, I voted in favour of this
report to grant discharge for the EMA budget for 2010.
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João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In May 2012 Parliament refused to grant
discharge for the financial year 2010 to the European Medicines Agency (EMA) due to
clear irregularities in the recruitment process, given that there was one ‘revolving door’
case and conflicts of interest between management staff and experts. According to this
second report, the Agency has made progress in resolving these issues, by improving ‘the
scope and methodology of the systematic ex-ante and ex-post controls related to the
screening of declaration of interest’. Consequently, we voted in favour of closing the EMA
accounts.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) On 10 May 2012 the European
Parliament postponed its discharge decision on the final annual accounts of the European
Medicines Agency for financial year 2010. The European Medicines Agency subsequently
addressed to a large extent the weaknesses highlighted in the report of 10 May 2012 and
provided the discharge authority with substantial information by letters of 2 and 6 July 2012
and 2, 7 and 24 August 2012. The European Parliament – taking into account the second
report of the Committee on Budgetary Control and the opinion of the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety and approving the final accounts of the
European Medicines Agency for financial year 2010 – granted the Executive Director of
the European Medicines Agency discharge in respect of implementation of the Agency’s
budget for the financial year 2010. Its President will forward this decision and the resolution
that forms an integral part of it to the Executive Director of the European Medicines Agency,
the Council, the Commission and the Court of Auditors, and arrange for its publication in
the Official Journal of the European Union.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because of
the importance of the work of the European Medicines Agency in providing the EU Member
States and institutions with scientific advise relating to the evaluation of the quality, the
safety and the efficacy of medicinal products for human and veterinary use. The discharge
is therefore a valid instrument of the European Parliament, which requires a decision based
on factual and substantive arguments. It is felt that discharge can be granted to the European
Medicines Agency in respect of the implementation of the EMA’s budget for the financial
year 2010.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of discharge for the European
Medicines Agency at the sitting of 23 October 2012. I should point out that Parliament
had postponed its discharge decision in May 2012 because of a problem involving conflicts
of interest.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of granting the discharge
to the European Medicines Agency in order to acknowledge the measures implemented
by the Agency since the postponement of the discharge last May. The Agency has shown
a commitment to addressing the concerns raised by the European Parliament. I commend
in particular the efforts made by the Executive Director and his team to foster the Agency’s
transparency towards European citizens through, for example, its commitment to
developing public access to clinical trial data. I also welcome the its commitment to
improving the prevention and management of conflicts of interest with systematic ex-ante
and ex-post controls related to the screening of declarations of interest as well as a yearly
evaluation of its revised policy on declarations of interest. It is crucial for the Agency to
keep the discharge authority regularly informed on the progress achieved, and in this
respect I believe that its annual activity report should include a special section describing
the actions taken to prevent and manage conflicts of interest from now on.
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David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome this report which acknowledges the
European Medicines Agency’s efforts to address the discharge authority’s concerns with
regard to the prevention and management of conflict of interest; and notes in particular
the reports of 29 June 2012 and 7 August 2012 received by the discharge authority on
the review of the conflict of interest management cases identified by the IAS and on the
review of potential conflicts of interest of experts involved in assessing the medicinal
product Pandemrix.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of granting discharge for
2010 for the European Medicines Agency. Since the discharge decision was postponed in
May 2012, the Agency has improved its management and has taken measures to resolve
its structural problems, particularly as regards the prevention and management of conflicts
of interest.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) All European institutions dependent on the European
Union’s budget have to be rigorously audited by the Court of Auditors and by all bodies
that have this role. It is vital to check that EU funds are being correctly used, that these
European institutions are achieving the objectives set out, and that no resources are being
wasted. In general, aside from a few rare exceptions which must be assessed through the
usual checks, we can confirm that the institutions in question are correctly using the funds
made available and achieving the proposed objectives. As a result, I voted in favour of the
report on the European Medicines Agency.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of discharge in respect of
the budget of the European Medicines Agency for the financial year 2010, as it has met
the requirements laid down by Parliament. These requirements were proposed by Parliament
on 10 May 2012 owing to the need to ensure that documentation relating to recruitment
was correctly managed. Parliament postponed the discharge for the financial year 2009
for a similar reason. The EMA has improved its documentation control systems and has
undertaken to carry out periodic assessments of the recruitment process. In my opinion,
the Agency has met Parliament’s requirements and I therefore voted in favour of discharge.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − I fully support the EMA as it helps make our
medicines safer and more efficient. I acknowledge that the Agency has implemented all
necessary actions required by the report as voted in plenary in May 2012. Therefore, I
voted in favour.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report
because I have no objections to discharge being granted to the Executive Director of the
European Medicines Agency in respect of the implementation of the Agency’s budget for
the financial year 2010.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In the light of the final annual accounts of the
European Medicines Agency for the financial year 2010 and the Court of Auditors’ report
on the annual accounts, Parliament granted discharge to the Executive Director of the
European Medicines Agency (EMA) in respect of the implementation of the Agency’s budget
for the financial year 2010. Discharge is a valid instrument of the European Parliament,
and it requires a decision based on factual and substantive arguments. I strongly believe
that the necessary steps have to be taken should cases of non-compliance with existing
rules occur, and I therefore voted in favour of the proposal. The discharge decision for the
EMA cannot be based upon additional requirements, for example, guidelines of the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, when the implementation of
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those requirements have neither been officially requested by the EU legislator nor by specific
arrangements within the agencies during the respective discharge procedure. I therefore
voted in favour of the proposal.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The work of the Agency is
important in providing the best possible scientific advice on any question relating to the
evaluation of the quality, the safety and the efficacy of medicinal products for human and
veterinary use to the Member States and the institutions. The Agency put in place a
multiannual procurement plan for 2012-2014 as requested by the discharge authority in
its report on the discharge for the financial year 2009. We should remember, however,
that the Court of Auditors reported a high level of carry-overs for the financial year 2010
as well as a lack of compliance with the budgetary principle of annuality. This is one of the
cases in which we will have to be cautious.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Medicines
Agency (EMA) protects and promotes public and animal health through the evaluation
and supervision of medicinal products for human and veterinary use. All medicinal products
for human and animal use derived from biotechnology and other high-technology processes
must be approved via the centralised procedure. The same applies to all human medicines
intended for the treatment of HIV/AIDS, cancer, diabetes or neurodegenerative diseases
and for all designated orphan medicines intended for the treatment of rare diseases. The
Agency is also involved in referral procedures relating to medicinal products that are
approved or under consideration by Member States. I voted in favour of closing the accounts
of the European Medicines Agency for the financial year 2010.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text. Because of the many serious
problems posed recently by dangerous medicines circulating freely on the market with the
authorisation of the European Medicines Agency, it is absolutely essential to introduce, as
soon as possible, procedures that are clearer, more transparent and subject to sanctions if
they are infringed with regard to the clinical trial data, and the selection and training of the
Agency’s scientific staff, including the declarations of interest of its experts and committee
members who have been actively involved in the Agency’s activities.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of discharge being granted to
the European Medicines Agency for the financial year 2010, and would highlight the efforts
made by this Agency. I also want to highlight the Agency’s role in issuing scientific opinions
on the evaluation of the quality, safety and efficacy of medicinal products for human and
veterinary use within the EU territory.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the report on discharge in
respect of the implementation of the budget of the European Medicines Agency for the
financial year 2010. I would like to stress the importance of the Agency’s activities in
offering the best possible scientific advice on any question relating to the evaluation of the
quality, the safety and the efficacy of medicinal products for human and veterinary use to
the Member States and the institutions. I welcome the efforts to reform the payment system
for services provided by Member States’ authorities, which, clearly, ought to be based on
real costs.

I think that a high level of reliability concerning the declaration of interests can only be
achieved if pharmaceutical companies themselves make public their list of experts and
research centres with which they work, and the sums concerned in their financial links
with them. Thought should be given to whether a legislative initiative in this area would
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be pertinent. Also, the Agency should introduce in each of its annual activity reports a
special section describing the actions taken to prevent and manage conflict of interest.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The European Medicines Agency provides
the EU Member States and EU institutions with scientific advice on questions relating to
the evaluation of the quality, safety and effectiveness of medicinal products for human and
veterinary use. It is therefore extremely important to avoid a conflict of interests. However,
in June 2012, a ‘revolving door’ case occurred at the Agency, the consequences of which
are still unknown pending the outcome of the investigation. I therefore voted against this
report.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In May 2012 Parliament refused to
grant discharge for the financial year 2010 for the European Medicines Agency (EMA) due
to clear irregularities in the recruitment process, given that there were conflicts of interest
between management staff and experts. However, the rapporteur considers that these
issues in relation to the declaration of interests have been resolved, which is why we voted
in favour of closure of the EMA accounts.

Report: Paolo De Castro (A7-0277/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This text, which I supported, is more technical
than political. Given that the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s
Scheme for the certification of forest reproductive material moving in international trade
has been updated, the European system also has to be adapted. The main change is a
simplification of the importation of forest reproductive material into the European Union
from third countries, based on a system of reciprocity, if eligible.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of this report because I think it
is important to have monitor the conditions under which forestry material is imported
into the Union. Third countries that export forestry material for reproductive purposes
into the European Union must respect the same conditions that are imposed on producers
in the Union. Therefore, I believe that these materials must respect the European standards
in their authorisation system and the registration of the basic material, as well as the
standards regarding the production of the reproductive material from the respective basic
material. Only in this way can we be sure that the forestry reproductive materials will not
destabilise the European Union’s ecosystem. The protection of the environment and forests
must remain a constant concern for the Union.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) Council Directive 1999/105/EC
regulates the internal marketing of reproductive material of plant species. To facilitate
trade and to promptly respond to the marketing request, that Directive foresees the
possibility for the Council to establish rules for authorising the importation of reproductive
material from third countries under an equivalence system. Member States and stakeholders
proposed to the Commission to submit this updating to facilitate trade, in particular the
importation of forest reproductive material and to promptly respond to the marketing
request in particular for fast growing tree plantations intended for energy/biomass
production.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the decision
of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Decision 2008/971/EC
as regards the inclusion of forest reproductive material of the ‘qualified’ category within
the scope of that Decision and the updating of the name of the authorities responsible for
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the approval and control of the production. This report seeks to establish rules for
authorising the importation of reproductive material from third countries under an
equivalence system. In my view, it is important to ensure optimum certification of the
products that can be imported into the Union.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − This updates the authorities in certain non-EU countries
including Canada, Switzerland, Norway to allow the import of forest tree seeds. To oppose
it is to block trade yet to support the motion is to endorse an EU competence I do not agree
with so I have chosen to abstain

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour as I have no objections
to the Commission proposal.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This text will help to facilitate trade in order to
meet the demand for forest reproductive material. I therefore support its position and
voted in favour of the report.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on forest reproductive
material as it makes important updates to the equivalence rules for forest reproductive
material produced in third countries and respective conditions for import into the Union.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Paolo De Castro concerns
the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council amending
Council Decision 2008/971/EC as regards the inclusion of forest reproductive material of
the ‘qualified’ category (seed and planting stocks) within the scope of that Decision and
the updating of the name of the authorities responsible for the approval and control of the
production. Council Decision 2008/971/EC established the list of countries to be recognised
for the application of the equivalence principle for importation of forest reproductive
material and determined the conditions under which forest reproductive material could
be imported into the European Union. Given the need to facilitate trade in forest
reproductive material in order to meet market demand and bearing in the mind the
favourable opinion of 18 September 2012 of the European Economic and Social Committee
on the proposed text, I voted in favour of this report, which allows the import of seed and
planting stocks of the categories listed in Annex II and produced in the third countries
listed in Annex I, provided that they are officially certified by the authorities in those
countries.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Through this report, Parliament has approved
the European Commission proposal to amend the Council decision as regards the inclusion
of forest reproductive material of the ‘qualified’ category and the updating of the name of
the authorities responsible for the approval and control of the production. The Council
decision determines the conditions under which forest reproductive material of the ‘source
identified’, ‘selected’ and ‘qualified’ categories may be imported into the Union. The aim of
this updating is to facilitate trade in this forest material, in particular for fast growing tree
plantations intended for energy/biomass production, which is the aspect giving us the
most cause for concern. The Commission’s intention to include forest and agricultural
plants and seeds in just one directive is viewed by sector organisations as a further obstacle
to their development. For that reason, we have already alerted the Commission to the
consequences of applying this legislation to national operators in the sector. The
requirements imposed on agricultural material cannot and must not be the same as those
imposed on forest material, as it is natural for agricultural material to have completely

23-10-2012Debates of the European ParliamentEN212



different rules, due to being part of the food chain. These amendments will not protect
small producers and are in fact a reason for increased concern.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Council Decision 2008/971/EC
of 16 December 2008 on the equivalence of forest reproductive material produced in third
countries lays down the conditions under which forest reproductive material included in
the ‘source identified’ and ‘selected’ categories produced in third countries can be imported
into the European Union. According to these rules, the systems for the approval and
registration of raw material and the subsequent production of reproductive material from
the raw material should comply with the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) system for the certification of forest reproductive material in
international trade. As regards material in the ‘qualified’ category, these conditions should
include the provision of information as to whether the products are genetically modified
or not. I therefore believe that Decision 2008/971/EC should be amended as appropriate.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by Paolo De Castro at the
sitting of 23 October 2012. This report was adopted by 537 votes to 13, with
14 abstentions. I welcome that result. In order to facilitate trade and respond rapidly to
market demand, this report gives the Council the opportunity to lay down rules for
authorising the importation of reproductive material from third countries under an
equivalence system.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this proposal, which
amends Council decision 2008/971/EC to allow the import of the ‘qualified’ category of
forest reproductive material into the European Union from certain third countries that
satisfy the conditions to meet the ‘qualified’ category. Qualified material is derived from
parent trees that are selected on the basis of the superior quality of their observed
characteristics. The third countries that we are referring to are Croatia, Norway, Serbia,
Turkey and the United States. I am certain that it is in our mutual interest to pursue this
course.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this proposal for the inclusion of forest
reproductive material of the ‘qualified’ category within the scope of the decision and the
updating of the name of the authorities responsible for the approval and control of
production.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour. I agree that conditions for
materials of the ‘qualified’ category should include the provision of information indicating
whether or not the products are genetically modified. This information should help in the
application of Directive 2001/18/EC.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report, which proposes
adopting, under the simplified procedure, the Commission proposal to include forest
reproductive material in the ‘qualified’ category and to update the name of the authorities
responsible for the approval and control of the production.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The Commission proposal contains the extension
(from Dec 2012 till Dec 2022) of Council Decision 2003/17/EC providing the list of
countries to be recognised for the application of the equivalence principle for importation
of fodder plant seed, cereal seed, beet seed and seed of oil and fibre plants from third
countries. This proposal contains also an updating of third countries under the equivalent
regime.
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Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this European
Parliament position with a view to adopting a decision of the European Parliament and of
the Council amending Council Decision 2008/971/EC, as this is intended to facilitate
commercial transactions, particularly as regards the import of forest reproductive material
of the ‘qualified’ category, and to respond more quickly to market demand in the forest
sector. The adoption of this decision will also allow the updating of available information
on the name of the authorities responsible for the approval and control of forest production.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In the light of the Commission proposal to
Parliament and the Council, after consulting the European Economic and Social Committee,
and having regard to the report of the Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development
and the request by Parliament that the Commission refer the matter to Parliament again if
it intends to amend its proposal substantially or replace it with another text, I voted in
favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Council Decision 2008/971/EC established the
list of countries to be recognised for the application of the equivalence principle for
importation, and determined the conditions under which forest reproductive material of
the ‘source identified’ and ‘selected’ categories produced in those countries may be imported
into the Union. This is all based on new information received from the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development about the adoption of an updated scheme for
the certification of forest reproductive material moving in international trade.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. This has to do basically with
the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council amending
Council Decision 2008/971/EC as regards the inclusion of forest reproductive material of
the ‘qualified’ category within the scope of that Decision and the updating of the name of
the authorities responsible for the approval and control of the production. The EP adopts
its position at first reading, taking over the Commission proposal.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this proposal, which amends
Council decision 2008/971/EC to allow the import of the ‘qualified’ category of forest
reproductive material into the European Union from certain third countries that satisfy
the conditions to meet the ‘qualified’ category and the updating of the name of the
authorities responsible for the approval and control of production.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Council Decision 2008/971/EC on the inclusion
of forest reproductive material of the ‘qualified’ category within the scope of that decision
and the updating of the name of the authorities responsible for the approval and control
of the production contains a list of the countries eligible for an equivalence scheme for
importation. It also defines the conditions for forest material to be regarded as ‘qualified’
and ‘selected’ material. The Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development supported
the proposal for a Council decision, as presented by the Commission, for which I voted
during the European Parliament sitting.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the inclusion of forest
reproductive material from the ‘qualified’ category within the scope of the Decision, as
well as for the updating of the name of the authorities responsible for the approval and
control of the production.

The national rules for the certification of forest reproductive material in Canada, Croatia,
Norway, Serbia, Switzerland, Turkey and the United States of America provide for an
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official field inspection to be carried out during the collection and processing of seed and
the production of planting stock. The systems for the approval and registration of basic
material and the subsequent production of reproductive material from this basic material
should follow the OECD Scheme for the certification of forest reproductive material moving
in international trade.

As regards material of the ‘qualified’ category, those conditions should include, the provision
of information on whether the products have been genetically modified or not. As soon
as the seed or planting stock has entered EU territory, the importer must inform the
competent authority of the relevant Member State accordingly.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) This proposal for a decision on the
inclusion of forest reproductive material of the ‘qualified’ category within the scope of that
decision and the updating of the name of the authorities responsible for the approval and
control of the production should be approved.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) I voted in favour of the proposal because of
the benefits it will bring. The proposed changes will, above all, facilitate all areas of trade,
in particular the import of forest reproductive material. It will also make it possible to
respond more quickly to market needs, especially with regard to fast-growing tree
plantations intended for energy and biomass production.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I supported the text presented by Mr De Castro
proposing approval under the simplified procedure of the Commission’s proposal of the
inclusion of forest reproductive material of the ‘qualified’ category, and the updating of
the name of the authorities responsible for production, approval and control.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Through this report, Parliament has
approved the European Commission proposal to amend the Council decision as regards
the inclusion of forest reproductive material of the ‘qualified’ category, with the aim of this
updating being to facilitate trade in this forest material, in particular for fast growing tree
plantations intended for energy/biomass production. In addition to this issue which gives
us the most cause for concern, we believe that these amendments will not protect small
producers.

Report: Antigoni Papadopoulou (A7-0271/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report, remembering
that the entry into force of the Maastricht Treaty 20 years ago introduced the concept of
‘citizenship of the Union’, which it is worth underlining through expressions of European
sentiment. It is therefore essential to highlight the objectives of raising awareness about
the rights and responsibilities attached to Union citizenship: citizens can exercise their
rights of freedom of movement and of civic and democratic participation.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution
because the European Parliament welcomes the Commission proposal to make 2013 the
European Year of Citizens. The European Year of Citizens must build a ‘bridge’ between
Brussels and the EU Member States which would encourage EU citizens to participate
actively in elections and would ensure that their voice is heard in the EU institutions. The
year 2013 will be very important for promoting and enhancing our shared European
identity based on fundamental European Union values. I believe that in the continuing
economic crisis the Year of European Citizens will encourage EU citizens to exercise the
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rights and opportunities that freedom gives them. According to statistics, a third of EU
citizens would like to exercise their rights but they still face obstacles in the labour market,
such as administrative difficulties, when they come to live in another country. The year is
being designated Year of European Citizens to mark the 20th anniversary of EU citizenship,
enshrined in the Treaty of Maastricht. All initiatives and awareness-raising campaigns will
draw attention to the true value of EU citizenship: active participation in the democratic
life of the European Union, especially following the European Parliament elections that
will take place in 2014.

Roberta Angelilli (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The Treaty of Maastricht established Union
citizenship in order to strengthen and enhance the European identity, and enable European
citizens to participate actively in the European integration process. European citizenship
should be understood as more than a mere legal status and take account of all aspects of
life in a democratic society. The EU is the union of all of its Member States working together
to improve the lives of their citizens. It is our duty to help them to exercise their rights to
the full: the right to study, to work, to conduct a business, removing all obstacles, often of
a bureaucratic nature, that create barriers and difficulties. We must continue to enhance
participation by citizens in the European decision-making process, above all supporting
the right of petition and the right to popular legislative initiative introduced by the Treaty
of Lisbon.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) By making 2013 the European Year of Citizens,
our aim is to make citizens more aware of their rights, particularly concerning mobility
between Member States. This text, which I and the European Parliament as a whole
supported, will allow us to organise awareness-raising and information campaigns for the
European citizens. Conferences and events will also be organised and exchanges of
information promoted. Finally, particular attention will be paid to the multilingual platforms
set up by the European Union because linguistic differences are still one of the main
obstacles to the mobility of European citizens.

Zoltán Bagó (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) I supported the report on the European Year of
Citizens (2013) because the European Union needs the opinion of its citizens, especially
in today’s rather difficult economic circumstances. As a Member of the European Parliament,
an EU player directly elected by citizens, I consider it an important duty to ensure that
citizens’ ability to exercise their rights is protected. In Hungary, too, I have witnessed the
process whereby growing numbers of EU citizens are leaving their native Member State
and settling in my home country. Foreign workers such as these must be clear about their
rights, and the EU must provide as much help as possible with this in 2013. In Parliament
we have frequently heard how effective an instrument citizens’ initiatives can be and I, too,
have expressed my support for initiatives that come directly from citizens. As a member
of the Committee on Culture and Education, I would also like to point out that the concept
of EU citizenship helps to promote a sense of respect for common European values and
contributes to cultural diversity.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Maastricht Treaty established European
citizenship in order to strengthen and enhance the European identity and enable European
citizens to participate actively in the European integration process. However, there are still
problems and obstacles, such as the lack of visibility of Union citizenship and a lack of
awareness about the concrete benefits it provides to EU citizens. More emphasis should
therefore be placed on participatory democracy and the new rights deriving from the entry
into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, such as the Citizens’ Initiative. We agree with the need
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for information, education and awareness campaigns, accessible to all citizens, with the
preparation of an action plan in the run-up to the European Year, in collaboration with all
Member States, EU institutions and civil society, and with the organisation of a
pan-European campaign on Union Citizenship in 2013 by the European Parliament, in
collaboration with the national parliaments. The European Year of Citizens 2013 paves
the way to the new ‘Europe for Citizens’ programme (2014-2020), which will support
activities designed to increase citizens’ awareness and understanding of the EU. For those
reasons, I supported this report.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) For many citizens, Europe is still what
Jacques Delors called an ‘unidentified political object’. However, European citizenship has
grown and developed constantly. Family rights, pension rights, vocational training,
recognition of qualifications: it is our shared responsibility to make everyone aware of the
provisions of European citizenship that are concrete and useful in daily life. The European
Year of Citizens, 2013, is therefore excellent news in this regard.

Sergio Berlato (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The overall purpose of the proposed European
Year of Citizens is to enhance awareness of the rights attached to Union citizenship, in
order to help citizens make full use of their right to move and reside freely within the
territory of the Member States. In my view this proposal provides a new momentum to
the debate on Union citizenship and puts the informed and effective exercise of this right
at the centre of the political agenda. Today there is still a lack of visibility of Union
citizenship and lack of awareness of the concrete benefits it provides to EU citizens.
According to a Eurobarometer study published in September 2011, among the most
common problems that EU citizens face when they reside, study or work in another EU
country are lack of information and awareness of their rights as well as language barriers
and the non-recognition of diplomas and qualifications. These barriers have become more
severe at the present time of economic and financial crisis within the EU, because of the
negative consequences of the crisis, including the rise of unemployment and social unrest.
I therefore consider that the European Year of Citizens provides a great momentum to
increase citizens’ awareness on Union citizenship and to stimulate their participation in
democratic life.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I support this report because the
European institutions are constantly taking decisions that objectively improve citizens’
lives. Many have an immediate impact, meaning that they are noticed by the European
public, but they are rarely attributed to the work of the European institutions. Others that
are more complex or aimed at a specific public barely attract any attention, in spite of the
many prospects and opportunities they create for citizens. Any efforts to address this
situation will aid European integration.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The concept of ‘citizenship of the
Union’ introduced by the Treaty of Maastricht has the objective of consolidating and
strengthening the European identity and at the same time allows European citizens to
participate actively in the European integration process. The feeling of belonging to the
European Union is an extremely important factor in outlining and defining civic
participation, which can enhance the degree of collective identity, on which the future of
the Union depends. I welcome the Commission’s decision to make 2013 the Year of Citizens
and I think that this approach will give new impetus to the debate on citizenship. It will
put the exercising of citizenship rights in the centre of the political agenda.
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Vito Bonsignore (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Reports by Eurobarometer and other research
institutes contain some worrying findings on the ideas of European citizens on Union
citizenship. Of course, the economic crisis has made it more difficult to appreciate the
original reasons for the Union and its advantages. It is easier to underline the negative
aspects, perhaps for internal electoral reasons. The report draws up a proposal that is of
particular importance at this moment in history. We do not mean to update the ambitions
of Porfirio Díaz for the 21st century, but rather to spread a basic awareness of the positive
values and effects attached to Union citizenship, even on a practical level and in terms of
opportunities, to counter the effects of continuous underlining of the failings of European
integration, real or otherwise. We cannot allow European citizenship to mean no more to
our young people than a different passport queue at airports. Opportunities, freedom of
movement, training, professional and cultural growth are essential today for many countries
affected by double-digit youth unemployment. I therefore support this proposal, including
the detailed recommendations for the organisation and coordination of events for the
European Year of Citizens.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the European
Year of Citizens (2013). According to a 2009 Eurobarometer survey, close to one in five
Europeans see too many obstacles to working in another Member State. They include lack
of information about the rights of European citizens, administrative issues, social welfare
systems and the recognition of diplomas. At a time when employment must become the
priority of European policies, I believe that it is important to facilitate and encourage
cross-border mobility for workers. This report therefore proposes implementing various
communication initiatives and measures to publicise good practices at European Union
level, which will make European citizens more aware of their right to move and reside
freely.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − Parliament voted to designate 2013 European Year of
Citizens with the aim of raising awareness of EU citizenship. Events will be organised during
2013 to explain the rights of citizens who decide to study, work, set up a business or draw
their pension in another Member State. I have deep concerns about the free movement of
people and the strains it puts on public services and manners in which these rights can,
and indeed are, abused. I therefore cannot sanction a programme which will effectively
endorse and promote the passage of people across the Union, granting them the same
benefits as those citizens already resident in a nation when austerity and economic problems
could see droves of people relocating, placing unprecedented strain upon domestic
exchequers. It is my belief that Member States need the ability to control their own borders
and set out their own package of benefits to encourage immigration that balances with
the workforce need and the level of emigration taking place.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because
I believe that the European Year of Citizens will make an important contribution towards
enhancing and deepening knowledge of the rights and responsibilities attached to European
Union citizenship, with the aim of enabling citizens to make full use of their right to move
and reside freely within the territory of the Member States.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The right to move and reside freely within
the territories of Member States is an essential individual right arising from Union citizenship
and all citizens ought to be fully aware of it and profit from the multitude of rights accorded
by the legislation of the Union.
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The European Year of Citizens also provides vital momentum for greater awareness of
Union citizenship and stimulates citizens to participate in the democratic life of the Union,
so as to solve democratic deficits and the low turnout at European elections. There is a
need for practical ways to eliminate the gulf between EU institutions and European citizens,
to address democratic deficits and the low turnout at European elections. Citizens must
have access to simple and transparent information about the European Parliamentary
elections, to programmes and objectives of political parties and candidates and to know
their electoral rights. In addition, the procedures must be simplified.

I am asking for an information, education and awareness campaign, easily accessible and
without restrictions, for EU citizens and especially for vulnerable groups. I also request
that the Commission issue a comprehensive manual that will explain the terminology,
scope and substance of Union citizenship to promote a better understanding of the concept.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Europe of which we want to be proud is not
limited to the common market, but prioritises people and puts citizens at the heart of
European policies. I therefore welcome the designation of 2013 (20th anniversary of the
introduction of citizenship of the Union at Maastricht) as the European Year of Citizens,
which is intended to ensure that all citizens are aware of their rights in a cross-border
context. In 2009 it was estimated that the number of EU citizens living in a Member State
other than their own was around 12 million, adding that 35 % of citizens would consider
the possibility of going to work in another Member State. However, much still needs to be
done to fill the gap between the legal rules ensuring freedom of movement for EU citizens
and the obstacles that they face in reality, particularly the lack of visibility of Union
citizenship and of its concrete benefits for citizens. It is vital to ensure greater visibility in
relation to the impact and potential that the right to free movement, as an inalienable
aspect of Union citizenship, may have in terms of strengthening social cohesion, mutual
understanding, non-discrimination and creation of a common European identity.

Birgit Collin-Langen (PPE),    in writing.  − I would like to express my support for the
proposition to designate the next year as European Year of Citizens. I am convinced that
striving to ensure people’s awareness of available European rights, we could promote
cross-border labour mobility. Being knowledgeable, European citizens could not only take
informed decisions, but also be fully engaged in the Union’s projects and initiatives. In my
opinion, it is important to explain more effectively the advantages of the Union Citizenship
status so as people could use accessible privileges as well as enjoy and protect their rights.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I support the proposal on the European
Year of Citizens in 2013 to raise awareness amongst European citizens of the connection
between Union citizenship and the right to freedom of movement. Of those questioned
in the 27 EU Member States, 43 % claim familiarity with the term ‘citizen of the European
Union’ and more than two thirds (67 %) are not well informed or not informed at all.

As a representative of the citizens, Parliament must be a key player in making European
policies understood, with special emphasis on participative democracy and the new rights
derived from the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, such as the Citizens’ Initiative.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) European citizens enjoy rights that they do not
exercise fully. It is time to tackle the obstacles that still hinder their mobility. Thanks to the
European Year of Citizens, from next year we will be able to make every effort to achieve
real European citizenship. The first stage in building that citizenship is making everyone
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aware of what it covers. The main objective of this action is to inform and debate, and I
support that fully.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The EP voted to make 2013 the European Year
of Citizens. Against a general backdrop of economic, political and social crisis, I believe
that it is important for European citizenship to have a role. The aim of this event is to
inform the general public, and young people in particular, about how to put their rights
into practice. European citizens enjoy numerous rights, of which they are not always aware,
such as the right to reside freely in another Member State, the right to vote and to stand as
a candidate in European and municipal elections, and the right to petition the EU. Another
important aspect for me is the need to emphasise cooperation with local authorities, work
in conjunction with the national parliaments and the Europe Direct centres, and involve
civil society.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) On the basis of a Commission recommendation,
2013 will be the European Year of Citizens. The initiative is intended to draw European
citizens’ attention to their rights and obligations within the EU, notably with regard to
freedom of movement and freedom from discrimination within the EU. The vast majority
of European citizens are unaware of the kinds of rights and obligations they have by virtue
of being EU citizens, on the basis of Treaties and initiatives such as the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union and the Stockholm Programme. The statistics
produced by Eurobarometer for 2009 revealed that around 11.9 million European citizens
are working outside the country of their birth, while 35 % of the EU’s population has
considered trying their luck abroad. One in five people, however, believe that many barriers
need to be overcome in order to do this. The main reasons for this are lack of information
and language differences and difficulties.

Ioan Enciu (S&D),    in writing.  − I have voted in favour of the report on the European
Year of Citizens because I believe that this is an opportunity to enhance awareness of the
rights attached to Union citizenship, in order to help citizens make full use of their right
to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States. It is important to give
concrete solutions to achieve better and equal opportunities for all. Citizens must be fully
aware and take full advantage of the broad array of rights granted to them under Union
law, both in their country as well as in cross-border situations. Moreover, I am convinced
that the European Year of Citizenship will increase citizens’ awareness on Union citizenship
and will stimulate citizens’ participation in the democratic life of the European Union. Any
restrictions imposed on European citizenship, such as the ones in place for Romanians
and Bulgarians, must be ended as soon as possible in order for the citizens of these countries
to benefit fully from their rights.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I support the
designation of 2013 as the European Year of Citizens. Most citizens have no knowledge
of the rights deriving from European citizenship. In the current context of scepticism about
Europe, it is more essential than ever before to increase awareness of these rights and to
use next year’s campaigns to better inform citizens about the potential that European
legislation has to improve their living conditions.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I believe in a better Europe. For that
reason, I welcome the adoption of the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament
and of the Council that 2013 be regarded as the ‘European Year of Citizens’. I hope that
this event will help to raise awareness among European citizens about the benefits of this
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project. At a time when we are commemorating the 20th anniversary of the Maastricht
Treaty being signed, all European citizens should be informed about the contents of the
‘Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union’. I would also like to welcome the
award of the Nobel Peace Prize to the European Union, which, in addition to raising the
self-esteem of European citizens, represents recognition of the work carried out by the EU
institutions to consolidate peace in various conflict regions. Europe is an area of free
movement of persons and goods where, without losing our national identities, we feel
imbued with a spirit of fraternity and solidarity that needs to be propagated. Many European
citizens are unaware of their rights as such. For that reason, the ‘European Year of Citizens’
will provide an excellent opportunity to conduct information and awareness campaigns
on this project in order to make European citizens more aware and participative.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The report advocates establishing a European
Year of Citizens (2013) in order to raise awareness about the rights deriving from Union
citizenship. Unfortunately, the current political, economic and social context could not
be more contrary to the view of the EU – which the report adopts – as an area of democracy,
equality, solidarity and citizen participation. This view is contradicted every day by the
practice, policies and priorities that the EU is imposing on various people and countries,
as is the case with Portugal. We are currently witnessing an unprecedented attack on
democracy and the rights of citizens. The EU is increasingly an area of inequality,
exploitation and loss of the rights for which people have fought and won over centuries.
In this EU of free movement of capital and goods, which serves the international
monopolies, the ‘free’ movement of people is conditioned by the hard reality for millions
of workers, who have no possibility of remaining in their own country due to a lack of
jobs and who are forced to seek support for their families elsewhere.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The Treaty of Maastricht established
Union citizenship in 1993 in order to strengthen the European identity and enable European
citizens to participate actively in the European integration process. Union citizenship,
conferred automatically on all nationals of the respective Member States, is additional to
national citizenship. At the present time, we are targeting the lack of visibility of Union
citizenship and lack of awareness of the concrete benefits it provides to citizens, students,
consumers, and business people as well as to providers of goods and services in the European
Union. The most common problems that EU citizens face when they reside, study or work
in another EU country are the lack of information and awareness of their rights as well as
the language barriers and the non-recognition of diplomas and qualifications. Citizens
want concrete solutions to their daily problems, equal opportunities for all, without
discrimination on the grounds of nationality, age, disability, sex, sexual orientation, belief
or religion. I am convinced that the European Year of Citizens is an opportunity to exert
a strong impetus for an improvement in citizens’ awareness of Union citizenship and has
the potential to

Mariya Gabriel (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this report because it sends a strong
political message by dedicating 2013 as the European Year of Citizens. The rights and
duties conferred by European citizenship are still largely unknown. Now we have an
opportunity to increase their visibility. Now we have an opportunity to remove certain
obstacles to exercising them. This multi-level citizenship confirms the Union’s commitment
to its citizens but it also underlines the need for active citizens who participate in the
shaping of the Union’s policies.
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Finally, this European Year of Citizens is an opportunity for all citizens to take ownership
of it. It is a strong sign for them to renew their commitment. I am sure that we are capable
of tackling this challenge together.

Elisabetta Gardini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The year 2013 will mark the 20th anniversary
of the establishment of citizenship of the Union. It is essential to put Union citizenship
right at the centre of the political agenda.

This is all the more true at a time when families, businesses and European citizens are
feeling the effects of severe crisis.

Today’s vote approved the proposal to make 2013 the European Year of Citizens, in order
to enhance awareness of the rights attached to Union citizenship.

Union citizens often lack awareness of their rights, including the rights to move and reside
freely within the territory of the Member States, vote and to stand as candidates in elections
to the European Parliament and in municipal elections in their Member State of residence,
and to petition the European Parliament.

I hope that these measures to enhance awareness and promote citizens’ participation will
be effectively applied.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I completely support the report by Antigoni
Papadopoulou to establish the European Year of Citizens in 2013. In these times of
economic and social crisis, it is essential to highlight the rights conferred by European
citizenship in order to restore the confidence of our citizens in the European project.

Too few people are actually aware of the rights enshrined in European citizenship. We
therefore need to support every action aimed at highlighting the rights of European citizens
and ensuring that they are applied correctly. European citizenship cannot be a purely
declarative phenomenon; it is eminently political. It is by defending and raising awareness
of the existing rights and developing new guarantees for citizens that this concept of
citizenship will assume substance and force and become tangible for all.

It is for those reasons, too, that I support an ambitious budget for this Year, greater than
the EUR 1 million approved by the Member States, which is still much less than what we
need to achieve our goal of European citizenship in everyday life.

Małgorzata Handzlik (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) Citizens are at the heart of the European
Union’s policies. This is confirmed in a series of documents, presided over by the Treaties
and the Charter of Fundamental Rights. Unfortunately, although they enjoy many rights,
EU citizens are often unable to exercise them because they are unaware that they have these
rights. An interesting discussion during the launch of Single Market Week, in which it was
predominantly citizens participating, revealed this lack of information to be a huge problem
and, ultimately, a real barrier to making full use of the opportunities offered by the internal
market.

One of the most important opportunities is the right of freedom of movement within the
EU. It is this right that will allow us to develop the mobility that is of such key importance
to the European economy. Exploiting the potential arising from mobility depends, however,
on citizens being fully informed of the rights associated with it. I welcome the Commission’s
proposal to make 2013 the European Year of Citizens, because it will be a great opportunity
to communicate information in the most effective way possible to citizens in every corner
of the EU and at EU, national, regional and local level.
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I voted in favour of the report because I have always stressed the importance of the effective
communication of information. Furthermore, I believe that the European Parliament, as
the most democratic of the EU institutions, should uphold the rights and responsibilities
of and their genuine exercise by more than 500 million Europeans.

Brice Hortefeux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The most common criticism of the European
Union is the gap between its supposedly technocratic institutions and the citizens, who
have difficulty identifying the key actors, and understanding their role, who is responsible
for what, and, above all, the actual impact of European decisions on their daily lives.
Numerous communication campaigns are organised every year to bring the citizens closer
to the institutions and give them a better understanding of the actions carried out at EU
level. For example, in 2009, an estimated 11.9 million Union citizens were living in another
Member State than their own and the creation of the internal market has only served to
increase such movements. Nevertheless, many Europeans feel that the obstacles to mobility
within the EU are still too high, especially the lack of information about administrative
issues, social welfare systems and the recognition of university qualifications. That is why
2013 has been designated European Year of Citizens. Its purpose will be to raise awareness
of the rights attached to European citizenship in a cross-border context. Let us hope that
this initiative succeeds in reconciling the citizens with the EU.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal because the
overall purpose of the proposed European Year is to enhance awareness of the rights
attached to Union citizenship, in order to help citizens make full use of their right to move
and reside freely within the territory of the Member States. Unfortunately, Union citizenship
is not visible enough and there is a lack of awareness of the concrete benefits it provides
to EU citizens, students, workers, consumers, and business people as well as to providers
of goods and services. The proposal provides a new momentum to the debate on Union
citizenship and puts the informed and effective exercise of this right at the centre of the
political agenda. I therefore believe that it is particularly important to strengthen Union
citizenship at all levels and at every stage of the democratic process, to make citizenship
an especially important dimension of EU policies and a key priority in all areas of EU action.
In order to enhance citizens’ participation in the democratic life of the Union, citizens must
be aware of how they can truly benefit from EU rights and policies, and exercise them
everywhere within the societies of the EU Member States. I am convinced that by giving
greater visibility to Union citizenship and to its concrete benefits for individuals, a better
understanding of the value of European integration is guaranteed.

Lívia Járóka (PPE),    in writing.  −  (HU) I would like to welcome the initiative to dedicate
2013 to European citizens and the 20 years of existence of European citizenship. Such a
thematic term may provide remedies to the shortcomings of practicing this right, namely
the lack of widespread knowledge and awareness regarding the benefits that European
citizenship may provide to all European citizens, students, workers, or pensioners. It must
be made clear, that these benefits are not privileges of the elite, but are the fruits of one of
our most important community acquisitions that everyone is entitled to without
discrimination. We therefore expect to see information and awareness campaigns that
target all citizens of the EU, with special emphasis on vulnerable groups who, due to their
socio-economic status, encounter serious difficulties when exercising their right to move,
reside and work freely everywhere within the European Union.

Danuta Jazłowiecka (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) Next year, the institution of EU citizenship
will celebrate the 20th anniversary of its founding. It was intended to address the European
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Union’s so-called democratic deficit and to involve the population more closely in its
workings. Today we can see that these objectives have not been achieved. Successive
Eurobarometer surveys indicate scant awareness of the existence of European Union
citizenship and that few people associate it with any rights. The fundamental problem is
not merely that EU citizens lack awareness of their rights but, above all, that they feel so
little involvement in the workings of the EU. We should therefore concentrate on
strengthening our pro-citizen stance and creating a sense of European patriotism. Europeans
who are aware of their rights will instinctively make use of them. I therefore voted in favour
of this report, which promotes a series of measures aimed at improving Europeans’
knowledge of their rights.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The report by Antigoni Papadopoulou, which I
supported, was adopted in plenary on 23 October 2012 by 518 votes to 63, with
19 abstentions. Its main aim is to ensure that in 2013 all European citizens are informed
of their rights, in particular their right to move freely. For this Year, the European Parliament
is inviting the European Commission and the Member States to launch broad information,
education and awareness campaigns for the general public.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report because
I support the idea of a European Year of Citizens. This proposal’s main purpose is to ensure
that all Union citizens are aware of the rights available to them in a cross-border context
by virtue of their Union citizenship status, so as to enable them to make informed decisions
about whether to make use of their right to free movement and to facilitate the effective
exercise of this right. Many citizens of Poland have taken advantage of the ability to travel,
work, and reside in different parts of the EU. I am in favour of raising awareness of the
importance and benefits of the right to free movement and residence. I hope, however,
that the initiatives that will be organised at Union, national, regional or local levels linked
to the objectives of the European Year will not duplicate the work of the ‘Europe for Citizens’
programme.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The more Europeans know about their rights as
citizens of the European Union, the better equipped they will be to make informed decisions
about their private lives and the richer European democratic life will be at all levels. I
welcome the adoption of the report by Antigoni Papadopoulou on the European Year of
Citizens, which will enable us, throughout 2013, to explain the European Union’s
contributions to the daily lives of European citizens. Free movement is the most widely
recognised right conferred by European citizenship and the one to which the citizens are
most attached. However, they are unaware of most of the other advantages offered by
European citizenship due to a lack of information. I firmly believe that this European Year
of Citizens will have to remedy a number of shortcomings in this area and will enable us
to provide the citizens of Europe with valuable information over the course of the year.

Constance Le Grip (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the report on the European Year
of Citizens (2013). Today, almost 12 million European citizens live in another country
than their own, yet there are still many obstacles to mobility within our Union. I thus voted
for the various financing strands proposed by the report, such as the development of
communication tools for information campaigns for the general public. Although it is up
to the Member States to inform their citizens, it is essential that we establish multilateral
information campaigns. We must help EU citizens to exercise and defend their rights more
successfully, at local, regional, national and European level.
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Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) Next year will mark the 20th
anniversary of the Treaty of Maastricht and the concept of ‘citizen of the European Union’.
The establishment of European citizenship impacted millions of people, bringing with it
a series of advantages including cross-border access to health services.

However, a recent survey by Eurobarometer has shown that 48 % of citizens say that they
are not sufficiently well informed about their rights as European citizens and only 30 %
feel that they can personally influence the European process. A study performed by
Eurobarometer in 2011 showed that only one third of EU citizens are fully or partially
satisfied with the efficiency of the EU administration, its availability to offer services and
its transparency; the rest are dissatisfied, especially with regard to the last aspect. In spite
of the small budget allocation (EUR 1 million compared to the 2011 European Year, which
had EUR 11 million at its disposal), we need to capitalise on the European Year of Citizens
to remind our citizens about what the European Union can do for each of us.

Elżbieta Katarzyna Łukacijewska (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) Parliament’s decision to
make 2013 the European Year of Citizens is very important for European democracy. All
initiatives and actions, information campaigns, conferences and public hearings will have
the aim of raising citizens’ awareness of the rights associated with the freedom to move
and settle in other EU Member States. The founding of a European Year of Citizens is
intended to educate young people, in particular, on their rights within the European Union
and how to make use of them. I believe that this is a very important initiative and I voted
in favour of Antigoni Papadopoulou’s report.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome the European Year of Citizens, which will
be an opportunity to inform citizens about their rights, including information about voting
rights, consumer rights and their rights linked to working and studying in another EU
country than their own.

Barbara Matera (PPE),    in writing. – (IT) I voted in favour of the proposal of the Committee
on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs to designate 2013 as the European Year of
Citizens. I believe that it is vitally important to raise awareness among European Union
citizens of their rights and guarantees, as enshrined in the Treaty of Maastricht and the
Treaty of Lisbon. The European Year of Citizens is intended to increase the active civic and
democratic participation of Union citizens. As Vice-Chair of the Committee on Women’s
Rights and Gender Equality, I support this proposal because I hope that it will not only
reinforce equality and solidarity among the Member States, but will also enhance gender
equality among citizens and increase the participation of women in the economic, political
and social life of the European Union. I also regard this decision as extremely important
in terms of increasing the mobility of workers and the resulting employment rate.

Marisa Matias and Alda Sousa (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In a Europe that has always
seemed to be concerned only about its economic and monetary agenda, with people being
forgotten, even when this agenda threatens to bring Europe crashing down and crush the
lives of many citizens, the initiative to declare 2013 as the European Year of Citizens is
good news. Furthermore, given that 2013 is a pre-election year for Europe, it may be a
good strategy to bring citizens closer to Europe and to non-market-related European issues.
We hope that this will also provide the opportunity to discuss a proper concept of European
citizenship, encompassing everyone living in the European area, with less fortress Europe.
The European Year of Citizens cannot just be for some and against many others.

225Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



Iosif Matula (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) Through the Treaty of Maastricht, all citizens in
the Union benefit from European citizenship in addition to their national citizenship,
which grants the right to travel, study and work in any of the Member States and a series
of other related rights.

Unfortunately nearly half the citizens are not aware of these rights and cannot make any
use of them. Therefore, 20 years after the introduction of European citizenship, the
European Year of Citizens in 2013 is most welcome. The actions for 2013 could make
people more aware of the rights, values and history of Europe, so that citizens could benefit
from the opportunities derived from belonging to the EU. Certainly any initiative that
brings citizens closer to the European institutions is useful. Personally, I think that the
activities of the European Year of Citizens should be coordinated at EU level so as to make
sure that the information is passed on uniformly to all corners of the Union.

Unfortunately, the budget earmarked for this programme is insufficient, much lower than
funds allocated to other European Years. On top of that, there are no provisions to
co-finance the projects of civil society organisations, and therefore we can foresee only a
limited success for this initiative.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I welcome the proposal for a European Year of
Citizens. It would be an excellent opportunity to enhance general public awareness of the
rights and responsibilities attached to Union citizenship. It would also make Union citizens
more aware of their rights.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I welcome the adoption of this decision, for which
I voted. The creation of a ‘European Year of Citizens’ is an excellent way to increase people’s
awareness of the rights, and the responsibilities, associated with European citizenship. The
initiatives proposed to achieve the objectives set out in the legislative text are to be
applauded. However, the idea that the citizens themselves must also play an active role in
strengthening these rights through their participation in civil society should be reinforced.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report, because I
believe that the European Year of Citizens will raise EU citizens’ awareness of the rights
they are entitled to exercise. The Commission will need to develop the debate on active
citizenship by introducing discussion within the European institutions on participation
and the exercise of citizens’ rights. This is a historic opportunity to promote active
citizenship and the framework provided by the European Year of Citizens will serve to
make citizens aware of the rights they enjoy.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SK) As the sole intermediary between citizens
and the Union, in 2010 the European Parliament invited the Commission to announce
2013 as the European Year of Citizens on the occasion of the 20th anniversary of the
Maastricht Treaty, which introduced the concept of Union citizenship. I welcome the
European Year of Citizens in particular owing to the upcoming elections to the European
Parliament to be held in 2014. In the past, we have been afflicted by a low turnout in
elections to the European Parliament, which certainly contributes to the Union’s ‘democratic
deficit’. I am convinced that the Year of Citizens will contribute to increased awareness
and knowledge of Union citizens’ different rights and responsibilities, which should logically
also encourage citizens to take part in democratic life. For these reasons, I support the
European Year of Citizens and express the conviction that appropriate resources should
be allocated from the budget to strengthen the active democratic participation of citizens
in Union activities.
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Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − In times of economic and social crisis, raising
awareness of the rights attached to Union citizenship can help restore citizens’ faith in the
Union project. European citizens should enjoy all fundamental rights. What is more,
non-citizens, or those deprived of citizenship should also enjoy fundamental rights, I am
in favour.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) I support the proposal to
designate 2013 the European Year of Citizens. Time and money must be used effectively
and rationally to help the EU further increase awareness among its citizens so that they
have a better understanding of their rights and unprecedented privileges, the likes of which
are not enjoyed by the citizens of the member countries of any other international
organisations. Every citizen of the Union has the right to move and reside freely within the
territory of the Member States, the right to vote and to stand as a candidate in elections to
the European Parliament and in municipal elections in his or her Member State of residence,
the right to enjoy protection by the diplomatic or consular authorities of any Member State
in a third country, the right to petition the European Parliament, the right to apply to the
European Ombudsman and the right to address institutions of the Union as well as a series
of rights in various fields such as the free movement of goods and services, consumer
protection and public health, equal opportunities and equal treatment, access to
employment and to social protection. The development over 20 years of the concept of
Union citizenship has produced many positive results but there are still many cases where
EU citizens are unable to exercise their rights because of practical obstacles and because
they are insufficiently aware of their rights and duties. We are therefore looking forward
to the 2013 EU Citizenship Report, which should contain proposals on how to eliminate
remaining obstacles. At the end of 2013 I would also like the impact of the awareness-raising
and communication campaign on European citizens to be analysed in quantitative studies,
which would reveal whether the campaign was effective and whether the objectives were
achieved.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ET) I supported this report because I consider essential
the activity of civil society and the involvement of EU citizens in exercising their rights in
full. Furthermore, I am convinced that all EU citizens should be aware of their right to
move freely and choose their place of residence in the EU. Because there is little awareness
of the concept of EU citizenship and the related rights, I consider it necessary to additionally
inform and involve the citizens of all Member States. This is particularly important for me
as an MEP representing the people here. For this reason, I supported the European Year of
Citizens.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) EU citizenship is granted automatically
to all citizens of the Member States, and does not replace national citizenship but is
complementary to it. This report by the Commission responds positively to the proposal
for a European Year devoted to raising awareness of the rights associated with EU
citizenship. However, although the proposal promotes the idea of citizenship, problems
are noted in the everyday life of citizens, such as the lack of equal opportunities for all,
travel opportunities for the young, and the lack of administrative effectiveness. Increased
awareness therefore means increased citizen participation and increased consensus on the
European project. The proposals contained in this report contribute towards this aim, and
for this reason I voted in favour of the report.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Raising awareness among the general
public of the rights and responsibilities associated with Union citizenship is vital so that
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both the rights and duties resulting from European citizenship are effectively observed. It
is only by exercising these rights that the continuing obstacles in this respect can be
identified and eliminated. European citizens themselves therefore have a vital role to play
in strengthening those rights through their participation in civil society and democratic
life, alongside the European institutions, which must run awareness-raising campaigns
such as this one involving the European Year of Citizens. For all those reasons, I voted for
this report, although I deplore the drastic cut in the budget for this initiative, when this is
such a vital issue for the democratic culture of the Union.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In addition to their national rights, all Member
State citizens enjoy a series of rights inherent to citizenship of the Union under the Treaties
and incorporated in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. However,
Union citizens often lack awareness of their rights. The overall purpose of the proposed
European Year of Citizens is to enhance awareness of the rights attached to Union
citizenship, in order to help citizens make full use of their right to move and reside freely
within the territory of the Member States. This European Year should not be another
celebratory year but rather pave the way for the new ‘Europe for Citizens’ programme
(2014-2020), which supports activities to increase awareness and citizens’ understanding
of EU, its values and history. For these reasons, I voted in favour of this proposal.

Alojz Peterle (PPE),    in writing. − (SL) I voted in favour of the report on the European
Year of Citizens (2013). Citizenship of the Union was introduced through the Maastricht
Treaty of 1993, to strengthen and reinforce the European identity, and it enabled European
citizens to participate actively in the European process of integration. The common objective
of the European Year is to raise the awareness of citizens about their rights arising from
Union citizenship when they exercise their right to move and reside freely in another
Member State. A Eurobarometer study, published in September 2011, shows that among
the most common problems that EU citizens face when they reside, study or work in
another EU country are the lack of information and awareness of their rights as well as the
language barriers and the non-recognition of diplomas and qualifications. These barriers
become more severe at the present times of financial, political and social crisis within the
EU, because of the negative consequences of the crisis, including the rise of unemployment
and social unrest.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The year 2013 will be designated as the European
Year of Citizens, with the general objective being to ensure that all Union citizens are aware
of their rights, in a cross-border context, due to their European citizenship. The
EUR 5 million budget agreed in plenary is therefore intended to enable Union citizens to
make more informed decisions about how to exercise their right of freedom of movement
and to facilitate its effective use. Although the Member States are predominantly responsible
for raising awareness, appropriate actions to address this problem require multilateral
partnerships, exchange of information, Union-wide experience-sharing, and dissemination
of transnational good practices. This awareness-raising campaign aimed at removing many
of the remaining obstacles to the exercise of the rights deriving from Union citizenship is
hugely important. Only more and better information can help Europeans to use their
rights. I voted in favour.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) As recent Eurobarometer surveys show,
Europe is experiencing a crisis of confidence and trust. Since autumn 2009, the number
of people who trust the EU has fallen by around 30 %. Given that next year we will celebrate
the 20th anniversary of the creation of European citizenship and we will be less than a year
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from the European elections, it is a good idea to make 2013 the European Year of Citizens,
a year for the citizens of Europe. In the hope of conferring on 2013 a symbolic significance,
particularly in the current context, I voted for this text. It has become clear that the citizens
do not have enough information about their rights as EU citizens. We must make every
effort to ensure that the Year of European Citizens succeeds in raising citizens’ awareness
of their rights. We also have to take effective measures to stimulate their interest in the
activities of the European Union as that is crucial for the development of European
democracy, which in turn is so important for the EU’s legitimacy. However, the success of
this Year obviously depends on the financial resources allocated to it, and in this regard, I
regret that its budget is so meagre.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. Our amendments focused
on highlighting the practical difficulties EU citizens face relating to their nationality, social
and marital status, in their different roles (as consumers, residents, tourists, students,
professionals, volunteers, political actors, people with disabilities) in their daily lives, such
as the rights of international couples, portability of pensions and social security rights or
access to public services. The right to information about accessing one’s rights within the
EU should also include those resident or travelling within the EU or otherwise directly
affected by EU legislation and should also be available in appropriate formats for those
with particular disabilities.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The purpose of the proposed European Year of
Citizens in 2013 is to enhance awareness of the rights attached to Union citizenship. The
year will mark the 20th anniversary of the establishment of citizenship of the Union. In
all this time Union citizens have acquired a number of fundamental rights, including the
right to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States, and the right to
vote and to stand as candidates in elections to the European Parliament and in municipal
elections in their Member State of residence. At a time of economic crisis, it is absolutely
essential to put Union citizenship and participative democracy at the centre of the political
agenda.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of Ms Papadopoulou’s
report. It is of fundamental importance for democracy and pluralism that European citizens
should be informed of their rights arising from their European identity/citizenship. The
establishment of the European Year of Citizens (2013) is an important initiative and
contributes towards deepening the democratic institutions of the European Union.

Marie-Thérèse Sanchez-Schmid (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) It is the right time to put the
citizens back at the heart of European concerns. We are currently celebrating 20 years of
the internal market, which we often accuse of having prioritised the movement of goods
over the movement of people, and competition over solidarity. There are still many obstacles
to exercising fully the rights conferred by European citizenship. The first of these is knowing
what they are. In theory, we should all be aware of them. In practice, unfortunately, few
of us are: confusion over the transposition of Directives, complexity of the decision-making
process and lack of interest among the citizens mean that we need to raise awareness of
our European rights. Indeed, once we are aware of the advantages of European citizenship,
we must be able to put them into practice. EU territory is far from a homogeneous, uniform
living space for its citizens. Sometimes, it seems as though the elimination of controls of
people crossing internal borders has created as many problems as it has solved. In these
times of crisis, the European project and European citizenship must rediscover their
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relevance. The European Year of Citizens in 2013 must be our opportunity to put the
citizens back at the heart of European legislation.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) It is almost 20 years since European
citizenship was founded and was automatically conferred on all citizens of the Member
States. As a result, they acquired many rights across the territory of the European Union.
They can now vote in local elections in their country of residence, take part in the European
elections and stay, live and study in any Member State. Unfortunately, as the report shows,
only 43 % of EU citizens are familiar with the term ‘citizen of the European Union’, while
as many as 67 % believe they are not well informed of their rights. On top of that, officials
and employers are guilty of all manner of abuses and discrimination on the grounds of
ethnicity, which effectively discourages many people from travelling and working abroad.
Diplomas and qualifications are not recognised, while the language barrier makes it difficult
for people to exercise their rights. The present economic crisis and unemployment only
exacerbate these problems. For that reason, I greatly welcome the Commission’s proposal
to designate 2013 the European Year of Citizens. We must do our utmost to make the best
possible use of this time to increase citizens’ awareness of their rights. Furthermore, we
cannot allow European solidarity and the sense of belonging that has built up over the
years to cease to exist as a result of a temporary financial crisis. I agree with the rapporteur
that we must lend European Union citizenship greater visibility.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Year of Citizens
in 2013 marks the 20th anniversary of the establishment of Union citizenship by the Treaty
of Maastricht. I see this as an opportunity to promote participation by the citizens of the
individual Member States in the process of European integration. All too often the citizens
I represent, like those of other countries, lack awareness of the rights and opportunities
attached to Union citizenship. The European Union has achieved many important objectives
in the areas of protection of rights, health, and freedom of movement within the territory
of the Member States, but I think Europe can play a still greater role in the daily lives of its
citizens. Therefore, in order to pave the way to a new phase of European citizenship through
effective exercise of citizens’ rights, I have voted in favour of the Commission’s proposal
to proclaim 2013 the European Year of Citizens.

Monika Smolková (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) I supported and very much welcomed the
EP resolution of 15 December 2010 inviting the Commission to name 2013 as the European
Year of Citizens. Next year will definitely be another good opportunity to disseminate
information on citizens’ rights and the benefits of EU citizenship. Following the accession
of new Member States to the EU and the enlargement of the Schengen borders, it may be
a good opportunity for action on the part of Parliament as a direct intermediary between
citizens and the Union. Members of Parliament play a vital role in providing information
on the rights and benefits of Union citizenship, gender equality, participation of women
and men in the democratic life of the Union, public health, equal opportunities and equal
treatment, access to employment, social security and many other benefits. The Commission’s
progress report for 2010-2013 and the assessment of measures and adoption of new
measures will be further suitable stimuli not only for raising awareness of the European
Year of Citizens, but also for providing information on citizens’ rights.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the proposal for a decision
on the European Year of Citizens in 2013, as it will be 20 years since the establishment of
EU citizenship. The Union is based on the indivisible and universal values of human dignity,
liberty, equality and solidarity and the principles of democracy and rule of law.
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Each citizen of the Union must enjoy the rights provided in Treaties and the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union. For the citizens of the Union to be able to
take decisions in the full knowledge of exercising their right to free movement, it is essential
that they be appropriately informed about other rights to which they are entitled to in
accordance with the Union cross-border legislation.

I also voted for the multilingual web portal ‘Your Europe’, a type of information
‘one-stop-shop’ with reference to the rights of citizens and EU enterprises, to be popularised
among EU citizens. All the initiatives launched for the European Year of Citizens and their
objectives should enhance the degree of awareness of the staff of public authorities of the
citizens’ rights, whether those authorities are at Union, national, regional or local level.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) In addition to shortcomings in European
regulations, the citizens complain about problems with the EU’s administrative efficiency,
a lack of transparency and excessive bureaucracy. There is still a gap between the EU and
the institutions, and the citizens have little involvement in the workings of the EU.
Abstention rates in the European elections are high, particularly among young people.
There is a real lack of visibility of EU citizenship and the concrete advantages it offers to
EU citizens.

The main problems facing EU citizens when they reside, study or work in another Member
State include the lack of information and lack of knowledge about their rights, in addition
to linguistic obstacles and non-recognition of diplomas and qualifications. This is magnified
further during a financial, political and social crisis in the EU.

The proposed European Year will therefore aim to raise awareness of the rights attached
to EU citizenship in order to help the citizens to exercise fully their right to move and reside
freely in the territory of the Member States.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Article 20(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union establishes citizenship of the Union, explaining that: ‘Every person
holding the nationality of a Member State shall be a citizen of the Union. Citizenship of
the Union shall be additional to and not replace national citizenship’. In recent years a
series of problems and obstacles to the civic participation of citizens in activities connected
with the construction of the European project have been identified. It is therefore vital to
promote projects which attract ever more citizens in general, and young people in particular,
to the civic and political component. I agree with the proposal to designate 2013 as the
‘European Year of Citizens’, with the general objective of raising the awareness of citizens
about the rights attached to Union citizenship, in order to enable them to make full use of
their right to move and reside freely within the territory of the Member States. However,
I believe it would be more appropriate to use the term ‘European Year of Citizenship’, and
I feel that it is vital that the EUR 1 million budget made available for this initiative be
significantly increased.

Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing.  − On Tuesday 23 October, I voted in support of
designating 2013 as the European Year of Citizens. I believe this will be a key starting point
in removing the obstacles to people fully utilising their rights as European citizens.
Throughout the year, the European Year of Citizens will aim to educate the general public
on what it means to be a EU citizen, especially those who decide to work, study or open a
business in another Member State. It will also focus on cross-border healthcare and
passenger and consumer rights. Thanks to this initiative, UK citizens will be fully aware of
what it means to be a citizen of Europe and how they can personally benefit.
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Josef Weidenholzer (S&D),    in writing. − (DE) The European Year of Citizens offers us
an important opportunity to put European citizenship at the heart of the European debate.
There is far too little awareness of this issue among Europe’s citizens, especially as regards
the rights attached to it. Euro-fatigue, Euroscepticism and even hostility to Europe are the
direct consequences of this deficit. The European Year of Citizens therefore offers a great
opportunity to bring the European project closer to citizens and to contribute to the
development of a European public sphere. This is the only way to ensure the active
involvement of the people. Europe does not only need politicians; above all, it needs people
who are willing and able to engage in society. If the European Year is to be successful, two
key prerequisites must be fulfilled: firstly, European civil society organisations must be
closely involved in preparation and implementation. Secondly, there must be appropriate
deployment of financial resources. The funding currently earmarked for this purpose is
certainly not commensurate with the significance of the European Year for 2013 and the
opportunities that it affords.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) With the report on the European
Year of Citizens, the intention is to enhance awareness and, above all, knowledge of the
rights attached to Union citizenship. One of these is the right to reside, study and work in
another EU country. This will create better and equal opportunities for all.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) European Union citizenship was established
in order to strengthen and enhance European identity and enable European citizens to
participate actively in the European integration process. However, the democratic deficit
that exists in the European Union denies citizens their basic right to freedom and to
democratic governments. Furthermore, excessive EU bureaucracy and a lack of transparency
mean that citizens feel removed from the EU institutions. I therefore voted against this
report.

Anna Záborská (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SK) EU citizens should be better informed about
their rights and opportunities. We are living in difficult times and therefore it is extremely
important to talk about what unites us as Europeans. However, we should not forget that
every EU citizen is first and foremost a citizen of a Member State. EU citizenship cannot
replace nationality, but can be a useful supplement to it.

I agree with the rapporteur that it would be a good idea to amend the title and change
‘European Year of Citizens’ to ‘European Year of Citizenship’. It would be more logical and
such a change would also be in line with the European Parliament’s original proposal. The
European Year of Citizenship 2013 would thus commemorate the 20th anniversary of
the establishment of European citizenship.

Through greater visibility of the concrete benefits of Union citizenship for individuals, we
can contribute to a better understanding of the importance and benefits of European
integration. A common denominator in activities during the European Year should be a
strengthening of a sense of belonging, tolerance, mutual understanding, solidarity, and
social and civic cohesion.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report supports the establishment
of the European Year of Citizens (2013), with the declared objective of raising awareness
about the rights of EU citizenship. In our opinion, organising the European Year of Citizens
(2013) is nothing more than an EU strategy to try and legitimise the idea of the EU as an
area of democracy, equality, solidarity and citizen participation at a time when the European
institutions lack public credibility. In reality, the EU is not an area of free movement of
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persons, and this initiative, albeit in a surreptitious manner, will propagandise the single
market as an area of freedom. Bearing in mind the difficult situation that workers are currently
facing and the need for emigration to cope with unemployment in their countries of origin,
we introduced into the opinion of the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs the
idea of the need to safeguard workers’ social security and trade union rights, and that labour
mobility should not be interpreted by some employers as an opportunity to reduce wages, cut back
on social security or, in general, to downgrade working conditions.

Report: Kristiina Ojuland (A7-0285/2012)

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted against this report because, although I totally
support the necessity to ask for a further investigation on the Magnitsky case and to reiterate,
once again, the rejection of any violation of human rights, I believe that an order of visa
restriction for people not condemned by a tribunal would be a clear act of inconsistency
with our own legal standards. In fact, if on the one hand we ask Russia to respect the basic
principle of human rights, on the other hand we are violating the principle of presumption
of innocence. In addition, I deem that the quest of making family members accountable
for actions they have not done contradicts one of the basic principles of the rule of law.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − While I believe the international and European
community should seek to cooperate on matters such as this I am of the belief that it should
not be an EU precedent to turn obligation to partake in border restrictions on individuals
into the rule of law. It would be in Britain’s interest to partake in restrictions in cases such
as these but these decisions must be wrought in the British Parliament and acted out under
UK law according to UK Government policy in relation to the third countries in question.
I therefore abstained from voting on this matter.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
agree with its assumptions and content.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Kristiina Ojuland concerns
the proposal for a European Parliament recommendation to the Council on establishing
common visa restrictions for Russian officials involved in the Sergei Magnitsky case. Sergei
Magnitsky was a courageous Russian lawyer who died in a Russian prison, as a result of
mistreatment, where he was being held after his arrest for fighting corruption in Russia.
Despite all of the efforts made with the Russian Government to ensure that this case was
properly investigated and that those responsible were tried by an independent court, the
fact is that, despite the promises made by those in power, nothing has yet been done and
this case continues to be raised at summits with Russia. This image of a lack of freedom
and credibility is calling into question the consolidation of the democratic process, as
reinforced by Russia’s membership of the World Trade Organisation, and is deterring
investors. I voted in favour of this report and urge the Russian authorities to quickly resolve
this case of human rights’ violation in the interests of the Russian community itself.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The discussion and adoption of this report
represent yet another instance of interference in the legal and constitutional system of a
sovereign country, which gives us serious cause for concern and which is difficult to accept
in the context of normal and healthy relations between independent and sovereign states.
Regardless of any assessment that may be made about the political and social situation in
Russia, this represents an attempt to use a legal case to attack this country and its
sovereignty, at a political moment when this country is opposing, within the United Nations
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Security Council, the military aggression in Syria. For that reason, it is clearly a form of
blackmail and political retaliation.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The Russian Federation, as a member
of the Council of Europe and the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe,
has committed itself to fully respecting fundamental rights and the rule of law. The European
Union has repeatedly offered Russia additional assistance and expertise to help the Russian
Federation modernise, and abide by, its constitutional and legal order. The arrest and
subsequent death in custody of Sergei Magnitsky represents a well documented and
substantial case of disrespect for fundamental human rights. Furthermore, the posthumous
prosecution of Sergei Magnitsky is a violation of international and national laws and clearly
shows the malfunctioning of the Russian criminal justice system. The European Union has
urged the Russian authorities on many occasions and formats, from regular human rights
consultations to summit-level meetings, to conduct thorough independent investigations
in this special, well documented case, and to put an end to the current climate of impunity.
Visa restrictions and other restrictive measures are not in themselves traditional judicial
sanctions, but constitute a necessary and legitimate foreign policy tool, constituting a signal
of the Union’s concern. EU sanctions on the Sergei Magnitsky case could prompt the
Russian authorities to make genuine and fresh efforts to address, in a more concrete and
convincing manner, the question of the rule of law in Russia.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The own-initiative report by Kristina Ojuland
was adopted by a large majority in plenary on 23 October. I supported this report, which
is a recommendation from the European Parliament to the Council on establishing common
visa restrictions for Russian officials involved in the Sergei Magnitsky case. In the report,
Parliament states that the conditions of his detention and death in custody represent a
well-documented and substantial case of disrespect for fundamental human rights. These
conditions clearly showed the malfunctioning of the Russian criminal justice system. Like
the United States, Parliament is, with this resolution, calling on the Council to establish a
common EU list of officials responsible for the death of Sergei Magnitsky, for the subsequent
judicial cover-up, and for the sustained harassment of his mother and widow. The Members
of the European Parliament are also calling on the Council to implement an EU-wide visa
ban on these officials.

Sandra Kalniete (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LV) I voted in favour of this resolution, because I
think that both the death of Sergei Magnitsky and many other events in Russia point to
substantial disrespect for fundamental human rights in that country and the dependence
of the courts’ authority on political power. Only in autocratic regimes and dictatorships
is the criminal law system used to take action against the opposition, against the freedom
of opinion of its citizens or to shield those close to the elite from a fair trial and punishment
for criminal activities. I believe that the specific restrictions proposed on persons who are
responsible for the death of Sergei Magnitsky will serve as a serious warning to the Russian
authorities and may have a significant effect on the actions of Russian officials in the future.
I very much hope that these restrictions will change the current climate of impunity there.
I am satisfied that increasing numbers of Europe’s political decision-makers are aware that
it is necessary to adopt a firm, robust and comprehensive EU policy towards Russia. Such
a policy will only produce results if cooperation, support and assistance are balanced by
firm and fair criticism, including sanctions and restrictions when needed.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report because
the death of Sergei Magnitsky, and the subsequent judicial cover-up of the harassment of
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his family, was another example of the gross violation of human rights and suppression
of democracy that is going on in Russia. Furthermore, the Russian authorities have not
carried out a credible investigation into this tragic case. We need to remember that after
Magnitsky uncovered the fraud carried out by state officials, the people that he accused
were responsible first for his detention, and then for the degrading treatment in prison
where he died. We need to implement an EU-wide visa ban on those officials and freeze
their financial assets.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome this proposal. The arrest, conditions of
detention and subsequent death in custody of Sergei Magnitsky represent a well-documented
and substantial case of disrespect for fundamental human rights.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The arrest, conditions of detention and
subsequent death in custody of Sergei Magnitsky are clearly a violation of fundamental
human rights. The Council should take account of the corruption and the flawed Russian
judicial system in its relations with Russia, and call in a more resolute manner for respect
for human rights in Russia. The Russian officials involved in the death of Sergei Magnitsky
should also be deprived of European visas.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report. We should make
every effort to call on Russia to conduct a credible and independent investigation
encompassing all aspects of this tragic case, and to bring all those responsible to justice. The
Magnitsky case should also be used to urge the Russian authorities to put an end to the
widespread corruption and to reform the judicial system, bringing it into line with
international standards by creating an independent system.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the European Parliament
recommendation to the Council on establishing common visa restrictions for Russian
officials involved in the Sergei Magnitsky case. The arrest, conditions of detention and
subsequent death in custody of Sergei Magnitsky are evidence of a violation of fundamental
human rights by a member of the Council of Europe, which has committed itself to fully
respecting fundamental rights and all of the principles inherent in the rule of law. I therefore
believe that visa restrictions for Russian officials involved in this case are a necessary and
wholly legitimate foreign policy tool and a political signal of the EU’s concern about the
frequent human rights’ violations in Russia.

Marek Henryk Migalski (ECR),    in writing.  −  (PL) I firmly support the report drafted by
Ms Ojuland, in which the Council is called upon to establish a common EU list of officials
responsible for the death of Sergei Magnitsky, for the subsequent judicial cover-up and for
the ongoing and sustained harassment of his mother and widow. The case of Sergei
Magnitsky has long been covered up by Russia, the investigation is dragging on and, in
spite of there being clear evidence, those responsible for the death of this Russian lawyer
are still at large. In my opinion, the report sends a clear signal to the Russian authorities
that the European Union will not cease to call for justice for those unfairly charged in this
case. The posthumous prosecution of Sergei Magnitsky is unacceptable. I consider that to
vote in favour of this report is to give voice to our European values.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The rapporteur comes with a proposal from the
European Parliament to the Council to establish visa restrictions for Russian officials
involved in case of Sergey Magnitsky.
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Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of a
European Parliament recommendation to the Council on establishing visa bans for Russian
officials that have been and continue to be involved in this case where human rights have
been flagrantly violated. It is regrettable that although it is already three years since the EU
raised the issue of this case with Russia within the framework of the human rights dialogue
there has been no progress. As the human rights dialogue continues to be limited, I do not
feel that there will be any more serious movement in this case. It is time to send Russia a
strong signal so that it focuses on rampant injustice, corruption and the human rights
situation. I therefore hope that the Council will listen to the European Parliament proposal
and adopt appropriate decisions. It should be noted that a number of Member State
parliaments have already contacted their countries’ governments with similar
recommendations. I believe that the people included on the list should not be issued with
either Schengen or national visas of the EU Member States.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Based on the assumption that this
is an exceptional measure, and as I have no objections to the assumptions and content of
this report, which justifies and explains the exceptional nature of this measure to establish
common visa restrictions for certain individuals, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The arrest, conditions of detention and
subsequent death in custody of Sergei Magnitsky represent a well-documented and
substantial case of disrespect for fundamental human rights. The posthumous prosecution
of Sergei Magnitsky is a violation of international and national laws and clearly shows the
malfunctioning of the Russian criminal justice system. We encourage the Council to take
a coherent and proactive stance on other serious human rights violations in Russia, on the
basis of well-documented, converging and independent sources and convincing evidence,
and to introduce similar restrictive measures against offenders as a last resort measure. For
these reasons, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) If the Russian authorities fail to respect the rule of
law, human rights and fundamental freedoms, as seen in the tragic case of Sergei Magnitsky’s
death, a stable and reliable partnership cannot be developed between the EU and Russia.
Although the restrictive measures proposed by the report are not traditional judicial
sanctions per se, they should, however, serve as a political signal of the EU’s concern, which
will be conveyed to a wider target audience with the hope of prompting the Russian
authorities to make genuine and fresh efforts to address, hopefully in a more concrete and
convincing manner, the question of the rule of law in Russia.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The recommendations to
the Council include establishing a common EU list of officials responsible for the death of
Sergei Magnitsky, for the subsequent judicial cover-up and for the ongoing and sustained
harassment of his mother and widow; imposing and implementing an EU-wide visa ban
on these officials and freezing any financial assets they or their immediate family may hold
inside the European Union; and calling on Russia to conduct a credible and independent
investigation encompassing all aspects of this tragic case, and to bring all those responsible
to justice.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report as I believe that
respecting fundamental rights values is a prior condition for EU-Russia relations. The
reform of the judicial system is essential in order to be in conformity with international
standards.
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Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The Russian Federation, as
a member of the Council of Europe and of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation
in Europe, has committed itself to fully respecting fundamental rights and the rule of law,
and the European Union has repeatedly offered additional assistance and expertise to help
the Russian Federation modernise, and abide by, its constitutional and legal order. Despite
the 2011 conclusions of the inquiry conducted by the Russian President’s Human Rights
Council on the illegality of Sergei Magnitsky’s arrest, detention and being denied access to
justice, the investigations are stalled and the officials involved have been exonerated and
even assigned to the posthumous case. Such actions on the part of the authorities
demonstrate the politically motivated nature of Magnitsky’s prosecution. I therefore voted
in favour of the establishment of common visa restrictions for Russian officials involved
in the Sergei Magnitsky case.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I felt that it was important to take a stand against
the human rights violations. The death of Sergei Magnitsky is an injustice and just one of
many manipulative moves by the Russian Government and judicial system.

More recently, the Pussy Riot conviction attracted a lot of attention in the media because
it reflected an increase in the level of repression in Russia, where the government clamps
down on public protests, rigs elections, intimidates the media, has banned gay pride marches
for the next 100 years, and arrests and beats critics like the chess master Garry Kasparov.

The application of these sanctions at last exposes the senior Kremlin officials to actual
consequences, which help to combat their systematic attacks on democracy and
transparency. We must send Mr Putin and the Russian regime a strong political message
against corruption and impunity.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Magnitsky case is a further example of the
rule of law being violated in the Russian Federation, given that there has been a clear abuse
of power, in particular by the law enforcement authorities. Following numerous calls by
the European Union and the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe for the
true facts to be released, the Russian law enforcement authorities exonerated the officials
involved and posthumously convicted Sergei Magnitsky, which is a clear violation of
international and national law. The EP is therefore asking the EU and Member States to
approve sanctions to show their disapproval of this conduct, namely visa restrictions on
officials involved in this case.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The arrest, conditions of detention and
subsequent death of Sergei Magnitsky represent a substantial and well documented case
of non-compliance with fundamental human rights. His posthumous prosecution is a clear
indication of the failures of the Russian justice system. Visa restrictions constitute a political
signal of the European Union’s concern at these events. I therefore voted in favour of the
report.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Regardless of whether or not it is
appropriate to detain any citizen in any country of the world, we consider that every
country and its legal system must guarantee access for its citizens to the law and to the
courts in order to defend their legally protected rights and interests. This principle applies
to the arrest, conditions of detention and subsequent death in custody of the Russian citizen
Sergei Magnitsky. This report represents a clear interference in the legal and constitutional
system of a sovereign country, which we cannot and must not accept in the name of
cooperation between independent and sovereign states. This represents an attempt to use
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a legal case to attack Russia and its sovereignty, at a political moment when this country
is opposing, within the United Nations Security Council, the military aggression in Syria.
For that reason, it is clearly a form of blackmail and political retaliation.

Report: Jacqueline Foster (A7-0254/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report which concerns
the recent Commission document on the ‘Implementation of the Single Sky legislation’.
The urgent need for progress and the increased need for political support must be
highlighted in order to ensure the successful and timely implementation of the Single
European Sky legislation. Other key issues in this report include the implementation of
the Functional Airspace Blocks and delays in deploying the SESAR (Single European Sky
Air Traffic Management Research) technology, which are both essential to the functioning
of the Single European Sky.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The authorities providing air traffic control
strictly mirror the geographical boundaries of their countries, each of which have at least
one Air Navigation Service Provider. This fragmented national approach needs to be
replaced by a common European system to increase efficiency and reduce congestion.
Parliament and I supported this report, which should help to consolidate the Single
European Sky project.

Sergio Berlato (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In recent years, increased air traffic has meant
that Europe’s airspace is fast approaching its maximum capacity, and the problem can only
be expected to grow over time. The fundamental processes of air traffic control have barely
evolved since World War II: controllers continue to communicate instructions to pilots
by radio voice communication. Implementation of the Single European Sky (SES) legislation
would offer the possibility to move to a more modernised and automated industry. This
would allow controllers to contribute to a more flexible, robust and innovative industry.
Despite the fact that the implementation of the SES has already taken many positive steps
forward, I am particularly concerned with the timing aspects of its implementation. The
benefits of a full and timely implementation of the SES are too great to ignore: a study on
the macro-economic impact shows a cumulative impact on EU GDP of EUR 419 billion,
328 000 jobs created and 50 million tonnes of CO2 saved. For these reasons alone, it is
clear why it is so pressing to make Europe’s airspace as efficient as possible. I agree with
the rapporteur’s request to the European Commission to report back to Parliament by a
fixed date on progress with the implementation of the SES legislation.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I support the substance of this
report, because Member States’ reluctance to accept principles as logical as those guiding
the Single European Sky legislation represents an example of poor use of resources and a
complete lack of respect for citizens. The Single European Sky will allow cheaper, safer,
shorter and, consequently, less environmentally damaging flights and requires the
standardisation of the technology used in air traffic control systems, which presents an
opportunity for European industry. With these principles in force, a crisis such as the one
caused by the eruption of the volcano Eyjafjallajökull would never have occurred in Europe.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The European air traffic management
system is still fragmented, especially the organisation of airspace, technological equipment
and air traffic control procedures. This has made flight operations inefficient and generated
extra costs of EUR 1 million per year.

23-10-2012Debates of the European ParliamentEN238



There has also been a considerable increase in the level of air traffic and this trend is expected
to continue in the near future, especially in south-eastern Europe. The high level of air
traffic can be managed safely and efficiently only if neighbouring states and suppliers of
air navigation cooperate more closely in future. The creation of a Single European Sky is
a basic tool for overcoming future challenges and should generate enough management
capacity for the ever-increasing number of flights on the continent so as to reduce delays,
increase safety and cost-efficiency, and lessen the impact on the environment.

Vito Bonsignore (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Despite the current economic crisis, demand
for air travel increased in the EU by 9.3 % in 2011 with a 4 % rise forecast for 2012, only
slightly under the International Air Transport Association’s 5 % long-term average forecast.
If the Asia-Pacific economies are included, the global rise in passenger demand currently
exceeds 6 % annually, with cargo demand increasing by 5 %. However, the impact of the
crisis cannot be ignored, as underlined by the Association of European Airlines, whose
Secretary General Ulrich Schulte-Strathaus in a recent interview forecast operating losses
of EUR 2 billion for the whole sector. This combination of rising demand and falling
operating profits makes implementation of the new Single European Sky (SES) legislation
imperative, since corrections and restructuring are unavoidable (for example, to take
account of the tendency for supply to move progressively towards European Low Fares
Airline Association carriers). It seems incredible that the airlines should still be operating
mainly on a pre-Union scheme based on the national economies. I therefore voted in favour
of the report.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the report on the implementation
of the Single European Sky legislation. Today, air traffic is still too dominated by the
geographical boundaries of the Member States. In this regard, the harmonisation of air
traffic control at EU level offers the opportunity to move to a more modernised and
automated industry. Several European Commission initiatives must now be promoted,
such as Functional Airspace Blocks and SESAR, the Single European Sky’s technological
pillar.

Jan Březina (PPE),    in writing.  −  (CS) I believe that the implementation of the Single
European Sky programme will increase the demand for highly qualified workers and bring
with it jobs with high financial rewards. The fundamental processes of air traffic control
have barely evolved since the Second World War and have remained essentially a craft.
Air traffic controllers still use mental maps of individual aircraft, their positions, headings
and speed within the sector of airspace for which they are responsible. They are still certified
and licensed and are appointed for only one or a few such sectors. They continue to
communicate instructions to pilots by radio communication. The Single European Sky,
the SESAR programme and the Functional Airspace Blocks initiative offer the opportunity
to modernise and automate this branch. This would allow greater mobility for air traffic
controllers, who would be able to apply their talents more widely – as pilots increasingly
do now – and thus contribute to a more flexible, robust and innovative branch.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − I cannot endorse in principle an effort to create
pan-European legislation over airspace despite condoning cooperation on matters of air
traffic safety and management. The EU has a history of disastrous policy-making in
harmonised fields from fisheries policy to farming. The implementation of this legislation
could result in a tangled web of bureaucracy that would benefit neither the aerospace and
passenger air industries nor the passengers that use the services. I am also concerned by
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proposals in line with CO2 reductions that could pass the burden of cost down to airlines
and ultimately the public.

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the Foster report, which aims to encourage
the Member States to accelerate the implementation of the Single European Sky (SES). I
regret the delay in the completion of the SES, which should offer passengers a means of
transport that is more affordable, safer and kinder to the environment. In the current crisis,
the SES offers significant economic benefits and potential increased growth and
employment. I also share the rapporteur’s concern that the Union might lose its lead in
terms of technology if the implementation of the SES does not accelerate.

Antonio Cancian (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report by Ms Foster
because it provides us with a timely analysis of a policy launched a decade ago that we
must now admit does not work. Indeed, the Single European Sky (SES) intended by the
legislators of the time, with greater air traffic capacity and lower costs both in economic
and environmental terms, has yet to be realised. I therefore agree with the approach of the
rapporteur, who provides an exact account of existing shortcomings, in identifying the
need for action by the European Commission. Let us recall that the various components
needed for achieving the SES include: the performance scheme, the Functional Airspace
Blocks, the role of the network manager and above all the implementation of the Single
European Sky Air Traffic Management Research (SESAR) programme, which is the
technological pillar of the SES project. SESAR will complete its research phase in 2015
and onboard and ground systems should then be introduced into the market over a period
of 15 years. Drawing partly on EU funding, it will contribute to increased passenger benefits
(above all, reduced waiting times and delays) as well as lower CO2 emissions and flight
operating costs.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
consider that the full and timely implementation of the Single European Sky will bring
significant benefits to the Member States, as everything indicates that it should have positive
effects on the economy, employment and the environment.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) At the moment, Europe’s airspace is among the
busiest in the world, with over 750 million passengers using EU airports. Given the constant
increase in air traffic, it is vital to successfully implement the Single European Sky legislation
as soon as possible, in order to avoid congestion in Europe’s airspace and ensure high-quality
air transport services for the European public. This will also lead to considerable economic,
safety and environmental savings by creating a more sustainable aviation sector and a more
effective air traffic management system at European level. Although many positive steps
have already been taken in the right direction, there is still a long way to go to achieve full
and timely implementation, in order to avoid possible safety or operational risks caused
by ever heavier traffic flows, outdated technologies and fragmentation of European airspace.
Timely implementation should also allow the EU to maintain its competitiveness, encourage
a new dynamic in this area, fostering growth and employment, particularly in the
aeronautics and aviation industries, and contribute significantly to reducing CO2 emissions.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) At a time when the European Union
is focusing on the creation of new jobs, we must also consider the fact that implementing
the Single European Sky will mean better organisation and management of the air traffic
in Europe, which will create greater demand for high-end, highly skilled and highly paid
jobs. A more efficient European airspace will bring additional economic gains at European
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level, including benefits from economic growth, job creation and environmental protection.
Europe cannot afford to experience a 30 % impact on the EU’s GDP, see 58 % fewer jobs
created or miss out on CO2 savings of 110 %, which would happen if the implementation
of SESAR were delayed by 10 years.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) We can only achieve a Europe without borders if
we have strong, unhindered transport networks. Our airspace does not yet meet that
requirement. For the mobility of our citizens and the growth of our businesses, we need
to create a real Single European Sky, because the single market will certainly need aviation.
This report is ambitious and sets out clear, concrete objectives, which I support. I therefore
voted for it. I hope that Europe will soon have an airspace that responds to its requirements
and its global competitors.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text, which summarises the
situation regarding the implementation of the Single European Sky (SES). The SES is an
opportunity for the aeronautics industry, but all of the stakeholders must fulfil their
responsibilities by respecting their commitments. The delay by certain Member States in
implementing Functional Airspace Blocks unfortunately reflects the fact that certain
governments are not willing to contribute to the realisation of this excellent European
project. Is it still necessary today to point out that this streamlining of flight plans actually
has major repercussions for our fellow citizens? Achieving a Single European Sky that is
safe, efficient and sustainable, and that benefits both travellers and businesses, is an
ambitious but achievable target for Europe that should not pose any problems for the
Member States. Some 328 000 jobs are likely to be created against a backdrop of the crisis,
which means that it is certainly worth sticking to the timeframe.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome the resolution adopted on Tuesday to
relaunch the Single European Sky (SES). The SES is designed to reduce journey times,
thereby reducing CO2 emissions and the cost of flights, while improving safety and creating
jobs. It is important to use all of the means available to us to manage European air traffic
effectively and ensure that consumers do not waste any more time or money. Some 328 000
jobs are at stake, and they are very important, particularly during a crisis. With this vote,
the EP aims to achieve a Single European Sky that is safe, efficient and sustainable, and that
benefits both travellers and businesses.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) Finalising the legislation on the Single European
Sky would enable the most efficient use of Europe’s airspace from the perspective of the
economy, of growth and job creation, and of environmental protection. The most
appropriate instrument for this is to develop the new-generation air traffic management
system (SESAR), which would successfully replace the already outdated technologies and
the safety and operational risks that go along with them. The national Air Navigation
Service Providers currently in operation represent the biggest barrier to creating the Single
European Sky. These operate along national borders. In future the current system is expected
to give rise to congestion as European airspace is fast approaching its maximum capacity,
and it will also indirectly affect the quality of air transport services offered to the public.
This is why we must support the creation of the Single European Sky.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on the
‘Implementation of the Single European Sky Legislation’ as it underlines the need for
concrete measures to overcome the obstacles and ensure the timely implementation of
this legislation.
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José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Each Member State currently manages
its airspace in cooperation with neighbouring countries. This uncoordinated management
of Europe’s airspace is estimated to cost EUR 4 billion per year. The European Union has
for many years been considering the need to implement centralised management of Europe’s
airspace with obvious consequences for all: safety, speed and economy. In this respect, in
2004 the European Commission launched a highly ambitious initiative to reorganise air
traffic by creating the SESAR (Single European Sky Air Traffic Management Research)
programme, which forms the technological pillar of the Single European Sky. Since then
progress has not matched expectations, which is why it is now urgent to raise awareness
among the Member States, so that the difficulties in its implementation can be overcome.
At stake is the technological and economic development of Europe (creation of jobs,
reduction of CO2 emissions, increased safety, more tourism, more competitive industry,
and so on). I voted in favour of this report by Jacqueline Foster on the implementation of
the Single European Sky legislation because we need well-organised airspace – in which
safety is the watchword – and because the implementation of this legislation will make an
important contribution to the future of Europe.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report aims to speed up the process of
creating the Single European Sky, by identifying the need to lay down ‘binding time frames’
for its implementation. There are two fundamental axes to this report: 1. Clear pressure
on the Member States to implement the Single European Sky legislation, with it even being
proposed that the Commission adopt punitive measures against countries still failing to
meet the deadlines. 2. Disproportionate propaganda on the alleged benefits of the Single
European Sky. The wolf has been dressed in sheep’s clothing and they are trying to overcome
resistance by promoting the same old chestnuts: more jobs, more wealth for all, more
safety, more environmental protection. The lack of basis for these alleged benefits is clear
and compelling. The report hides the true purposes of the Single European Sky: national
subordination, reduction in labour costs and increased profits for large companies. It also
hides the fact that progress in terms of improved coordination and use of airspace can and
must be achieved while maintaining the sovereignty of each country over its respective
airspace. This is essential in order to defend the specific interests of each country, whether
in relation to commercial aviation or defence.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Air traffic plays an important part
in the economy and society of the European Union. In this respect, the air traffic
management system is of vital importance for air traffic activities, given its involvement
in problems relating to competitiveness, safety and sustainability. Air traffic management
is still based on national sovereign airspace. In Europe, this is very fragmented and
dominated by national monopoly service providers. Since the volume of traffic has greatly
increased, not least owing to the development of the single market in air traffic, this
fragmentation is now posing serious problems, especially with respect to capacities and
long passenger delays. There is still no unified European airspace. A possible solution is
offered by the Single European Sky initiative comprising the five pillars of performance,
safety, technology, airports and the human factor. This concept has strong political support.
There is no doubt that the completion of the Single European Sky will bring significant
economic, safety and environmental savings by creating a more sustainable airspace and
a more efficient air traffic control system at a European level.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I welcome this proposal because we must
avoid any further delay in the achievement of the objectives established in the Single
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European Sky (SES) project. The report indicates clearly the advantages to be gained in
terms of EU GDP, renewed competitiveness for European industry and job creation.
Implementation of the SES is fundamental for putting an end to the current problems
affecting Europe’s airspace and maintaining the leading role of the EU in the field of research
and innovation. It would also fully respect the sovereignty of the Member States as regards
military and other state aircraft operations. I therefore voted in favour of the report.

Ashley Fox (ECR),    in writing.  − Mr President, today I have voted in favour of the
implementation of the Single Sky legislation, which seeks to reduce the fragmentation of
the European airspace and create additional capacity, as well as to increase the overall
efficiency and safety of air traffic. I agree that the time has come for national governments
to deliver on the commitments they made 10 years ago to create a Single European Sky
(SES). As air traffic in Europe fast approaches maximum capacity, it is imperative for both
the environment and the European economy that airspace is maximised through a more
coordinated approach. I believe that my colleague, Mrs Foster, has done a commendable
job in bringing forward these important proposals and I am happy to support them.

Mathieu Grosch (PPE),    in writing.  −  (DE) The creation of a Single European Sky is an
essential component in achieving the objective of a Single European Transport Area.

Back in 1999, it was agreed that the existing fragmentation of EU airspace into 27 national
air traffic control systems should end, with airspaces being merged into more manageable
units based on a specific number of Functional Airspace Blocks (FAB), in order to bring
practical benefits: shorter flight times, fewer delays, fuel savings, better protection of the
environment, and a reduction in air fares. Specifically, it means that implementation of
the FABs and the deployment of the Single European Sky Air Traffic Management Research
(SESAR) technology will result in flight times being shortened by approximately 10 %,
50 % fewer flight cancellations and delays, and a net saving in CO2 emissions of some
50 million tonnes. These benefits clearly demonstrate why there is a need to create a Single
European Sky.

Although 4 December 2012 is the deadline for completion of implementation of Functional
Airspace Blocks (FABs) and SESAR technology, the results achieved so far are sobering, to
say the least. The Member States do not wish to be reminded of their obligation to create
a Single European Sky, which they entered into ten years ago. Due to the Member States’
lack of commitment, the target date for implementation at the end of this year cannot be
achieved.

How can the EU present itself as a respected negotiating partner on an international level
in the aviation sector – an area of transport where the international dimension is critically
important – if its 27 Member States are unable to speak with one voice?

( Explanation of vote abbreviated in accordance with Rule 170 )

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcomed this document because a globally
coordinated approach is needed to ensure that the new technologies are interoperable
worldwide. A strong partnership is necessary to achieve the synchronised implementation
of the SES legislation with all players and all Member States, including cooperation with
neighbouring countries as well. One of the main challenges that needs addressing is the
defragmentation of European airspace. The companies providing air traffic control strictly
mirror the geographical boundaries of their countries, each of which have at least one Air
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Navigation Service Provider (ANSP). This fragmented national approach needs to be replaced
by Functional Airspace Blocks to increase efficiency and reduce congestion.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The own-initiative report by Jacqueline Foster
was adopted by a large majority in plenary on 23 October 2012. I voted in favour of the
report in plenary. It calls for measures to address the defragmentation of airspace. The
industry providing air traffic control strictly mirrors the geographical boundaries of its
countries, each of which have at least one Air Navigation Service Provider. This report calls
for the development of Functional Airspace Blocks to reduce congestion. Finally, the report
supports the public-private partnership approach.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report. A Single
European Sky (SES) could reduce delays and make air travel safer. Most importantly for
EU consumers, it could reduce ticket costs. As air traffic in Europe approaches maximum
capacity, maximising airspace through a coordinated EU approach using new technologies
makes perfect sense.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The Single European Sky (SES) project aims to
establish common air traffic management rules in Europe. On Tuesday we adopted the
report by Jacqueline Foster on the SES, which seeks to improve the capacity, safety and
efficiency of air traffic. That will eventually result in shorter, faster and cheaper flights. As
well as reducing travel time for passengers, the optimisation of air routes should lead to
significant fuel savings and lower greenhouse gas emissions from civil aviation. Indeed,
the inefficiency created by the fragmentation of European airspace costs an additional
EUR 5 billion every year. The average flight is 42 kilometres longer as a result, which means
greater fuel consumption by aircraft, higher emissions, additional costly charges and
increased delays. The long-term goal is to triple airspace capacity and halve traffic costs.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The report proposes the implementation
of air traffic legislation as it plays a major role in the economy and society of the European
Union. Air traffic management (ATM) is essential for air traffic operations; the legal
challenges connected to competitiveness, safety and stability must also be considered.

It is important to note that air traffic is fast approaching its maximum capacity and, with
the passing of time, the problem will be intensified; there is an urgent need to implement
the Single European Sky (SES) legislation to avoid the safety and operational risks arising
from the ever-increasing traffic and outdated technology. By implementing this project,
the expected cumulative impact on the EU GDP will be EUR 419 billion, the creation of
328 000 jobs and a saving of 50 million tonnes of CO2. SES is open to all neighbouring
countries, aiming to expand and bring benefits to a wider geographic area than the EU.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome this report which sets out to address the
recent Commission Report on ‘The Implementation of the Single Sky Legislation: time to
deliver’. Although there have already been many positive steps in the right direction, there
is still a long way to go, and 2012 is expected to be a pivotal year for the implementation
of the SES.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I am in favour of rapid implementation of
the Single European Sky and I regret the delays thus far. The harmonisation of air traffic
management would allow aircraft to take the shortest routes and thus offer passengers a
means of transport that is cheaper, safer and kinder to the environment. The Single European
Sky Air Traffic Management Research programme (SESAR) must not be neglected. We
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must encourage the deployment of new technologies for information exchange and satellite
navigation systems. It is important to remember that this would create no less than
328 000 jobs. We must continue to invest in research and, above all, rapidly deploy the
new technologies that are available so that we do not lose our technological lead.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The most effective way of implementing the Single
European Sky is by replacing a bottom-up with a top-down approach by calling on the
Commission to propose measures aimed at eliminating factors delaying application of the
Functional Airspace Blocks.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted for this report on the Single European Sky
(SES) legislation. The Single European Sky will help to create a more sustainable aviation
sector and a more effective air traffic management system at European level. It will benefit
competition throughout the EU, and even globally, by fostering growth and jobs, particularly
in the aeronautics and aviation industries. I consider that enhanced priority should be
afforded to this issue in order to work on developing and implementing this legislation.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted against this report, because the
drafting of legislation in this area cannot serve as a pretext for extending the competences
of the defence sector. This report emphasises on cooperation with NATO and strengthens
the role of the European Defence Agency in advising and assisting the Member States in
their efforts. It also envisages the need to involve the Military Committee of the European
Union in the process. A space that should serve civilian purposes is being used by the
military authorities to impose their decisions and objectives. Given the track record of
these military institutions, we believe that the Single European Sky is being used to increase
military competences at European level. The militarisation of Europe is not the solution
to, but the cause of, the main threats to Europe. For these reasons, I voted against this
report.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The Single European Sky (SES) offers many
advantages. The new provisions are going to add to the expectations of 2004: less air
congestion; enhanced, unique safety features; a 10 % reduction in flight times, a 50 %
reduction in delays and cancellations, and lower flight prices; lower CO2 emissions; and
the creation of jobs, which is a crucial element. In this regard, according to a European
Commission study, which I found to be particularly interesting, full and timely deployment
of the new generation European air traffic management system (SESAR) would reduce CO2

emissions by 50 million tonnes and create 328 000 jobs, which is vital, in my opinion.
Following the changes in recent years, the adaptations to the SES will at last improve
aviation performance and create a unified airspace, a truly single sky. This vote also enables
me to stress that the Member States must adopt a proactive political approach in this area.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The progress and the greater need for political
support in order to guarantee a successful and timely implementation of the SES legislation
are needed.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) Given the need for the
efficient and effective use of resources, legislation that has an impact on the Single European
Sky must also be implemented as a matter of urgency. Only by aligning flight management
systems would billions of euros be saved, in terms of passengers’ time, unnecessary flight
cancellations and emissions of CO2 and other pollutants. I understand Member States’
concern regarding national security interests but I encourage them to address these problems
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as soon as possible for the sake of more efficient travel and a more competitive EU aviation
sector.

Tiziano Motti (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of swift implementation of the
Single European Sky (SES). Air traffic is increasing rapidly and with it airfares, to the
detriment of passengers, safety and efficiency. Today the highways of the sky do not run
in straight lines due to the fragmentation of airspace, causing longer flight times, and
therefore also greater CO2 emissions and higher airfares. The fragmented national approach
to air traffic control based on national airspaces in Europe urgently needs to be unified
precisely in order to ease congestion, raise levels of safety, reduce flight times and delays,
and lower airfares. Above all, full and timely deployment of the Single European Sky Air
Traffic Management Research technology could result in the creation of 328 000 new
jobs.

Katarína Neveďalová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Since 2004, when the European Union
was given authority in the field of air traffic control, vital aspects shifted from the
intergovernmental level to the European Union. The EU’s main objective is to reform air
traffic control in Europe in order to cope with the constant growth in air traffic and to
operate air traffic so that it is as safe, efficient and environmentally friendly as possible.

The Commission communication on this matter gives a detailed description of the results
of a study undertaken by SESAR (Single European Sky Air Traffic Management Research)
on the macroeconomic impact of the SES project. If the SES is introduced on schedule, the
estimates are very promising. It is anticipated that there will be a cumulative impact on
GDP of EUR 419 billion. There will also be an opportunity to create 328 000 jobs and
reduce CO2 emissions by 50 million tonnes. The benefits of full and timely implementation
of the Single European Sky are therefore too great to be ignored.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This welcome legislation on the
Single European Sky (SES) must be implemented. Studies indicate that the SES will bring
economic and competitive benefits to all stakeholders, including end users, namely
passengers, through reduced ticket prices. For those reasons, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Although the implementation of the Single
European Sky (SES) project has already taken many positive steps forward, 2012 is expected
to be a pivotal year for its implementation. Since air traffic is fast approaching its maximum
capacity and as time passes the problem continues to grow, there is a relative sense of
urgency with regard to the need to successfully implement the SES legislation in order to
avoid possible safety or operational risks with ever heavier traffic flows and outdated
technologies. I would also underline that the benefits of a full and timely implementation
of the SES are too great to ignore, not only for economic gains but also for potential benefits
on growth, job creation and the environment. I therefore voted in favour of the proposal.

Alojz Peterle (PPE),    in writing. − (SL) I supported the non-legislative resolution calling
on the European Commission to take all necessary steps, including the imposition of
sanctions, to encourage Member States to eliminate borders in the Single European Sky.
The majority of EU Member States, including Germany and France, will not have merged
their air traffic control areas into nine Functional Airspace Blocks by the deadline of 4
December 2012. This unjustified delay means that airlines and their passengers will not
have access to shorter, quicker and cheaper routes, in the view of MEPs.
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Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) One of the challenges that most urgently needs
addressing is the defragmentation of Europe’s airspace. The industry providing air traffic
control strictly mirrors the geographical boundaries of their countries, each of which have
at least one Air Navigation Service Provider (ANSP). This fragmented national approach
needs to be replaced to increase efficiency and reduce congestion. The report supports
public-private partnerships as this is a win-win situation for all throughout the whole
supply chain, using incentives to encourage commitment, and bringing numerous
socioeconomic benefits.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I would like to congratulate Ms Foster on
her work. Following the report of the Committee on Transport and Tourism and the
opinion of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Parliament, in approving this text, has shown
a firm desire to implement a true Single European Sky. The aim is to use airspace and
current technology to make traffic management as efficient as possible and above all to
ensure that consumers do not waste time and money. It should also be underlined that
according to the Commission full and timely deployment of the Single European Sky Air
Traffic Management Research technology could bring major benefits in terms of job
creation, environmental protection and shorter flight times. The Commission has therefore
been called on to adopt a new approach, including both sanctions and, where necessary,
EU funding.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Although I welcome the progress made by
the Union in implementing the Single European Sky, I agree with the other Members who
voted in favour of the resolution that this legislation has to be implemented effectively and
without delay. France has significant problems with air traffic congestion. At Paris Charles
de Gaulle Airport, an aircraft takes off every two minutes at peak times. It will soon reach
its maximum capacity, yet air traffic is increasingly constantly. According to the
Commission, introduction of the Single European Sky Air Traffic Management Research
programme (SESAR) would have other advantages, too, including the direct and indirect
creation of no less than 328 000 jobs and a saving in CO2 emissions of some 50 million
tonnes. As we face a constant rise in unemployment and reflect on how our lifestyle affects
our environment, I fully support the establishment of the Single European Sky.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The financial investment in
research and development for the SES, the FABs and the SESAR technology so far has been
substantial. Now is the time to put in place the measures necessary to reap the benefits of
that investment with the successful and timely implementation of the SES. Without the
SESAR technology, the implementation of the SES would simply not be possible and
therefore the industry needs to take the deployment phase of this project seriously. As the
technologies are already available from the manufacturers, the implementation of the SES
is an achievable goal. Furthermore, the success of the Pilot Programmes also demonstrates
that the theory can work in practice.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) National air traffic control spaces in Europe
urgently need to be merged so as to clear congestion, increase safety, and reduce flight
times, delays and fares. The European Commission should put pressure on Member States
to meet their obligations and seize the opportunity to create 328 000 jobs through
deployment of the Single European Sky Air Traffic Management Research technology.

Oreste Rossi (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Union has the most congested
airspace in the world due to its economic importance and the number of states it includes,
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some of which are small in size. The objectives of the Single European Sky (SES) project
were established in 2004 and required air traffic control exercised by the individual Member
States to be replaced by an integrated approach at EU level. The aim was to reduce the
fragmentation caused by air traffic management based on national frontiers instead of
aviation needs. It now appears that the aim to merge airspace by 2012 was optimistic and
there is the real risk of further delays in achievement of the SES objectives. It should be
underlined that this approach to European air traffic management would fully respect the
sovereignty of the Member States. I therefore voted in favour of the report.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of Ms Foster’s report
because it aims to reduce or eliminate delayed flights, reduce airline service costs and ticket
prices, develop air transport and create jobs and, finally, bring about economic growth in
the tourist sector.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Our airspace needs to be
made more efficient through the application of the most recent air traffic management
technology in order to avoid a situation in which consumers pay twice: with their time
and their money. Increased levels of air traffic mean increased operational risks and we
therefore need to act swiftly. The Single European Sky involves a number of measures in
the civil and military aviation sectors covering regulation, the economy, safety, the
environment, technology and the institutions. I voted in favour of changing the organisation
of air traffic management, which has remained unaltered for decades, in the hope of meeting
the future needs of aviation safety.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text and I want to stress, in
particular, that it is important for the Member States to complete the Single European Sky
in order to make considerable safety and environmental savings by creating a more
sustainable aviation sector and a more effective air traffic management system at European
level. I would also emphasise the importance of taking into account regional airports, given
their role in removing network congestion and increasing capacity.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Implementation of the Single European Sky (SES)
will bring competitive advantages and significant growth to the whole aviation industry,
and to those sectors directly and indirectly involved, at a turbulent time in the history of
Europe. If the Single European Sky Air Traffic Management Research (SESAR) technology
is deployed, it is estimated that there could be a cumulative impact on EU gross domestic
product of EUR 419 billion, with 328 000 jobs being created and a reduction in CO2 of
some 50 million tonnes. Furthermore, air traffic is fast approaching its maximum capacity,
which may threaten air operations and safety. It is time to reap the benefits of all of the
investment made in the SES and SESAR in order to modernise European aviation and
eliminate the defragmentation of Europe’s airspace, which is still divided by the borders
of the European countries. Strong and effective European aviation, capable of competing
internationally, will bring huge economic benefits to the Member States.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the resolution on the
implementation of a Single European Sky as it represents great progress; 2012 is a key
year to implement it. Europe’s airspace is one of the busiest in the world; more than
750 million passengers use EU airports. The ever-increasing volume of air traffic will lead
to insufficient capacity and more delays for passengers. We would therefore stress the
urgency of successful implementing the SES to prevent increasing congestion and to insure
greater coherence of the European directives regarding air safety.
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For this reason, when developing SES, regional airports should also be taken into
consideration, given their contribution to easing network congestion and increasing air
capacity. We call on the Commission to report back to the Committee on Transport and
Tourism by March 2013 on the progress made with regard to the implementation of the
SES legislation. This progress report should include an assessment of the consequences of
the delays in implementing the Functional Airspace Blocks.

Dominique Vlasto (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I unreservedly support this report, which
calls strongly for a more rapid completion of the Single European Sky (SES). This project
will release aircraft from the constraints imposed by national borders and will authorise
them to take the shortest route between two European airports. To this end, the project is
based, on the one hand, on the realisation of Functional Airspace Blocks (FAB) and, on the
other, on the harmonisation of flight management technologies (Single European Sky Air
Traffic Management Research). Unfortunately, this project, which should reflect the full
sense and breadth of European added value, is struggling. The technological pillar is way
behind schedule. We urgently need to accelerate and reverse that trend because the
usefulness of, and need for, the SES will become increasingly evident as air traffic triples
over the coming years. Its benefits are widely known: a reduction in flight times and costs,
a 10-fold increase in safety levels, a reduction in CO2 emissions of 50 million tonnes, and
the creation of 328 000 jobs. Therefore, why are the Member States and the stakeholders
delaying the completion of this European project?

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) The advantages of a Single European
Sky are self-evident: increased competition and growth, positive impacts on job creation
and the environment, and benefits along the entire supply chain. It will also have positive
effects on the labour market and trigger further developments, for example, in relation to
safety and controllers, which will create new jobs.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The Member States overwhelmingly supported
the legislation creating a Single European Sky and are therefore publicly committed to
implementing it. It is necessary to move quickly and push ahead with the implementation
of the SES legislation to ensure effective air navigation services. It is essential, therefore, to
lay down binding time frames. For that reason, I voted in favour of the report.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Ms Foster’s report analyses the shortcomings of a
policy launched ten years ago in this sector, requiring greater political effort by the Member
States and underlining how the benefits of a full and timely implementation of the Single
European Sky (SES) are too great to ignore. The completion of the SES will lead to
considerable economic, safety and environmental savings by creating a more sustainable
aviation sector and a more effective air traffic management system at European level.

Artur Zasada (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) I welcome the adoption of this important
document. I have repeatedly said, whether in this Chamber or within the Committee on
Transport and Tourism, that we cannot conceive of a common Europe without putting
into practice the idea of a Single European Sky. A situation whereby passenger air traffic
above Europe is still controlled by 27 different centres is unacceptable. Today’s passenger
aircraft reach speeds that make it possible for them to fly through some Member States in
a matter of less than 20 minutes. Requiring them in this time to make manoeuvres to
change their flight path from the shortest and quickest possible is ineffective, unprofitable
and incomprehensible. We do not need to introduce an emissions trading requirement for
the aviation industry; we simply need to implement the Single European Sky in order to
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achieve similar results in terms of environmental benefit. I would also reiterate that the
Functional Airspace Blocks must be implemented before the end of the year.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report concerns the process of
creating the Single European Sky (SES). In other words, it is an attack on national sovereignty
with greater national subordination, a predictable reduction in the workforce and increased
profits for large companies. Another of our concerns about this project is its militaristic
overtones, such as when it states ‘that the military community is a key actor in the SES
context’. This may mean that this process, in addition to the economic objectives of
privatising the ‘sky’, has military control objectives at the service of those interests that
command the destinies of the EU.

Report: Georges Bach (A7-0287/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour because I agree that the
specific passenger rights listed in the communication are a step towards fundamental rights
cutting across all transport modes. The drawing up of guidelines on the application and
implementation of these rights is one of the main requests designed to improve their
short-term enforcement. A single cross-cutting regulation on passenger rights as a whole
remains a medium-term vision. Passenger rights are at the heart of our transport policy
and better information and transparency for citizens are needed in relation to these rights.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The mass transport of European citizens
is no longer a simple aspect of our life. Given the ever-increasing number of citizens of our
Member States who travel, we can say that transport modes are an integral reality of the
European economy, society and culture. It is the duty of European authorities to make sure
that there is transparent and appropriate interaction between citizens and operators in this
sector.

We must also keep in mind that for smooth travel it is necessary to respect not only
passengers’ rights, but also their responsibilities. We should expand the European
Commission’s information on the rights enjoyed by travellers in the EU but also emphasise
the information concerning individual responsibilities. More and more European citizens
are using the internet to buy or validate their tickets. This process should be encouraged
for its advantages: it speeds up the boarding process and helps to protect the environment.
I voted in favour of this report.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) It is essential to defend passenger rights in all
transport modes. Therefore, the European Parliament and I voted in favour of this report,
which contains both a summary of existing legislation and a call for new legislation. The
European Parliament has called, inter alia, on the European Commission to present a
legislative proposal to protect passengers by means of compulsory airline insurance or a
guarantee fund. Efforts are also needed to improve arrangements for persons with reduced
mobility or disabilities.

Liam Aylward (ALDE),    in writing. – (GA) Freedom of movement is a fundamental
European right, and the European Commission must immediately adopt strict measures
to ensure the rights of passengers. As recommended by the rapporteur, the Commission
must introduce penalties to ensure full price transparency and put a stop to unfair
commercial practices, such as imposing ‘non-optional costs’ or unreasonable restrictions
on hand luggage. I agree that the Commission should provide a clear and unambiguous
definition of the ‘extraordinary circumstances’ that can affect services and for which carriers
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are not liable. The rights of passengers are often infringed because carriers wrongly invoke
‘extraordinary circumstances’ in order to avoid their obligations with regard to passengers’
rights. Evidently, the current laws are not being implemented properly and that thus creates
uncertainty for passengers. Passengers are not made aware of their rights and they are by
no means happy about the time and cost involved in obtaining enforcement of their rights.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report
because it strengthens passengers’ rights in respect of all modes of transport in three
fundamental ways. It introduces the requirement to provide passengers with more and
better information about the services associated with the tickets they purchase, it improves
all passengers’ access to a system for handling complaints that operates under the same
conditions throughout Europe, with particular emphasis on access to this system for people
with disabilities, and it prevents fraudulent practices that sometimes occur through the
provision on the websites of certain air carriers of information that is not entirely accurate
or is incomplete at best. This is a step forward for European citizens.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I welcome the Commission’s policy,
which aims to guarantee rights and common and comparable conditions for all modes,
namely air, rail, waterborne and road transport. I support the measures on intermodality
aimed at removing the obstacles that prevent European citizens from exercising their rights
correctly. At the same time, I think it is necessary to improve the information given to
passengers and compensation in the event of problems, cancellations or lost luggage, and
to define the rights of passenger organisations, which are in the best position to inform
and support citizens.

Vito Bonsignore (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Inconsistent application of EU passenger rights
law, emergence of new trends in services provided and the intermodality affecting some
areas of the EU due to local conditions are the three main elements considered by this
report, which deserves to be supported. While acknowledging and taking account of
different national situations, the need for rationalisation must also be recognised, in order
to achieve clear and precise awareness of a minimum and uniform level of EU passenger
rights. The report gives due attention to e-commerce; the Italian General Confederation
of Enterprises recently underlined that this sector is expanding rapidly, requiring increased
regulation of passenger rights, particularly with regard to ticket cancellations, refunds and
transparency in pricing. I therefore particularly welcome the comments in paragraphs 41,
48, 49 and 54 regarding an unambiguous definition at EU level of the ‘exceptional
circumstances’ under which carriers are not liable to passengers, taking note of the relevant
Court of Justice case-law. I also welcome, in addition to the environmental considerations
of the report, the proposals for encouraging new ticketing technologies, as well as
intermodality and interoperability of networks and carriers, as test areas for best practices
having positive economic effects.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this own-initiative report on
passenger rights in all transport modes. This report seeks to improve passenger rights by
harmonising European rules. It is important to consolidate the rights of persons with
disabilities or reduced mobility, and to strengthen consumer protection in the event of
airline bankruptcy or insolvency.

Jan Březina (PPE),    in writing.  −  (CS) Research shows that, in rail transport, 50 % of all
problems are caused by delays and missed connections, but the respondents also spoke of
cancellations and poor information during train journeys and at stations. It is therefore
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important that information on passenger rights should be simple, clear and accessible from
the time of booking to the journey’s end. Carriers and terminal operators should set up
information points or help services in order to provide passengers with the necessary
information when making decisions in the event of travel problems and provide information
if baggage has been lost or delayed. A standard complaint form, a single email address, and
an inexpensive telephone line should be introduced, and a central electronic complaint
site set up not only to give advice, but also to pass on complaints to the appropriate national
bodies. There is also a need to improve information about air fares. Prices offered on the
internet should, from the outset, include all of the costs payable. Customers must be in a
position to ascertain the actual total price from the moment that they start booking. The
Commission must prohibit every unfair commercial practice.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − The cooperation of airlines and airports in the protection
of passenger rights is something I in principle agree with, but as a staunch opposer to the
creation of further European legislation and EU competencies I have voted against the
harmonisation of compensatory rights for delays. I fear that creating pan-European
legislation in this area would not protect airlines in incidents where planes are forced to
be grounded and create complex insurance in matters where passengers are seeking
compensation in large numbers. MEPs urged the Commission finally to define clearly the
‘extraordinary circumstances’ causing interruption of services for which airlines cannot
be held responsible. It is essential that both customers and businesses are fairly protected.

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome the European Parliament’s adoption of
the Bach report on passenger rights in all transport modes. It is essential to have legislation
that harmonises all passenger rights in order to ensure that passengers are better protected.
I support the measures proposed to improve accessibility for persons with disabilities or
reduced mobility, transparency of the quality of services and prices, passenger information,
and intermodality. I also believe that it is essential to simplify the procedures to help
passengers to assert their rights in relation to large transport companies.

Antonio Cancian (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Mr Bach’s report deals with passenger rights,
a question that is crucial for us as members of the Committee on Transport and Tourism.
The report draws attention to needs directly affecting our fellow citizens on a daily basis
when they travel for work or family reasons or as tourists. The Commission communication
lists 10 passenger rights that should apply for all transport modes and that aim to ensure
a minimum level of protection for all passengers in the EU. In my view, the rights relating
to accessibility, correct information and assistance to passengers should always be
guaranteed. I particularly welcome the comments on persons with disabilities or reduced
mobility, passengers who travel with children and assistance should travel problems occur.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
consider that it is vital to strengthen the application of the current provisions on passenger
rights and to improve them in those cases where this proves to be necessary.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In the last 10 years we have developed a series of
EU passenger rights, regardless of the mode of transport, to ensure a minimum level of
protection, thereby facilitating mobility and at the same time creating uniform competition
conditions for carriers. Unfortunately, these rights are still not being applied completely
and correctly, either by carriers or by national authorities. It is therefore vital to revise the
current legislation in order to make it clearer and to strengthen passenger rights, particularly
the right to information on their rights and how they can exercise them. Effective and
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efficient application of these rights can only be guaranteed if they are actively and effectively
monitored by national enforcement bodies. Passenger rights are therefore based on three
pillars: non-discrimination, accurate, timely and accessible information, and immediate
and proportionate assistance. I therefore support this initiative which, as one of the measures
included in the communications on a Single Market Act, lists the rights and principles
applicable to all modes of transport, while making distinctions due to the specific
characteristics of each mode of transport, and identifies the areas in which greater
convergence must be achieved as well as current shortcomings.

Birgit Collin-Langen (PPE),    in writing.  − Supporting this report, I would like to call for
the necessity to continue the ongoing improvement of passengers’ rights in EU legislation
as well as in Member States. I would like to stress that it is important to raise the awareness
of European citizens about the existing consumer protection mechanisms at national and
European level. At the same time it seems extremely important to submit the simplified
and comprehensible form for application for the legislative petition so passengers could
immediately and effectively defend their rights in the event of problems (delay of flights
for example).

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) In a Europe where citizens are free
to go where they wish, when they wish, depending on their needs and interests, it is essential
to have better coordination of the modes of transport and to apply a common core of
passenger rights to all transport modes. In my opinion, Member States need to cooperate
more closely to develop a European multimodal travel planner that allow passengers to
plan their journeys across Europe using a whole variety of means of transport.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Our objective is to allow citizens to move
throughout the Union, but we are well aware that it is not yet a reality. One of the problems
we all face is the fact that we are often unaware of our rights as passengers: what do I do if
my luggage has been damaged or lost? Can I receive compensation if my journey is cancelled
or there is a serious delay? How can I complain? This report aims to respond to a problem
that affects us all and it has the benefit of being both realistic and ambitious. I fully support
that and I voted in favour of it. I agree with its ambition to achieve, in the long term, a more
uniform and stronger framework for the protection of European passengers. Pending such
a framework, we must continue to better inform passengers by promoting simplicity and
communication.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text, which calls for better
protection for passengers in all modes of transport. Often, when passengers encounter
difficulties during a trip, they are baffled by all of the existing legislation. Therefore, we are
today calling on the Commission to combine in a single text, in the medium term, the
provisions on passenger protection. We also call on the Commission to submit a proposal
in response to another recurring problem in the transport sector: passenger protection in
the event of bankruptcy of a carrier from which they have already purchased a ticket. We
can no longer allow passengers to be grounded because of bankruptcy and then deprived
of the means to obtain compensation.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome the resolution that we adopted, in
which we expressly call on the European Commission to harmonise passenger rights in
Europe in all modes of transport. Although there are six Directives at present, the aim is
to create a common core of rights that are applied fairly to all transport modes, taking into
account the characteristics of the different modes. That should result in greater transparency
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because the current situation remains unclear for thousands of European travellers. In
emergencies and unforeseen situations, travellers must no longer be helpless and must be
able to consult a simple document setting out their rights. It should contain a clear definition
of what is meant by ‘extraordinary circumstances’ and should also clarify the rules on
carrier bankruptcy. We need to ensure better protection for travellers, who must be assured
of being able to return home. All prepaid travel should be reimbursed, too. Measures must
be taken to guarantee the transparency of prices on the internet because all too often the
initial price is nothing at all like the final price.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) Previous Commission communications
contained proposals relating to all modes of transport. It should be possible in the medium
term to draw up a single cross-cutting passenger rights regulation, and it is essential to do
so in order to promote intermodality. The legislation addresses the problems of air transport
by eliminating ambiguities concerning passenger rights and clarifying issues relating to
the responsibilities of air carriers in the case of denied boarding, long delays, cancellations,
lost luggage, and barrier-free access to airport facilities. Regulation (EC) No 137/2007, in
force since 2009, significantly strengthened the rights of rail passengers, but since EU
provisions were framed to take account of the diversity in national rail systems, this has
allowed Member States to exempt certain services from the application of passenger rights.
For all of these reasons, new guidelines need to be drawn up with a view to reinforcing
passenger rights, while taking into account the diverse nature of the different modes of
transport.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Mobility is one of the pillars of modern
society and has been extensively promoted, not only among the young – look at the success
of the Erasmus programme – but also in business terms (relocation and globalisation), and
as a way of overcoming the economic and financial crisis. In fact, in recent years there has
been a significant increase in the number of passengers carried, particularly in aviation due
to the ‘low cost’ concept. This increase in the number of passengers carried has brought
with it an increase in the number of problems in this sector. Every day hundreds of transport
services are cancelled or delayed, causing serious complications for passengers (workers,
students, tourists, etc.). Sometimes passengers are not aware of their rights, perhaps due
to negligence on the part of the carriers themselves, particularly with regard to assistance
when transport services are cancelled. In addition, information is not always correct, clear
and available in multiple languages. I voted in favour because I agree with the need to
implement a legislative framework ensuring respect for passenger rights, mainly easier
access to information and support services.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This document brings together a series of
passenger rights applicable to all modes of transport, to ensure a minimum level of
protection in the EU. It sets out the criteria for compensation and assistance to passengers
in the event of denied boarding, cancellations or long delays, and the liability of air carriers
when there are problems with luggage. It also aims to ensure rights for persons with
disabilities or reduced mobility travelling by air, in relation to access, information and
adequate training. As regards rail transport, it proposes improvements in the protection
of passengers and their baggage and on the issue of delays and accidents. However, it is
worrying that these rights can be challenged, bearing in mind, for example, that it is
considered ‘essential to strike a balance between the need for passenger rights in the case
of rural bus services and ... to ensure that the burden is not so heavy as to make such services
unviable in the future’. There is also a symptomatic lack of any reference in the report to
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public transport services, which are an essential way of ensuring that the transport services
needed to link isolated regions and places are maintained, thereby guaranteeing the full
rights of passengers and populations.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Since the relevant goals were set
out in the Commission’s 2001 White Paper, a comprehensive EU passenger rights package
has been developed for all modes, affording basic protection to passengers while ensuring
a level playing field for carriers. The existing regulations have failed to provide clarity on
passenger rights or the responsibilities of service providers and therefore require revision.
The common criteria (non-discrimination, equal treatment, physical and ICT accessibility,
the requirements of ‘design for all’, fulfilment of the transport contract, exact and accessible
information given in good time before, during and after travel, and appropriate assistance
without delay in the event of problems and possible compensation) together with the 10
specific passenger rights (defined by the Commission in its communication) correspond
to the main rights cutting across modes and form a solid basis for establishing a legally
enforceable charter of passenger rights. The same fundamental principles and rights have
been introduced across all modes of transport so that travelling in the EU – thanks to an
increase in service quality, passenger protection and the appeal of the European transport
sector – is easier and pleasanter. These passenger rights remain an integral part of the
European vision for transport policy, although the conditions and methods of
implementation of these rights differ and are still developing.

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) Broadening passenger rights is fundamental
for reinforcing civil liberties in the EU as it enables citizens to exercise their right to freedom
of movement. EU citizens unfortunately lack sufficient awareness of their rights, and so it
is important to provide them with information. In my opinion, we should also make
citizens aware of the protection available to them in the event of specific incidents such as
airline bankruptcy or grounding of aircraft due to a volcanic eruption. Increasing passenger
rights helps to increase passenger confidence in the various modes of transport, and without
this confidence there can be no economic growth. Mr Bach’s report is exemplary, since it
proposes solutions to remedy numerous current problems. I voted in favour of the report.

Mathieu Grosch (PPE),    in writing.  −  (DE) In a Single European Transport Area, clear
and comprehensible uniform rights for EU passengers are essential. Individual passenger
rights have already been established at the European level for all modes of transport. In
the aviation and rail sectors, these are already in force. They will apply to passengers
travelling by ship from December 2012, and to coach and bus travel from March 2013.
This report is to be welcomed as it draws attention to the remaining problems relating to
passenger rights.

Among other things, the strengthening and clarification of rights are essential. Enforcement
of these rights is often problematical and transparency must be increased, as travellers are
still not receiving adequate information about their rights to compensation and
reimbursement. Information campaigns are a good way forward here. Enforcement can
also be improved with clear rules on the establishment of national authorities tasked with
guaranteeing harmonised implementation of passenger rights in all Member States.

The Commission is already planning a reform of passenger rights at the end of this year.
In doing so, it should take the European Parliament’s proposals to heart so that passengers’
rights are clear and unambiguous, with no further need to consult a lawyer for an
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interpretation, and to enable these rights to be enforced in a uniform manner throughout
the EU.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome the adoption of this report on
passenger rights in all transport modes. Although the Union already has a comprehensive,
integrated set of rules, it is now essential to ensure further convergence of current legislation
and remove the obstacles that still prevent citizens from exercising their rights. For that
reason, I especially welcome our recommendations aimed at informing passengers more
fully: only citizens who are properly informed will be able to exercise their rights effectively.
That requires, in particular, setting up information points and helpdesks and having properly
trained personnel.

The future proposal should also, in my view, respond to the new challenges passengers
have to deal with in terms of information and reservation systems. In addition to greater
price transparency, it should set out clear provisions on complaint handling and the issue
of liability. One of the other pillars of passenger rights, as far as I am concerned, is the right
to mobility: we urgently need to establish minimum standards for assisting people with
disabilities so as to ensure a coherent and effective approach throughout the Union.

Małgorzata Handzlik (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) There is much talk at present of citizens’
rights, particularly in the context of the European Year of Citizens in 2013. I therefore
welcome the fact that we are also focusing on the rights of specific groups, such as
passengers. We can now cite a series of rights common to all forms of transport, such as
the ban on discrimination against passengers on the basis of their place of residence or
nationality, access to information about travel conditions and assistance should travel be
disrupted, for instance, in the form of reimbursement of the full ticket price in the event
of cancellation or long delays. Passenger rights naturally differ according to the mode of
transport, but a list of common rights will enable these rights to be enforced more
effectively. However, this list cannot be allowed to undermine the flexibility and
proportionality required due to the diverse nature of the modes of transport in question.

I particularly support the Commission’s intention to continue with the information
campaigns, as I have always stressed that clear, complete and accessible information is the
basis for ensuring that rights are exercised.

I back this report, because I believe that this core package of rights common to all modes
of transport will guarantee a basic standard of service and uniform procedures for all
carriers, ensuring that passengers enjoy better travelling conditions, and that it constitutes
another step towards further integration of the EU internal market.

Brice Hortefeux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On Tuesday, 23 October the European
Parliament adopted the report on passenger rights in all transport modes, including, in
addition to air and rail transport that is already regulated, waterborne transport and
bus/coach transport. This report seeks to coordinate the existing regulations and to establish
common guidelines. Mobility is one of the key successes of the single market: facilitating
the mobility of European citizens thus meant, of course, that the technical and administrative
obstacles to their daily journeys had to be removed. I therefore welcome the fact that the
EU is drawing up a set of basic passenger rights comprising rules that take account of their
concerns. Among these basic rights, I would draw attention to the right to information
that is clear, precise and easy to access from the time of booking and throughout the
journey, facilitated by the establishment of information points, but also the right to cancel
a journey and receive a full refund of the cost of the ticket, the right to compensation in
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certain circumstances, the carrier’s liability for luggage, and easy and non-discriminatory
access for persons with disabilities or reduced mobility.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because
the Commission communication lists the rights applying to all modes, a package affording
basic protection to passengers in the EU. The EU rules have been drafted so as to provide
proportionality and the differentiation required by the diverse nature of the individual
modes and their markets, that is to say, the type of journeys. Together they constitute the
basis of common passenger rights: non-discrimination, implying that passengers and
carriers must not be discriminated against on account of their place of residence or
nationality; information about travel conditions; transparency, including price transparency;
should travel problems occur, assistance in the form of rerouting and reimbursement of
the full ticket price in the event of cancellation or long delays; compensation (except in
extraordinary circumstances); care (food or possibly payment of hotel costs); and assistance
and accessibility for people with disabilities or reduced mobility.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The report by Georges Bach was adopted by a
large majority on 23 October 2012. I supported this report, which relates to the
Commission communication on the application of passenger rights in all transport modes.
This report calls for improvements in many areas and, above all, the introduction, in the
medium term, of a single regulation on passenger rights, which would apply to all passenger
modes. A significant section of the report is also dedicated to persons with disabilities and
reduced mobility.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report and I agree
with the range of requests addressed to the Commission, Member States and other
stakeholders (transport companies, service providers, industry) on issues such as clear and
timely information of passengers, price-transparency, liability in the case of insolvency,
enforcement of legislation by specific bodies at national level, as well as Commission
monitoring and infringement procedures. EU consumers and their rights should be our
priority. In addition, I particularly welcome the emphasis placed on the needs of persons
with disabilities and reduced mobility.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) My colleagues and I adopted the report by Georges
Bach on passenger rights in all transport modes. This report strengthens passenger rights
by providing legal clarifications, irrespective of the mode of transport. It aims to facilitate
the arrangements and information for passengers in the event of delays, lost or damaged
luggage, and even carrier bankruptcy. Parliament has thus provided for an upwards
harmonisation of passenger rights in all transport modes. The application of this report
will, eventually, involve the introduction of a standard complaint form and processing
time for all modes of transport, greater price transparency on the internet, and protection
for passengers in the event of carrier bankruptcy.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I think that when harmonising EU
citizens’ rights concerning all modes of transport, it is necessary to pay particular attention
to people with disabilities or reduced mobility, and their need for accessibility. The report
includes a number of measures intended to help these people, notably when special
assistance is needed; that is a considerable improvement on the present situation.

In future, we will need to concentrate our efforts in each of the EU countries, to find
solutions to make the infrastructure accessible and to harmonise and adapt the common
standards to the architectural barriers in each Member State. In this way, the safety and
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security of people with disabilities or reduced mobility will not be affected by architectural
obstacles and they will be able to play an active role in society.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this report. The Commission
communication lists the rights applying to all modes – a package affording basic protection
to passengers in the EU. The regulations relating to air and rail transport are already in
force; those relating to waterborne and bus and coach transport will not enter into force
until December 2012 and March 2013 respectively.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) It is important to defend passenger rights
in all transport modes. Passengers need to have rapid access to information and assistance
in the event of travel disruption. The European Commission must react in more cases and
investigate more systematically the companies that do not respect their users’ rights. It is
particularly important to ensure that the principle of transparency is applied in internet
prices: too often, additional costs that are not advertised are added at the end of the booking
process, for example, credit card fees. The report also calls on the Commission to provide
a clearer definition of ‘extraordinary circumstances’, which too many airlines abuse in
order to avoid reimbursing customers affected by flights delays or cancellations.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I agree with the recommendation that the
Commission includes in its list of passenger rights on the right to a minimum quality
services standard on the part of carriers and I am pleased that it set out a clear definition
of such a standard. I voted in favour.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) For some years now the EU has been developing a
series of EU passenger rights, regardless of the mode of transport, to ensure a greater level
of protection, facilitate mobility and, at the same time, create conditions for a competitive
market for all carriers. However, it has not always been possible to fully use all of these
rights, mainly at the fault of stakeholders, carriers and national authorities. We must
therefore revise the current legislation in order to make it clearer and thus strengthen
passenger rights, particularly the right to information on their rights and how they can
exercise them. Passenger rights must be based on three pillars: non-discrimination, accurate,
timely and accessible information, and immediate assistance.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report, as it increases
passengers’ protection in the event of carriers’ failure to abide by the rules. Passengers need
to be protected, regardless of the mode of transport they use, from the abuses committed
by carriers. These practices are very widespread among certain carriers, which shirk their
responsibilities and leave passengers to their fate in the event of non-compliance. The
report calls on the Commission to provide a clear definition of the extraordinary
circumstances under which carriers could be exempt from responsibility. The report also
refers to the need for price transparency with regard to transport fares and for the promotion
of through-ticketing and the use of intermodal transport. For all of these reasons, I voted
in favour of the report.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SK) The fragmentation of passenger rights in
the most important modes of transport, air, rail, waterborne and road transport, weakens
passengers’ standing. Passengers, like all other consumers, are entitled to accurate and clear
information and therefore the right thing to do to is to establish a minimum set of rights
in all modes of transport. I consider it a priority clearly to establish passenger rights and
service provider responsibilities. The harmonisation of legal rights in these four modes of
transport will, in my view, result in the provision of equal responsibilities and conditions
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among transport operators who have previously not implemented many of the minimum
passenger rights. The establishment of a list of minimum passenger rights represents just
the first step in improving the situation in practice, since passengers encounter difficulties
on a daily basis in enforcing their legal claims. I therefore consider that regular monitoring
of the observance of rights and, above all, of the pursuance of passenger rights by national
authorities is an essential logical step in the direction of a real improvement in the situation
of passengers in the EU.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Passengers’ right are in the core of our transport
policy. We need better information and the enforcement of current legislation and it is
necessary to strengthen passengers’ right in the forthcoming legislation. I voted in favour.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) Integration does not just
mean new Member States’ membership of the European Union or inclusion of new policy
areas among the EU’s competences. Integration is also the application of uniform rules in
the same sector. In terms of passenger transport, we have already adopted documents in
the parliamentary term establishing the rights of passengers travelling by bus, ferry and
plane. It is very important to ensure that a passenger travelling by different modes of
transport during a single journey is guaranteed the same rights, particularly rights regarding
information about journeys or their cancellation, as well as passengers with reduced
mobility. I therefore welcome the comment that the Commission still has a lot to do for
passengers to be able to travel comfortably and safely in the European Union.

Tiziano Motti (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of Mr Bach’s report on passenger
rights for all transport modes. We have lived in a single market for two decades, and travel
is increasingly important both for economic development and the personal fulfilment of
citizens. Therefore, travelling should be a normal everyday activity, not an obstacle race.
We should also promote the use of new technologies for all modes of transport, to be
applied to the issuing of boarding cards that can be retained, are valid and can be shown
using electronic devices.

Katarína Neveďalová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) I consider the protection of passengers
against operators’ behaviour to be a very important objective in the field of transport.
Appropriate regulations are already in force in air and rail transport; in waterborne and bus
transport, regulations will not enter into force until December 2012 and March 2013,
respectively, and therefore we shall not be able to implement them until sometime in the
future. The relevant air transport regulations govern the system of compensation and
assistance to passengers in the event of denied boarding, cancellations or long delays, and
the liability of air carriers when luggage is lost, delayed or damaged.

Protection is also essential for passengers with disabilities, focusing for example on the
quality of service to this group of people, including barrier-free access to airports, proper
staff training and clarification of the matter of liability for loss or damage to mobility
devices.

Our citizens are constantly encountering problems associated with transport and therefore
it is essential that their rights are harmonised in all modes of transport.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report concerns the Commission
communication setting out a list of rights applicable in all modes of transport, which
together guarantee EU passengers (in a broad sense) a minimum level of protection. This
report proposes improving the application of the current provisions on passenger rights
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and indicates the need to fine-tune these provisions when appropriate. For those reasons,
I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) A common core of rights applying to all modes,
a basic level of service, and a standard way of proceeding for carriers and enforcement
bodies as a whole are required if intermodal travel is to work and become a matter of course
in the EU internal market. The Commission has so far failed in its attempt to develop a
European multimodal travel planner that would enable passengers to plan their journeys
across Europe using a whole variety of means of transport. The Member States, together
with the Commission, should seek to remove the obstacles preventing carriers from
developing a travel planner of this kind. I voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The report calls for improvements in several areas,
in particular for the creation of a single cross-cutting regulation on passenger rights for all
modes of transport, to be implemented in the medium term. Another important
consideration is passenger protection in the event of airline bankruptcy. In this case, the
rapporteur calls on the Commission to submit a legislative proposal to protect passengers
through a compulsory insurance or guarantee fund. The rights of citizens with reduced
mobility or disabilities are also considered in this report. As I agree with the recommended
measures, I voted in favour.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Consumer law in transport modes is highly
developed in the European Union. However, we must acknowledge that the existing
legislation has a number of shortcomings. I therefore support this resolution, which aims
to provide solutions for the remaining gaps. For example, too often, in the event of delays
or cancellations, consumers are not reimbursed for their travel because the company pleads
extraordinary circumstances and is thus exempt from having to provide compensation or
a refund. For that reason, I welcome the resolution’s call to the Commission to provide a
clearer definition of these circumstances. Another key element, in my opinion, is the
information that must be provided to consumers and the assistance that may be offered
to them in the event of a problem. Consequently, personnel must be able to take immediate
decisions and deal with claims for compensation or reimbursement. Finally, I support the
call to the Commission to present legislative measures to improve complaint procedures,
in particular, the introduction of a standard complaint form.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. Depending on the mode,
passenger rights differ in terms of their scope and possible exceptions, especially as regards
the definition of delays, the extent of assistance and care while passengers are waiting to
be rerouted, the amount of compensation (a flat rate or a percentage of the fare), the
circumstances in which compensation is not (or no longer) payable, and the time-frame
for handling complaints. Essentially, the crux of passenger rights is considered to be the
entitlement to fulfilment of the transport contract. Delays are accordingly the case in which
the compensation arrangements are most clear cut. Interpreting the relevant regulations,
the Court of Justice has ruled on the scope of passenger rights as regards cancellations,
delays, and extraordinary circumstances.

Oreste Rossi (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Despite points of disagreement, such as the proposal
for a common frame of reference for all modes of transport and the use of the new
technologies such as certain smartphone applications, I voted in favour of this report
because I see the protection of passenger rights as indispensable. More price transparency,
proper management of complaints, and more rights than prohibitions are all very useful
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aims. I also agree with the call for inclusion of better levels of assistance for persons with
disabilities. In fact, I made a similar proposal, acting in my capacity as rapporteur of the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, in the European disability
strategy. It is intolerable that passengers with disabilities cannot find suitable means of
transport and often do not know whether the means on which they intend to travel are
equipped with suitable facilities.

Vilja Savisaar-Toomast (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ET) I believe that the report adopted
today on passenger rights in all transport modes has considerable importance for the
transport sector, but above all for passengers. Given the continuous growth of the transport
sector and the increasing number of passengers in all transport modes, equivalent and
relevant passenger rights must be guaranteed. This is becoming ever more important
because in many cases travelling involves several different transport modes rather than
just one. Unfortunately, there was no support for the idea to require the Commission to
consolidate all rights into a single regulation, which in my opinion would have made them
more accessible and clearer for all stakeholders. One of the essential common features of
passenger rights in the different transport modes is the prohibition on discriminating
against passengers on the basis of their place of residence or citizenship and against travel
agencies on the basis of their place of business. Furthermore, as regards passenger rights,
I find it important to take the rights and possibilities of the elderly, the disabled and persons
with limited mobility fully into account. Uniform pan-European passenger rights must be
available for everyone. In view of the above, I voted in favour of this report.

Olga Sehnalová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (CS) As the shadow rapporteur for the Group of
the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament, I voted
in favour of the draft report by Georges Bach on passenger rights in all transport modes.
Passenger rights are a fundamental pillar of our group’s transport policy. The draft report
takes note of the current rules for the protection of passenger rights and sets out clear
requirements for Member States to improve and accelerate the adoption of the current
measures in the field of passenger rights in all transport modes. As the shadow rapporteur,
I pushed for the draft to take sufficient account of the rights of passengers with reduced
mobility, the fundamental right of passengers to safety, better access to information in
intelligible form, the right to compensation in the event of airline bankruptcy or insolvency
and collective passenger redress.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Union affords
basic levels of protection to passengers. This vote emphasises, among other things, the
fundamental importance of a better quality of service to passengers with disabilities,
including barrier-free access to airport facilities, devising of coordinated and standard
notification procedures, proper staff training, and liability for damage to, or the loss of,
mobility devices. With regard to rail transport, significant improvements have been made
in recent years in the protection of passengers and their baggage in the event of delays or
accidents, but further improvements in service are necessary. Depending on the mode,
passenger rights differ in terms of their scope and possible exceptions, especially as regards
the definition of delays, the extent of assistance and care while passengers are waiting to
be rerouted, the amount of compensation, the circumstances in which compensation is
not payable, and the time-frame for handling complaints. The crux of passenger rights is
considered to be the entitlement to fulfilment of the transport contract.

Monika Smolková (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The migration of EU inhabitants for work
is now an everyday occurrence. I therefore welcome and support the report on passenger
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rights in all transport modes. For us personally, when travelling every week to Brussels or
Strasbourg from different Member States, we find that sufficient information is often
lacking in real time. In the draft amendment of passenger rights, the Commission should
clearly define ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the disruption of transport and passenger
rights for those using more than one transport mode. The current EU legislation in the
field of passenger rights is still not being implemented and pursued in all transport modes
or in all parts of the EU, which is hindering competitiveness and affecting citizens’
confidence in travelling. The introduction of common standards for the carriage of hand
luggage is extremely essential, since many carriers demand a payment immediately before
boarding which exceeds the price of the air ticket for just 1 kg of excess weight.

Alda Sousa (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Access to information about passenger rights
should be simple, clear and transparent, from the time of booking or purchase to the
journey’s end. Passengers must have all necessary help in the event of travel problems or
if baggage has been lost or damaged. Information about the costs and prices of services
should be clear and accessible from the start of the process. We can only support measures
that promote and facilitate information and transparency and consequently ensure
passenger rights.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text, which once again highlights
the numerous problems and risks affecting passengers in all transport modes. In particular,
the Commission is urged to improve the transparency of the computerised reservation
systems governed by Regulation 1008/2008/EC, which leave consumers open to all types
of abuse, such as unfair terms in the overall calculation of ticket prices, with the automatic
inclusion of extra unwanted costs.

Moreover, we must again urge the Commission to table, at last, a legislative proposal
revising the Package Travel Directive 90/314/EEC, which is no longer adapted to the
industry and is thus depriving travellers of a legal framework for both standard and
exceptional situations.

Finally, the current levels of consumer protection in the event of airline bankruptcy or
insolvency are insufficient and require a legislative proposal encompassing measures to
protect passengers who are stranded in the event of cessation of operations, compulsory
airline insurance and the creation of a guarantee fund.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Passenger rights in the EU have been constantly
and gradually developing. Air and rail passenger rights are already in force, while those
relating to waterborne and bus/coach transport will enter into force in December 2012
and March 2013 respectively. I would highlight, in this document, the need for transparency
of the information provided, from the time of booking to the journey’s end. There must
be a point of contact in any mode of transport. Furthermore, undertakings must be liable
in cases of insolvency, and the concept of ‘extraordinary circumstances’ must be better
applied. Lastly, the rights of passengers with reduced mobility must be underlined, as they
must receive a service appropriate to their needs.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the own-initiative report on
passenger rights in all transport modes. I consider that all future initiatives regarding
passenger rights must tackle the elements that are missing from the existing regulations,
especially routes with no obstacles for all passengers and for all modes of transport. The
recommendations adopted on passenger rights include the following: inclusion of minimum
quality standards for service providers and the right to compensation, reimbursement and
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information, all within a common legislative framework that will create competitive
conditions between the different means of transport. It is important that clear information
be provided on the liability of carriers in the event of damage to baggage during the journey
and on differentiated baggage allowances and compensation for delays.

I wish to highlight the importance of the following aspects: the ability to purchase a ticket
online that is not more expensive; a simplified procedure for the rapid handling of
complaints; clarification of liability if mobility or other assistive devices are damaged, given
that the cost of replacing them exceeds the maximum reimbursement permitted by
international law, as this frequently occurs.

Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing.  − This report, which has my full support, calls for a
number of measures that will strengthen passengers’ rights across the EU. It recommends
several sensible suggestions that would improve and build upon current EU passenger
rights. Regardless of the mode of transport – be it rail, bus, air or maritime – customers
should have access to swift information in all official EU languages in the event of service
disruption or if the need to seek compensation should arise. Furthermore, a key
recommendation of this report is to improve complaint procedures and tighten rules
regarding price transparency, which will help put an end to unfair hidden travelling costs.
The suggestions outlined in this report represent a significant contribution to the drive to
improve and harmonise passengers’ rights across the EU.

Dominique Vlasto (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this report, which called for an
improvement in passenger rights in all transport modes. Among the suggestions for
achieving this goal, I support, in particular, the idea of a European charter that is available
to travellers and contains the 10 basic passenger rights. In emergencies and unforeseen
situations, it would be useful for travellers to have access to a simple document setting out
the most basic rights. Discouraged by the complexity of complaint procedures, passengers
all too often decide not to exercise their right to compensation. To remedy this, I proposed
a standard complaint form and a maximum time limit for complaint handling for all modes
of transport, and that idea was accepted. Finally, the report calls for greater price
transparency on the internet, because too often the advertised price is far from being the
final price. In my opinion, it should be a more accurate reflection of the price to be paid
and should not hide administrative and credit card fees in order to lure customers. The ball
is now in the Commission’s court and it must come back to us with an ambitious legislative
proposal.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) I voted in favour of the motion for a
resolution, because it is essential to guarantee all passengers in the European Union a
minimum level of protection in respect of all modes of transport. Passengers are entitled
to simple, clear and accessible information about their rights. The application and
enforcement of these rights should be the responsibility of the national enforcement bodies
across the EU, which should cooperate more effectively in this regard.

Anna Záborská (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SK) Passengers are entitled to accessible and accurate
information on services provided by carriers, so that they can make appropriate decisions.
However, the European legislation should not become like a nanny. It should ensure that
citizens are compensated when carriers breach the transport terms and conditions. Rampant
regulation harms the free market and puts prices up. It is therefore important to find the
right balance.
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Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  − The Commission’s list of basic passenger rights for all
transport modes that affords basic levels of protection to passengers in the EU is of great
value. The EU rules have been so drafted as to provide proportionality and the differentiation
required by the diverse nature of the individual modes and their markets. Together they
constitute a core of common passenger rights.

Unfortunately, laws are not being implemented completely or consistently by carriers and
national authorities. In addition, passengers are not fully informed about their rights and
are unhappy about what it takes, cost included, to assert them. One particular source of
unease is the complexity of the procedures. It is therefore necessary to establish clearly the
conditions for drawing up a single cross-cutting passenger rights Regulation, placing
particular emphasis on clarity and accessibility of information.

Roberts Zīle (ECR),    in writing.  −  (LV) Parliament’s report on passenger rights should
be supported because, firstly, it calls for the introduction of legal certainty in relation to
passenger rights in all transport modes. Passenger complaints for each type of transport
– air, rail, waterborne and road transport – in the various Member States are considered
and passenger rights issues are resolved in various different monitoring bodies. Therefore,
there is often a lack of clarity about the handling of legal provisions and the procedure for
considering complaints. In the future, therefore, passenger rights, including rights to
compensation, refunds and information, on all transport modes must be based on a
common foundation of legal regulation, which must of course take into account the
particularities of each type of transport.

The report also points out that in air transport the definitions of delays and cancellation
of flights is still too often interpreted in different ways. Another important issue is the need
to have a clearer definition of the concept of ‘extraordinary circumstances’, since a technical
fault should not be considered to be an extraordinary circumstance; the carrier is responsible
for such a fault.

I welcome the fact that Parliament’s report returns once again to the issue of basic fares,
which was recently considered in another report. The basic fare ought to include costs
which are linked to the carrier’s legal obligations, such as safety, security and passenger
rights, and to the provision of tickets and boarding cards or the carrying of a minimum
amount of luggage, and all costs related to payment, such as credit card costs.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report aims to identify some of
the passenger rights in all modes of transport, such as the criteria for compensation and
assistance to passengers in the event of denied boarding, cancellations or long delays, and
the liability of air carriers when there are problems with luggage. It also aims to ensure
rights for persons with disabilities or reduced mobility travelling by air, in relation to access,
information and adequate training. These, like other aspects, are essential. However, it is
extremely worrying that the report contains no references to public transport services,
which are an essential way of guaranteeing the maintenance of transport services and the
right to mobility, without any regard for profit, thereby ensuring transport in isolated
regions and places to the benefit of their populations.

Report: Inés Ayala Sender (A7-0301/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour because this text sets out the
types of procedure that must be adopted to ensure adequate scrutiny of this part of the
budget, which must occur to show how the Council has used its budget. Regrettably,
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Parliament’s questions on 2010 have not been answered. Although the Danish Presidency
has endeavoured to make progress, there have been no concrete results or subsequent
follow-up on the part of the Council.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Parliament refused to grant discharge to the
Council. However, as no significant irregularities were revealed, I voted in favour of
discharge. Although I regret the lack of information and cooperation from the Council, it
is not sufficient justification for refusing discharge. In times of crisis, these types of
interinstitutional conflicts are particularly regrettable.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) In May the European Parliament refused
to grant discharge to the Council. Nothing has changed since then so we are reiterating
our position today. Cooperation among the institutions does not happen automatically;
it is built on respect and mutual trust. The European Parliament is one of the EU’s budgetary
authorities, on an equal footing with the Council. The expenditure of the Council must be
scrutinised in the same way as that of the other institutions. It must therefore be transparent
and work in close cooperation with Parliament, by responding to the questionnaire that
we send every year, by coming to meetings and public hearings, and so on. Without these
elements, without open and constructive dialogue, we cannot exercise our right of discharge
to the best of our ability.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of a refusal to
grant discharge owing to the Council’s serious failure to provide the information required
to make the relevant assessments. The lack of transparency with which this institution has
acted is truly deplorable, which is why my vote against discharge relates not only to the
discharge itself but also to the Council’s disregard for transparency.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour as I support the
refusal to grant the Council’s Secretary-General discharge for implementation of the Council
budget for the financial year 2010.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) After the European Court of Auditors presented
its annual report for the financial year 2010, as part of its discharge procedure for the
financial year 2010 the European Parliament’s Committee on Budgetary Control carried
out its financial audit of the implementation of the European Union’s general budget in
relation to the Council. The primary task of the Committee on Budgetary Control is to
scrutinise and ensure that the EU budget is being implemented appropriately and effectively.
In its annual report for 2010 based on the inspection carried out by the European Court
of Auditors, the committee stated that, overall, for the financial year ending on 31
December 2010, payments by the institutions and agencies relating to administrative and
other expenses were free from material errors. The discharge report notes that the financial
inspection went smoothly and no major deficiencies were encountered in the course of
the inspection. However, the Council failed to make available to Parliament and to the
committee a number of documents necessary for conclusion of the discharge procedure.
Without these the financial year 2010 cannot be concluded. At its sitting in late March,
the Committee on Budgetary Control decided to postpone granting discharge. The second
discharge report produced for September presented a similar view to that set out in the
spring report. The outcome of the vote in committee was to refuse to grant the Council
discharge. In the vote in both the committee and plenary, I, too, voted against granting the
Council discharge.

265Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Inés Ayala Sender concerns
discharge for implementation of the European Union general budget for the financial year
2010, Section II – Council. The Council is the institution responsible for adopting EU
legislation, coordinating economic policies and cooperation between courts and police
forces, signing agreements between the EU and third countries, approving the EU’s annual
budget, and defining the foreign and defence policies. Notwithstanding its responsibilities,
the Council also has obligations, particularly as regards interinstitutional cooperation with
the European Parliament, especially in relation to supervision of the budget implementation.
In the sitting on 12 May 2012, a proposal was adopted to postpone granting discharge to
the Council’s Secretary-General for implementation of the Council budget for the financial
year 2010. Despite the explanations given by the Council’s Secretary-General and the
measures adopted to deal with the criticisms made by the Court of Auditors on the 2010
discharge, I voted in favour of the proposal to refuse discharge.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In this second report, the rapporteur again
proposes postponing the decision to grant discharge for the Council’s budget. This
postponement is again based on the lack of transparency and presentation of accounts by
the Council, which is the reason for the long-standing disagreement between the two
institutions of Parliament and the Council. The report is highly critical of the position
adopted by the Council, which is still refusing to send all of the documents on the budget
implementation, to meet or to answer Parliament’s questions on this matter. As a result,
Parliament has no information on the Council’s accounts, despite having participated in
the discharge procedure. Without the Council’s response to the questions that Parliament
needs answered in order to fully understand and close the Council’s accounts, the
rapporteur, as in May, is refusing to grant discharge to the Council’s Secretary-General for
implementation of the budget for the financial year 2010. We supported this report.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The Council, as an institution of
the Union, should be subject to accountability to Union citizens as far as the implementation
of Union funds is concerned. Parliament is the sole directly elected body among the Union
institutions and has responsibility to grant discharge in respect of the implementation of
the general budget of the European Union. It is essential and justifiable to carry out an
in-depth assessment of supervisory and control systems in the Council, similar to the
assessments carried out by the Court of Auditors in relation to the Court of Justice, the
European Ombudsman and the European Data Protection Supervisor in the course of
preparation of its annual report concerning the financial year 2010. In my view, it is
indisputable that efficient supervision over the budgetary implementation process is a
matter of high responsibility and its successful fulfilment depends entirely on an unhindered
interinstitutional cooperation between the Council and Parliament.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour because our citizens have
the right to know how their taxes are being spent and how the power entrusted to political
bodies is handled. The Council, as an institution of the Union, should be democratically
accountable to Union citizens as far as the implementation of Union funds is concerned
because Parliament is the sole directly elected body among the Union institutions and is
responsible for granting discharge in respect of the implementation of the general budget
of the European Union. We should note the right of Parliament to grant discharge, that is,
to submit the implementation of the entire budget of the European Union to parliamentary
control and scrutiny without exception, and to grant discharge autonomously, not only
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in respect of the section of the budget implemented by the Commission, but also in respect
of the sections of the budget implemented by the other institutions.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) At the sitting of 23 October 2012 I voted in favour
of granting discharge for implementation of the European Union general budget for the
financial year 2010. This discharge had been postponed in May due to the lack of
cooperation between the Council and the European Parliament. This is thus the second
discharge report for 2010. Most of my colleagues and I supported this second report,
although we were extremely disappointed that the Council did not respond to our questions.
They related, in particular, to the costs involved in the creation of the post of High
Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and the
budgetary implications of transferring Council staff to the European External Action Service.

Marian-Jean Marinescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted against discharge for the Council’s
budget for the 2010 financial year. I regret the difficulties encountered in having an open
dialogue between the Council and the Committee on budgetary control, and especially the
Council’s refusal to answer the supplementary questions from Parliament. This action is
a legitimate budget discharge procedure. Efficient supervision of the implementation of
the budget depends on appropriate unconditional institutional cooperation between
Parliament and the Council. For this reason, I wish to highlight the fact that all parties
involved must take the utmost responsibility in this matter.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this report which notes that, in its resolution
with observations forming an integral part of the above-mentioned decision of 10 May 2012
on the discharge for implementation of the general budget of the European Union for the
financial year 2010, Section II – Council, Parliament asked 26 supplementary questions
linked to the discharge procedure and regrets that the Council refused to answer those
questions

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of discharge for the Council
for 2010. The Council’s failure to respond to a number of supplementary questions from
the Committee on Budgetary Control is not sufficient justification for refusing discharge,
especially since we had already postponed it at the May part-session.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) All European institutions dependent on the European
Union’s budget have to be rigorously audited by the Court of Auditors and by all bodies
that have this role. It is vital to check that EU funds are being correctly used, that these
European institutions are achieving the objectives set out, and that no resources are being
wasted. In general, aside from a few rare exceptions which must be assessed through the
usual checks, we can confirm that the institutions in question are correctly using the funds
made available and achieving the proposed objectives. However, in the rapporteur’s opinion,
this is not the case with the EU’s general budget for the Council, given that various
irregularities have again been found and the Council is still unable to present its accounts,
which is why I voted accordingly.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Parliament is bringing to light as much
information as possible on the way all institutions implement their budgets, including the
Council, but at this stage insufficient information has been provided to allow an informed
granting of the discharge for 2010.
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Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
agree with the reasons for refusing to grant the Council’s Secretary-General discharge for
implementation of the Council budget for the financial year 2010.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In the light of the European Union general
budget, and recalling that ‘citizens have the right to know how their taxes are being spent
and how the power entrusted to political bodies is handled’, Parliament has refused to grant
the Secretary-General of the Council discharge for implementation of the Council budget
for the financial year 2010. Given that, under Article 335 of the Treaty on the Functioning
of the European Union, ‘the Union shall be represented by each of the institutions, by virtue
of their administrative autonomy, in matters relating to their respective operation’, and
that an efficient supervision over the budgetary implementation process is a matter of high
responsibility and its fulfilment depends entirely on an unhindered interinstitutional
cooperation between the Council and Parliament, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour (which means that we have
not approved the discharge. The report underlines that in its 2010 annual report, the Court
of Auditors criticised the financing of the Residence Palace building project because of the
advance payments made (paragraph 7.19). It also notes that the Court of Auditors made
the observation that during the period 2008–2010 advance payments made by the Council
totalled EUR 235 000 000 and that the amounts paid came from under-utilised budget
lines.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Bearing in mind the Council’s excessive budget
appropriation for the purchase of property, its breach of the principle of budgetary accuracy
(bearing in mind the opinion of the Court of Auditors of the European Union), the refusal
to provide all of the documents needed for discharge of its accounts, and the refusal to
answer 26 questions asked by the European Parliament’s Committee on Budgetary Control
with regard to the discharge procedure, this leads to the conclusion that the Council has
a negative attitude towards democratic scrutiny and transparency with regard to the
European Union’s taxpayers. The Council, as a European Union institution, must submit
to the assessment of its management by the Committee on Budgetary Control and must
cooperate with the latter on all levels. For those reasons, I voted in favour of the report,
which proposes to refuse discharge of the Council’s accounts.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the European Parliament’s
decision on the discharge for the implementation of the European Union general budget
for the financial year 2010, Section II – Council, with which the Secretary-General of the
Council was refused discharge in respect of the implementation the Council’s budget for
the financial year 2010.

Parliament’s right to refuse to grant discharge, in accordance with Articles 316, 317 and
319 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, must be interpreted within
the context and its objectives. The execution of the Union’s entire budget must, without
exception, be subject to parliamentary control and discharge should be granted separately
not only for the budgetary section of the Commission but also for the sections for the other
institutions referred to in Article 1 of the Financial Regulation.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The Council, as an institution of the European
Union, should be subject to democratic accountability towards EU citizens as far as the
implementation of EU funds is concerned. However, the Council obstructs democratic
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control through its failure to cooperate with Parliament in respect of the discharge
procedure. I therefore voted in favour of this report.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The rapporteur’s proposal to postpone
the decision to grant discharge for the Council’s budget (2010) is once again based on the
lack of transparency and presentation of accounts by the Council, which is the reason for
the long-standing disagreement between the two institutions of Parliament and the Council.
Without the Council’s response to the questions that Parliament needs answered in order
to fully understand and close the Council’s accounts, the rapporteur is again refusing to
grant discharge to the Council’s Secretary-General for implementation of the budget for
the financial year 2010. We supported this position.

Report: Luisa Macovei (A7-0300/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report, congratulating
the Agency on the transparency in the declarations of interest of its management team,
and recognising the Agency’s efforts to deal with the concerns on the prevention and
management of conflicts of interest.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On 10 May the European Parliament postponed
the discharge decision for the European Environment Agency and it has now drawn up a
second report on the matter. The European Parliament and I decided this time to grant
discharge for this Agency, given the considerable efforts it has made. It has endeavoured
to reduce significantly the conflicts of interest that previously risked undermining its
decision-making processes.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) After the vote in May, the European
Parliament is for the second time examining the discharges and it has decided to grant
discharge to the three agencies found to be at fault in the spring. Today I voted in favour
of granting discharge for the budget of the European Environment Agency, as I did for the
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and the European Medicines Agency. It seems that
each of these agencies has fulfilled its commitments and introduced new procedures to
increase its independence and prevent conflicts of interest. That is therefore a step in the
right direction, even if the question of the agencies’ independence remains, as we see at the
moment with EFSA and the GMO issue.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted against this report because I
consider that discharge should have been granted to the Executive Director of the European
Environment Agency in respect of the implementation of the Agency’s budget for the
financial year 2010.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) in 2010, and following the requirements
laid down by the European Parliament for improving the communication of the EEA with
the public and the media, the EEA put extra emphasis on the Global Monitoring for
Environment and Security (GMES), the International Year on Biodiversity, e.g. via the Green
Facade project, the Eye on Earth platform, thereby using EU subsidies thematically in a
way as intended by the European legislator and the European budgetary authority. The
European Court of Auditors made no special observations with regard to the EEA's accounts
of 2010 and, as a consequence, the ECA considers them reliable, legal and regular. The
European Environment Agency (EEA) always provided useful, detailed and satisfactory
answers to the questions asked by the rapporteur, within the corresponding time frame;
the EEA Management Board has done everything it can to prevent any risks in future.
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In view of the above, as well as the excellent work of the EEA, I vote in favour of discharge
in respect of the EEA budget for the financial year 2010.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) After presenting the annual report of the
European Court of Auditors for the financial year 2010, as part of its discharge procedure
for the financial year 2010 the European Parliament’s Committee on Budgetary Control
carried out its financial audit of the implementation of the European Union’s general budget
in relation to the European Environment Agency. The primary task of the Committee on
Budgetary Control is to scrutinise and ensure that the EU budget is being implemented
appropriately and effectively. The discharge report highlights the main problem concerning
the European Environment Agency is that several errors relating to public procurement
procedure occurred during the Agency’s 2010 management period. The report also draws
attention to the fact that several conflicts of interest at the Agency had recently come to
light. The committee will not recommend granting the discharge until these issues are
clarified. At its sitting in late March, the Committee on Budgetary Control decided to
postpone granting the discharge. In the view of the committee, several additional questions
relating to Agency management in 2010 require clarification before the Agency is granted
discharge. The situation has not changed significantly since spring. In my view the Agency
should have made more of an effort to restore appropriate management procedures and
comply with operational regulations. Both in the committee and in plenary, I, too, voted
in favour of refusing to grant discharge.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted against the report on ‘Discharge 2010:
European Environment Agency’, because I believe that, contrary to the rapporteur’s opinion,
the Agency has taken important steps to effectively tackle potential conflicts of interest
and to thus continue transparently fulfilling its task of providing sound and independent
information on the environment in the EU.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Monica Luisa Macovei
concerns discharge in respect of the implementation of the budget of the European
Environment Agency (EEA) for the financial year 2010, following the European Parliament
Decision of 10 May 2012 postponing the discharge decision due to issues raised by the
Court of Auditors. The EEA, which was created in 1993, currently has 32 members: the
27 Member States of the European Union, together with Norway, Switzerland, Liechtenstein,
Iceland and Turkey. Its objective is to help the EU and national governments make informed
decisions about the environment. The Court of Auditors, in its report on the EEA accounts,
considered that ‘it has obtained reasonable assurances that the annual accounts for the
financial year 2010 are reliable’ and that the underlying transactions are legal and regular.
I therefore consider that discharge should be granted for the EEA budget for the financial
year 2010.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In May 2012 Parliament postponed closure
of the accounts of the European Environment Agency (EEA) for the financial year 2010
and refused to grant discharge. The main reasons for this decision were connected with
conflicts of interest, particularly involving the Agency’s Executive Director. In this second
report, the rapporteur maintains her position and is highly critical of the progress made
by the Agency. Three aspects stand out in this assessment: painting of the façade of the
Agency’s building without issuing a public tender, which, in order to cover the costs,
required a reinforcement of budget line 2140 – ‘Fitting-out of premises’; contradictory
information sent by the Executive Director on her relationship with Earthwatch, and use
by a non-governmental organisation of the EEA’s premises, without any rent payment.
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We supported the rapporteur’s position, unlike the majority in Parliament, which therefore
opted to grant discharge for the EEA budget (financial year 2010).

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) On 10 May 2012, the European
Parliament postponed its decision on the discharge and closure of the accounts of the
European Environment Agency for the financial year 2010. The Agency subsequently
provided replies to the discharge authority by letters of 24 May, 15 June and 3 July 2012.
The European Parliament has always welcomed the professional, reliable and independent
provision of information by the Agency for all institutions, the Member States and Union
policy-making bodies, and will further expect this kind of professionalism in the future.
Parliament is firmly convinced that the necessary steps have to be taken should cases of
non-compliance with existing rules occur. In such cases, the Agency has to draw up an
action plan aiming to remedy the shortcomings. The European Parliament or the European
legislator has to address these problems quickly by changing the existing rules and
regulations to eliminate possible loopholes. The European Parliament refuses to grant the
Executive Director of the European Environment Agency discharge in respect of the
implementation of the Agency’s budget for the financial year 2010.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal because the
discharge is a valid instrument of the European Parliament to assess the proper spending
of Union subsidies based on factual and substantive arguments. Furthermore, the
professional, reliable and independent provision of information by the European
Environment Agency (EEA) to all EU institutions, EU Member States and Union
policy-making bodies has always been welcomed. I therefore expect this kind of
professionalism in the future.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of discharge for the European
Environment Agency for the financial year 2010. This discharge was adopted by 374 votes
to 235, with 39 abstentions. The vote related to the second discharge report because in
May 2012 Parliament had postponed discharge, primarily due to a problem involving
conflicts of interest within the European Environment Agency.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − Because of the defeat of most of the amendments
which I was supporting I voted against this resolution.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of granting discharge for
the European Environment Agency. The rapporteur did not provide sufficient evidence to
support the allegations of conflicts of interest within the Agency. Discharge cannot be
refused on the basis of mere suspicions. Moreover, since the discharge decision was
postponed, the Agency has in fact taken many steps that demonstrate responsible
management.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) All European institutions dependent on the European
Union’s budget have to be rigorously audited by the Court of Auditors and by all bodies
that have this role. It is vital to check that EU funds are being correctly used, that these
European institutions are achieving the objectives set out, and that no resources are being
wasted. In general, aside from a few rare exceptions which must be assessed through the
usual checks, we can confirm that the institutions in question are correctly using the funds
made available and achieving the proposed objectives. As a result, I voted in favour of the
report on the European Environment Agency.
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Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − I think that the EEA should be granted discharge
for the budgetary year 2010, therefore I voted in favour.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
agree with the reasons for refusing to grant the Executive Director of the European
Environment Agency discharge in respect of the implementation of the Agency’s budget
for the financial year 2010.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In the light of the final annual accounts of the
European Environment Agency for the financial year 2010, and the Court of Auditors’
report on the annual accounts, Parliament has refused to grant the Executive Director of
the European Environment Agency discharge in respect of the implementation of the
Agency’s budget for the financial year 2010. It is firmly convinced that necessary steps
have to be taken should cases of non-compliance with existing rules occur. It also believes
that, in such cases, the Agency has to draw up an action plan aiming to remedy the
shortcomings, that its implementation should be monitored by the European Parliament,
and that either the European Parliament or the European legislator has to address these
problems by changing the existing rules and regulations to eliminate possible loopholes.
For these reasons, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Against (which means that we grant
the discharge). Large majorities for granting discharge to EFSA and EMA and a smaller
majority for the discharge of the EEA with votes on the attached resolution going with two
or three exceptions along our voting list, which means that we have deleted several articles
of the resolution that were controversial.

Francisco Sosa Wagner (NI),    in writing.  −  (ES) I abstained from the vote, because I did
not have enough information to gain a full understanding of the issue debated and put to
the vote.

Alf Svensson (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) In the spring, Parliament, including myself, voted
in favour of postponing discharge for the European Environment Agency. That Agency
has demonstrated its compliance on many points since then, and its Executive Director
has been helpful and willing to cooperate throughout the investigation period. The Director’s
actions with regard to the business trip that was arranged must still be treated as improper.
However, on the whole, we should not, in my view, deny discharge on these grounds alone.
The extended deadline granted by Parliament for them to deal with irregularities and explain
themselves has been used well and has straightened out several questions. I therefore voted
in favour of granting discharge for the European Environment Agency.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted against the Macovei report, which meant
voting in favour of discharge for the European Environment Agency for 2010. I regret this
report and its justification, which jeopardised this discharge that is so important and that
is in line with Europe’s desire to make the environment a priority.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report, at second reading, raises questions
about conflicts of interest involving the Executive Director of the European Environment
Agency, thereby calling into question the management of the Agency itself. However, the
European Commission has not raised any questions on this same issue. I therefore felt that
it was right to abstain from voting on this report.
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Thomas Ulmer (PPE),    in writing.  −  (DE) I voted for the report with gritted teeth, as
unfortunately, all of the amendments which conceal or water down the truth have been
adopted. What I find astonishing is the connivance of some Members from the CDU, who
applied what I can only describe as sniper tactics in support of the opponents’ position. In
view of their unvarnished glee, I worry for the future of good cooperation.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) In 2010, the European Environment Agency
covered its building with a ‘Green Façade’, at a cost of EUR 294 641 and without announcing
a public tender. Furthermore, in order to cover the related costs, it transferred funds between
budget lines. In view of the Agency’s lack of clear internal rules regarding the Financial
Regulation, I voted against the discharge.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In May 2012 Parliament postponed
closure of the accounts of the European Environment Agency (EEA) for the financial year
2010 and refused to grant discharge. The main reasons for this decision were connected
with conflicts of interest, particularly involving the Agency’s Executive Director. As the
rapporteur maintains the same position in the second report (due to no changes having
occurred that justify altering this position), we opted, for the sake of transparency, to
support the rapporteur’s position.

Report: Inés Ayala Sender (A7-0296/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted against the nomination of Mr Orban as
a Member of the Court of Auditors. The main reasons for this are the candidate’s lack of
relevant professional experience in auditing and the existence of a potential conflict of
interests. In fact, the candidate, Romania’s current Minister for European Affairs, is
responsible for managing European Union funds in Romania.

Cristian Silviu Buşoi (ALDE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of Leonard Orban’s
nomination as a Member of the Court of Auditors because of his vast professional experience
of European and other matters. This is demonstrated by the posts he has held over the
years: Minister of European Affairs, a job he also held with a previous government, former
European Commissioner, Presidential Adviser and Romania’s Chief Negotiator for accession
to the EU. There is absolutely no doubt as to his professional competence.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) At its meeting of 26
September 2012, the Committee on Budgetary Control heard the Council’s nominee for
membership of the Court of Auditors and assessed his qualifications. From September 2011
to the present time, Leonard Orban has held the post of Minister of European Affairs. In
the past, he was a Member of the European Commission responsible for multilingualism.
He also acted as Chief Negotiator with the European Union, coordinating Romania’s
preparations for accession to the EU. However, the European Parliament does not agree
with the Council’s proposal to nominate Leonard Orban as a Member of the Court of
Auditors and has instructed its President to forward this decision to the Council and, for
information, the Court of Auditors, the other institutions of the European Union and the
audit institutions of the Member States.

Ashley Fox (ECR),    in writing.  − I cannot support the appointment of Mr Orban to the
European Court of Auditors. This would only exacerbate the growing trend in many
Member States to make political appointments to the ECA. As I am sure you are aware,
Mr Orban has a long history of political appointments in the European institutions. He
was the Deputy Chief Negotiator (2001-2004), and then Chief Negotiator for Romania’s
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accession to the EU (2004-2005). He served as Secretary of State at the Ministry of European
Integration (2004-2006) before taking up an appointment as European Commissioner
for Multilingualism (2007-2010). Mr Orban was then appointed a Presidential Adviser on
EU Affairs before being made Minister of European Affairs in September 2011. Mr Orban’s
appointment is not in line with the policies of neutrality that govern such selection
processes, and I oppose his appointment.

Cătălin Sorin Ivan (S&D),    in writing.  − Mr. Orban has a wide experience in European
affairs; he is a former Commissioner and Minister of European Affairs in the Romanian
government, having been appointed to these posts due to his expertise and not to political
affiliation. He was also chief negotiator on behalf of Romania for the country’s accession
to the European Union. In this position he supervised the establishment of the audit and
control system in Romania, acquiring a good knowledge of auditing. These are the reasons
why I voted for his nomination.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Like most of my colleagues, I voted against the
nomination of Leonard Orban to the Court of Auditors. This vote took place in plenary
on 23 October 2012. We shared the opinion of Inés Ayala Sender, who recommended
rejecting Mr Orban’s nomination. The main reasons for this are the candidate’s lack of
relevant professional experience in auditing and the existence of a potential conflict of
interests. In fact, the candidate, Romania’s current Minister for European Affairs, is
responsible for managing European Union funds in Romania.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of the nomination of Mr Leonard
Orban to the European Court of Auditors as, on the basis of information supplied, he
appeared to have the appropriate qualifications.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I rejected Leonard Orban’s nomination to
the Court of Auditors. This Court has a vital control function. That is why its members
have to be impartial and competent. The risks of a conflict of interest posed by Mr Orban’s
candidacy are too high given his current responsibility for managing European Union
funds in Romania. Moreover, his professional experience in auditing is too limited.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Court of Auditors is a supervisory institution,
which checks the legality and regularity of the European Union’s income and expenditure
and its sound financial management, and which works totally independently. In this spirit,
the nomination of its members must be governed by criteria of competence and
independence. Mr Leonard Orban presented his Curriculum Vitae, answered a written
questionnaire and was heard by the Committee on Budgetary Control, but did not provide
sufficient evidence to justify his nomination as a Member of the Court of Auditors in terms
of performing his duties competently and independently, which is why I voted accordingly.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Mr Leonard Orban was Member of the European
Commission and currently serves as a Member of the Romanian Government responsible
for European Affairs. Although during the hearing in the Committee on Budgetary Control
he displayed a high level of knowledge and experience and showed that he is fully qualified
for the job, I abstained.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on
the nomination of Leonard Orban as a Member of the Court of Auditors. All of the
information presented for this candidate, including the answers to the questionnaire for
candidates applying to become members of the Court of Auditors, as annexed to this

23-10-2012Debates of the European ParliamentEN274



report, formed the basis for my decision by indicating compliance with the criteria laid
down in Article 286(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union and the
need for full independence of the members of the Court of Auditors. I therefore welcome
the nomination of Leonard Orban.

Aldo Patriciello (PP  E), in writing. − (IT) With regard to the nomination of Mr Leonard
Orban as a Member of the Court of Auditors, having examined his curriculum vitae and his
answers to the questionnaire, and considering that Parliament’s Committee on Budgetary
Control proceeded to evaluate the credentials of the nominee, in particular in view of the
requirements laid down in Article 286(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union, and at its meeting of 26 September 2012 heard the Council’s nominee, I voted
against the proposal.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the opinion of the rapporteur, who
worked in collaboration with representatives of each political group to reach the most
objective and constructive conclusion on Leonard Orban’s candidacy. On Tuesday
Parliament rejected the Romanian candidate’s nomination as a Member of the Court of
Auditors, with 269 votes in favour of his nomination, 294 against and 80 abstentions.
Mr Orban had previously stated that he would withdraw his candidacy if it were rejected
by the Members.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The nomination as a Member of the Court of
Auditors followed the specific guidelines laid down in Article 286(1) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union. For that reason, I voted in favour of the nomination.

Report: Frédéric Daerden (A7-0322/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Created in 2006, the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) seeks to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to changes in world trade. In 2009 its scope was broadened to include
support for victims of the financial crisis. This request from Ireland aims to assist 432 people
who were made redundant. It was supported by the European Parliament and I voted for
it.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of this report as I believe that
the support of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) at present is very
welcome. The global economic and financial crisis has seriously affected Ireland in recent
years and the loss of 592 jobs is of great significance to the Irish economy.

The loss in revenues owing to the Irish redundancies is also expected to generate significant
losses in indirect employment through the loss in workers' disposable incomes and through
a reduction in Talk Talk's purchases of Irish goods and services locally and regionally. I
believe that the mobilisation of the EGF is very important in this situation in order to help
revitalise the local economy.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in 2006 in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering
from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist
their reintegration into the labour market. The scope of the EGF was broadened from 1
May 2009 to include support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the economic,
financial and social crisis. At this time when we are faced with a severe economic, financial
and social crisis, with one of the main consequences being increased unemployment, the
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EU should use every means at its disposal to react, particularly as regards the support to
be provided to those who find themselves without a job. I therefore supported this report
which concerns the mobilisation of EUR 2 696 382 of the EGF for Ireland in order to
support 493 potential beneficiaries out of 592 redundancies in Talk Talk Broadband
Services (Ireland) Limited and three of its suppliers in Ireland.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report,
because the economic situation in the area in question demands it. The Talk Talk facility
was located on the outskirts of Waterford City in the NUTS III South-East Region of Ireland,
which has had persistently higher than average levels of unemployment compared to the
rest of the country. Furthermore, it has fared disproportionately badly as a result of the
financial and economic crisis. For example, the region’s unemployment rate has jumped
from 4.9 % in 2007 to 18.2 % in 2011, compared to a national average of 14.3 %. I also
agree with the use to which this funding is to be put.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation.
The fund provides support for individual workers and is not to be used for the benefit of
the enterprises that made the workers redundant. I supported the mobilisation of the EGF
in the present case and voted in favour of the proposals because there are no problem areas
and the application fulfils the eligibility criteria set up. Ireland has requested assistance for
592 redundancies, 432 of which are targeted for assistance, in Talk Talk Broadband Services
(Ireland) Limited.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF): application EGF/2012/001 IE/Talk Talk from Ireland.
The EGF is designed to provide additional support to workers who have been made
redundant as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist their
reintegration in the labour market. I strongly support this initiative, which allows us to
help Ireland to deal with huge job losses (586 redundancies) in the new information
technologies sector since its application meets the conditions for deploying the EGF.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − In 2011, the broadband service firm Talk Talk cut the
number of its service centres from 24 to 13. The entire Waterford operation was closed
with 592 workers made redundant. While it is always a tragedy to have a large workforce
face redundancy and a sad indictment of the economic woes in which Europe finds itself,
it is my belief that the EU has been part architect of the current situation through austerity
and cuts that have killed consumer confidence and exacerbated the economic crisis. The
EU should therefore not be in a position to pour money into its failings. The EU is an
outdated model that is not fit for purpose in a globalised market place. National bodies
should have full jurisdiction over trade and employment and forge partnerships with third
countries to manage in times of crisis and provide for their workforce in both good and
bad times. Member States such as the UK would have more financial aid to provide of their
own accord without EU membership and without the burden of red tape that being a
member of the European Union inevitably brings.

Emer Costello (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome the EP’s approval of the proposal to
allocate EUR 2.7 million to help over 400 ex-Talk Talk workers made redundant in 2011
to retrain, return to education or establish their own businesses. The Talk Talk application
is possibly the last EGF application to come from Ireland, at least until the end of 2013,
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given last year’s decision by a blocking minority of Member States to veto the extension
of the EGF ‘crisis derogations’ until the end of 2013. The EGF can help workers who have
been made redundant to stay in the labour market and must continue after 2013 as an
instrument available to all workers. In its 23 October resolution on the 2014-20 MFF, the
EP rightly placed considerable emphasis on continuing the EGF after 2013. I do welcome
the recent Cyprus Presidency proposals to continue the EGF after 2013 though I am
concerned that it is proposing to cap spending at EUR 245 million per annum, down from
the Commission’s proposed EUR 429 million per annum. The Council must remember
that the EP’s consent is required for the 2014-20 MFF and ensuring an effective EGF is a
key priority for the Irish Labour MEPs.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund is
a tool that few citizens are aware of and it should be highlighted. It will help 432 former
employees of the Irish telecommunications sector to cope with their redundancy and assist
them in retraining and finding work. I am pleased that Europe is in this way providing
concrete support on the ground to the victims of the crisis. I therefore voted in favour of
this report.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the proposal to mobilise
EUR 2 696 382 of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for Ireland in order
to support 592 workers made redundant from Talk Talk Broadband Services (Ireland)
Limited in the telecommunications service sector. I would underline the importance of
improving the employability of these workers by means of tailored training and the
recognition and validation of skills and competences gained throughout their professional
career. I would also highlight that the mobilisation of EGF funds is intended to help workers
made redundant to rapidly reintegrate into the labour market.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report concerns the proposal for
a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the mobilisation of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), in accordance with point 28 of the
Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the EP, the Council and the
Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management (application
‘EGF/2012/001 IE/Talk Talk’ from Ireland). The EGF, which was created in 2006, aims to
support workers who, due to structural changes in world trade patterns as a result of
globalisation, are made redundant. On 29 February 2012 Ireland submitted an application
to the EGF following 573 redundancies from Talk Talk Broadband Services (Ireland) Limited
(customer service centre). It requested support totalling EUR 2 696 382. On 27 July 2012
the Commission adopted a new proposal for a decision to grant the support requested.
This is the seventh application to be examined under the 2012 budget. Given that, according
to the Commission’s conclusions, the application meets the necessary and sufficient
conditions for deploying the EGF, I agree with the rapporteur’s recommendations and
voted in favour of this proposal for a decision.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This application concerns 592 redundancies
in the telecommunications sector, of which 432 are targeted for assistance, in Talk Talk
Broadband Services (Ireland) Limited in Ireland. It involves the mobilisation of
EUR 2 696 382 to provide assistance to those workers made redundant as a result of
outsourcing to the United Kingdom, India, the Philippines and South Africa. These
redundancies are not inevitable. They are the result of political choices. We are approving
palliatives, which are necessary, but we need to go further. The disease must therefore be
attacked at the root: we must break with these neoliberal policies which are leading us into
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the depths of despair without any glimpse, even fleetingly, of a small ray of hope for
the millions of workers who are losing the right to work and to a dignified life.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Point 28 of the Interinstitutional
Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the European Parliament, the Council and the
Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management provides for the
release of resources from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) through a
flexibility instrument with an annual ceiling of EUR 500 million over and above the relevant
range of the financial framework. Ireland submitted an application on 29 February 2012
to mobilise the EGF in respect of redundancies in the enterprise Talk Talk Broadband
Services (Ireland) Limited and three of its suppliers or associated manufacturers and
supplemented it by additional information up to 15 May 2012. This application complies
with the requirements for determining the financial contributions as laid down in Article
10 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. The Commission, therefore, proposes to mobilise
an amount of EUR 2 696 382. I remain of the view that the EGF should be mobilised in
order to make a financial contribution with respect to Ireland’s application.

Marian Harkin (ALDE),    in writing.  − I welcome the approval of 2.7 million in EGF aid
for workers made redundant at the Talk Talk facility in Waterford, Ireland, in 2011. The
closure of Talk Talk was a severe blow to the region, particularly in light of the fact that
the average age of the laid-off workers was 26. I have been highlighting the EU youth
unemployment crisis for many months, indeed Commissioner Šefčovič said in plenary
yesterday that youth unemployment is a crisis within a crisis, and something we cannot
afford as a society. This funding can make a real difference to the prospects and
employability of these young people, who through no fault of their own found themselves
without work last year. I for one would like to see the Irish Government taking a decisive,
proactive role in administering this EGF funding so that these young people will elect to
stay, retrain, upskill, or start businesses in Ireland, rather than emigrate as so many of their
friends and relatives have done.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by Frédéric Daerden on
the proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund (EGF) to help Ireland to cope with redundancies in the new information technologies
sector. There have been around 592 redundancies in this sector to date. This assistance
was approved by a large majority: 576 votes to 64, with 12 abstentions.

Seán Kelly (PPE),    in writing.  − I welcome and am very pleased that there was such an
overwhelming vote in favour of the report. I wish to commend Irish Minister of State at
the Dept of Education and Skills, Ciaran Cannon TD, as well as Paudie Coffey TD for the
active engagement with workers from the outset of the application. Hopefully the funding
will aid the workers to retrain and upskill so they can re-enter the jobs market as soon as
possible. I hope that the implementation of this application will be far more successful
than previous ones in Ireland.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of this mobilisation of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) at the request of Ireland. The application
for the mobilisation of the EGF was made in relation to 592 redundancies, 432 of which
are targeted for assistance, in the Talk Talk enterprise operating in the broadband services
sector. Today’s vote will approve mobilisation of EUR 2 696 382. Finally I wish to underline
that this important instrument today allows us to provide a tangible response and assistance
to workers made redundant as a result of globalisation or the current financial and economic
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crisis, not merely by alleviating their difficulties but by supporting their reintegration in
the labour market.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I supported this application. One of the criteria for
the Commission’s assessment was the evaluation of the link between the redundancies and
major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. Irish authorities
argue that Talk Talk was a customer service centre based in Waterford, originally set up to
provide services for both the companies Talk Talk UK and AOL UK. The company supported
Talk Talk’s UK market for broadband, voice and, more recently, for TV via inbound,
outbound, email and white mail services. Following the purchase of the UK’s ISP division
of AOL, broadband services under the AOL Broadband brand were also provided. Talk
Talk offered telecoms services to residential Irish customers under the Talk Talk and AOL
brands and to business customers under the Opal brand. It also provided full lifecycle
management of Talk Talk’s customers in the UK. Talk Talk in Waterford, as near-shore
location for the provision of shared services for a foreign client (AOL and Talk Talk UK),
benefited from the international trend over the past decade known as business process
outsourcing (BPO). BPO typically involves a company contracting specific operations or
processes to a third party provider.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund supports workers who have been redundant as a direct result of the global financial
and economic crisis. The eligibility criteria are met in this case. It is therefore appropriate
to give tailored aid to the people made redundant by Talk Talk in Ireland.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity which offers the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). This support is vital to help the
unemployed and victims of the relocations that occur in a globalised context. The number
of undertakings which are relocating is constantly on the increase, due to their taking
advantage of the cheaper labour costs which are available in various countries, particularly
China and India, to the detriment of those countries which respect workers’ rights. The
EGF is intended to help workers suffering the consequences of relocations, and it is vital
to facilitate access to a new job. In the past the EGF has been used by other countries in the
EU. This support must now be given to Ireland, which has submitted an application for
assistance for 592 redundancies, of which 432 are targeted for assistance, in Talk Talk
Broadband Services (Ireland) Limited and three of its suppliers in Ireland.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report supporting
the mobilisation of EUR 2 696 382 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) targeting 432 of the 597 redundancies that have occurred in the company Talk Talk,
which operates in the telecommunications sector in the South-East region of Ireland. The
EGF provides additional support to workers who are suffering the consequences of major
structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist their reintegration into the labour
market. Ireland has submitted an application for EGF assistance for redundancies that
meets the conditions of the EGF Regulation. It must now be ensured that the EGF assistance
is used to support the dismissed workers’ reintegration into the labour market and must
not replace actions which are the responsibility of companies by virtue of national law or
collective agreements, nor measures restructuring companies or sectors.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is the seventh application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 2 696 382
from the EGF for Ireland. It concerns 592 redundancies, of which 432 are targeted for
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assistance, in Talk Talk Broadband Services (Ireland) and three of its suppliers in Ireland
during the four-month reference period from 7 September 2011 to 7 January 2012 and
a further six redundancies outside the reference period, but related to the same collective
redundancies procedure.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 27 July 2012 the European
Commission adopted, under the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), a new
proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of Ireland in order to
support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant due to major
structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. This is the seventh
application to be examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total
amount of EUR 2 696 382 from the EGF for 592 redundancies, of which 432 are targeted
for assistance, in Talk Talk Broadband Services (Ireland) Limited and three of its suppliers
in Ireland during the four-month reference period from 7 September 2011 to 7
January 2012 and a further six redundancies outside the reference period, but related to
the same collective redundancy procedure. With this procedure having been assessed by
all of the parties involved, particularly the European Commission, and with the Committee
on Employment and Social Affairs having been associated to the process and being in
favour of the Fund being mobilised for Ireland, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering from the
consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns. On 27 July 2012, the
Commission therefore adopted a new proposal for a Decision on the mobilisation of the
EGF in favour of Ireland in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of
workers made redundant due to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to
globalisation. Considering that the Commission has concluded that the application meets
the conditions for deploying the EGF as set out in Article 2(a) of Regulation (EC)
No 1927/2006, and was submitted within the deadline of 10 weeks referred to in Article
5 of that Regulation, and underlining the importance of ensuring a rapid procedure with
due respect of the Interinstitutional Agreement for the adoption of Decisions on the
mobilisation of the fund, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Following the application for assistance submitted
by Ireland for 592 redundancies, 432 of which are targeted for assistance, in Talk Talk
Broadband Services (Ireland) Limited and three of its suppliers in Ireland, the Commission
proposes to mobilise an amount of EUR 2 696 382 from the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund, which was created in 2006 in order to ‘provide additional support to
workers who are suffering from the consequences of major structural changes in world
trade patterns’. I voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund has been created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
suffering from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns.
According to the provisions of point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006
on budgetary discipline and sound financial management and of Article 12 of Regulation
(EC) No 1927/2006, the Fund may not exceed a maximum amount of EUR 500 million,
drawn from the margin under the global expenditure ceiling from the previous year, and/or
from the cancelled commitment appropriations from the previous two years, excluding
those related to Heading 1b. The appropriate amounts are entered into the budget as a
provision as soon as the sufficient margins and/or cancelled commitments have been
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identified. Concerning the procedure, in order to activate the Fund the Commission, in
case of a positive assessment of an application, presents to the budgetary authority a
proposal for mobilisation of the Fund and, at the same time, a corresponding request for
transfer. In parallel, a trialogue could be organised in order to find an agreement on the
use of the Fund and the amounts required. The trialogue can take a simplified form.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I view this as a useful
instrument for supporting the workers, and particularly the younger workers, of the call
centre of the UK enterprise Talk Talk who have been made redundant in Ireland. Following
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, assistance for reintegration
in the labour market may be offered to 432 of the 592 workers made redundant following
the closure of the centre and outsourcing of services to India, the Philippines and South
Africa. I think that action is necessary since the EU fund will allow the workers access to
study and training courses, scholarships, tutoring and economic and professional support.
I therefore voted in favour of the proposal.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Ireland
in support of the 432 employees dismissed from Talk Talk Broadband Services and from
three of its suppliers in the telecommunications sector.

I regret that this particular company decided to ally itself with three main providers outside
the EU, where a large part of its operations has been transferred, reflecting a strategy which
is harmful to industrial jobs in the EU and, in general, to the EU 2020 strategy.

The negative consequences of globalisation, combined with the continuing economic crisis
affecting Ireland, further highlight the added value of EGF as a tool in EU social policy. The
targeted financial support which it provides for retraining and reintegration programmes
for workers affected by mass dismissals is particularly important. Furthermore, the support
which it provides is a practical expression of EU solidarity. The Irish Government is making
efforts to achieve budgetary rationalisation and drastic cuts in expenditure. EGF assistance
can contribute towards the battle against unemployment without significantly burdening
the efforts to consolidate the national budget.

Alf Svensson (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) Since 2009, I have as a rule voted against all
motions to mobilise the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. The Fund has grown,
developed, expanded its scope and received its own grant. It exists, and it will not disappear
in the foreseeable future. We therefore have to make the best of the situation. I chose to
abstain from voting on the report on the Globalisation Fund that was put to the vote. That
is because I feel the Fund is not the right instrument for helping employees who are hit by
structural changes. It is primarily structural changes that are actually needed in the individual
countries that have been hit. Instead, we in the EU should concentrate on supporting such
changes. Sweden has also implemented such changes over the years, since the global market
is changing. It is often a painful process, but it is indeed necessary in the long term.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text. I would like to
congratulate Frédéric Daerden on his excellent work in preparing, drafting and organising
the vote on his report. As far as the content is concerned, one of the European Parliament’s
priorities clearly must be to provide additional assistance to workers suffering from the
consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and help them to
reintegrate in the labour market.
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Finally, I must criticise Talk Talk on its decision to form alliances with three key non-EU
providers. That has resulted in a significant bulk of work being transferred, reflecting a
strategy that is detrimental to EU industrial jobs and to the Europe 2020 strategy.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 20 December 2006 established the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) in order to support workers who lose their jobs due to structural
changes in the context of the global economy. I agree with Ireland’s request to mobilise
the EGF in respect of 592 redundancies, of which 432 are targeted for assistance, in Talk
Talk Broadband Services (Ireland) Limited and three of its suppliers. I believe that the
European Commission should mobilise EUR 2 696 382 to assist with the reintegration
into employment of workers in Irish telecommunications companies. The financial package
now approved should be used to support measures in the areas of career guidance, individual
training and general information provided through specific employment channels.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) The EGF exists in order to provide
additional support for workers who are suffering from the impacts of globalisation and to
facilitate their re-integration into the labour market. This application from Ireland has been
reviewed; it relates to 592 workers who were made redundant. Talk Talk was a customer
service centre originally set up to provide services. It grew very rapidly and to address the
new challenges, it rationalised its systems and simplified its business processes, resulting
in a dramatic downturn in business.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund has been set up to provide additional support for workers suffering from the
consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns. The measures under
the Fund should complement those taken by national institutions. It is regrettable, therefore,
that the regulation allows EGF support to substitute social welfare payments required under
national legislation. For that reason, I abstained from the vote.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) In this part-session alone we have
voted on eight applications to mobilise the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. This
clearly shows the road to economic and social disaster along which the capitalist and
neoliberal policies are leading the EU countries. This application concerns 592 redundancies
in the telecommunications sector, of which 432 are targeted for assistance, in Talk Talk
Broadband Services (Ireland) Limited in Ireland and six of its suppliers related to the same
collective redundancy procedure. It involves the mobilisation of EUR 2 696 382 to provide
assistance to those workers made redundant as a result of the relocation of work to the
United Kingdom, India, the Philippines and South Africa. We are approving palliatives,
which may be temporarily useful, but the disease must really be attacked at the root: we
must break with these neoliberal policies which are leading us into the depths of despair
without any glimpse, even fleetingly, of a small ray of hope for the millions of workers and
their families who are losing the right to work and to a dignified life.

Report: Dominique Riquet (A7-0325/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Created in 2006, the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) seeks to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to changes in world trade. In 2009 its scope was broadened to include
support for victims of the financial crisis. This request from Sweden aims to assist
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543 people who were made redundant. It was supported by the European Parliament and
I voted for it.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of this report because I believe
that the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund to support workers
who suffered as a result of the EU economic and financial crisis is a good idea. During the
crisis, several Member States decided to consolidate their budgets. Most often this took the
form of slashing research and development programmes, and many companies in this
field reduced their output. With this funding, however, approximately 700 workers will
be reintegrated in the labour market through support to find a job, training and professional
retraining, funds for setting up a business and assistance for the reintegration of older
workers.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in 2006 in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering
from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist
their reintegration into the labour market. The scope of the EGF was broadened from 1
May 2009 to include support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the economic,
financial and social crisis. At this time when we are faced with a severe economic, financial
and social crisis, with one of the main consequences being increased unemployment, the
EU should use every means at its disposal to react, particularly as regards the support to
be provided to those who find themselves without a job. I therefore supported this report
which concerns the mobilisation of EUR 4 325 854 of the EGF for Sweden in order to
support 700 potential beneficiaries out of 987 redundancies in the pharmaceutical company
AstraZeneca.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) is an instrument to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made
redundant due to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. I
have voted in favour of mobilisation of the fund in the present case because there are no
problem areas and the application fulfils the eligibility criteria set up. Sweden has requested
assistance for the 987 workers dismissed in the pharmaceutical enterprise AstraZeneca.
The affected sites are located in four Swedish municipalities with the majority of the staff
made redundant in Lund; the closure of the site is a heavy burden for Lund and affects the
entire pharmaceutical sector in Sweden and the regional labour market.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF): application EGF/2011/015 SE/Astra Zeneca. The
EGF is designed to provide additional support to workers who have been made redundant
as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist their reintegration
in the labour market. I strongly support this initiative, which allows us to help Sweden to
deal with huge job losses (987 redundancies) in the pharmaceutical sector since its
application meets the conditions for deploying the EGF.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − In 2011, the pharmaceutical company AstraZeneca
closed two R&D sites and reduced its staff on two other sites creating 700 redundant
workers. While it is always a tragedy to have a large workforce face redundancy and a sad
indictment of the economic woes in which Europe finds itself, it is my belief that the EU
has been part architect of the current situation through austerity and cuts that have killed
consumer confidence and exacerbated the economic crisis. The EU should therefore not
be in a position to pour money into its failings. The EU is an outdated model that is not fit
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for purpose in a globalised market place. National bodies should have full jurisdiction over
trade and employment and forge partnerships with third countries to manage in times of
crisis and provide for their workforce in both good and bad times. Member States such as
the UK would have more financial aid to provide of their own accord without EU
membership and without the burden of red tape that being a member of the European
Union inevitably brings.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Thanks to the assistance they will receive from the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), 700 Swedish workers who were made
redundant will be able to cope with the difficulties involved in losing their job, and will
receive support and training to help them find a new job. I am in favour of granting this
assistance.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The globalisation of markets, on the one hand, and
the expiry of patents and growing share of the generics market, on the other hand, have
resulted in significant changes to the pharmaceutical industry, forcing it to make
adjustments, in an already tough environment, in order to retain its competitiveness.
Furthermore, global investments and biotechnological research are on the increase and,
given the climate of austerity in Europe, the state of R&D in the EU is cause for concern.
In the face of new investment patterns and strategies in the areas of biosciences,
biotechnology, pharmaceuticals and medical technology begun by third countries, European
companies, even those regarded as examples of success such as AstraZeneca, have been
forced to adapt their production to deal with the new challenges. For that reason I voted
in favour of this report which mobilises EUR 4 325 854 of the EGF for Sweden.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In view of the extremely serious social
consequences of the current economic and financial crisis, the European Union created
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in order to provide additional assistance
to workers affected by structural changes in world trade. This report concerns the proposal
for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the mobilisation of the
EGF, in accordance with point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006
between the EP, the Council and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound
financial management (application ‘EGF/2011/015 SE/AstraZeneca’ from Sweden). On
16 July 2012 the Commission adopted a new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation
of the EGF in favour of Sweden in order to support the reintegration of workers made
redundant due to the global crisis, following the aforementioned application submitted
on 23 December 2011. This is the sixth application submitted under the 2012 EU budget
and refers to the mobilisation of EUR 4 325 854. It is intended to mitigate the social effect
caused by 987 workers being made redundant by the Swedish company AstraZeneca. I
voted in favour of this proposal as it fulfils all of the eligibility criteria laid down by the
EGF Regulation.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report approves the mobilisation of
the EGF in the amount of EUR 4 325 854 in order to support the reintegration in the labour
market of 987 workers made redundant by AstraZeneca in Sweden, in the pharmaceutical
sector, due to ‘structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation’ – always the
same line ... – outsourcing and cuts made in R&D investment at European level. Unlike the
Asian communities which, during the recession, have increased their investment in R&D,
Europe, which is fixated with tackling the deficits, is restricting public support for R&D,
an approach that could last for years, with inevitable consequences on employment rates
and medical research. Each new mobilisation of this Fund can only merit our strongest
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condemnation and denunciation. This is the result of the policies imposed by the EU on
Europe. We need to find another approach.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
made redundant as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns caused by
globalisation and to help them rejoin the labour market. The Interinstitutional Agreement
of 17 May 2006 allows mobilisation of the EGF within an annual ceiling of EUR 500 million.
Sweden submitted an application for EGF mobilisation on 23 December 2011 in connection
with redundancies at AstraZeneca and supplemented it with additional information up to
16 April 2012. This application complies with the requirements for determining the
financial contributions as laid down in Article 10 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. The
Commission, therefore, proposes to mobilise an amount of EUR 4 325 854. I believe that
funds should be released from the EGF in order to provide a financial contribution with
respect to Sweden’s application.

Marian Harkin (ALDE),    in writing.  − I am pleased that MEPs have approved EGF funding
for AstraZeneca Sweden. There were 987 redundancies following the closures of the
company’s research and development sites in the municipalities of Lund and Umeå, and
limiting operations in Mölndal and Södertälje. 700 of these workers – those who are
expected to have the greatest difficulty gaining new employment – will be targeted for
support from the EGF. The package aims to help the workers by offering them occupational
guidance and job-search assistance, as well as vocational training and retraining, and aid
for self-employment. The pharmaceutical industry worldwide is increasingly reorganising
and consolidating in order to retain its competitiveness, so I am satisfied that the EGF is
yet again demonstrating clearly the EU’s added value in providing a safety net for those
who lose out as a result of these changes.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by Dominique Riquet on
the proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund (EGF) to help Sweden to cope with redundancies in the pharmaceutical sector. There
have been around 987 redundancies in this sector to date. This assistance was approved
by a large majority: 574 votes to 71, with 15 abstentions.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for Sweden. At times of economic crisis such as the
present, the EGF is an appropriate means of assistance, and not only to workers in difficulty.
Today’s vote involved about 700 redundancies at the pharmaceutical enterprise
AstraZeneca. The total amount mobilised is EUR 4 325 854.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I supported this application. One of the criteria for
the Commission’s assessment was the evaluation of the link between the redundancies and
major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. Swedish authorities
argue that the pharmaceutical sector is increasingly affected by globalisation. The
pharmaceutical industry is currently undergoing significant changes in order to retain its
competitiveness in a tough environment. Many companies are in a state of transition;
reorganisation, consolidation, mergers and acquisitions are being considered in order to
maintain growth centres. The industry is increasingly seeking synergies to hold down the
increasing costs of research and development (R&D) activities.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund supports workers who have been redundant as a direct result of the global financial
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and economic crisis. The eligibility criteria are met in this case. It is therefore appropriate
to give tailored aid to the people made redundant by Astra Zeneca in Sweden.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity which offers the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). This support is vital to help the
unemployed and victims of the relocations that occur in a globalised context. The number
of undertakings which are relocating is constantly on the increase, due to their taking
advantage of the cheaper labour costs which are available in various countries, particularly
China and India, to the detriment of those countries which respect workers’ rights. The
EGF is intended to help workers suffering the consequences of relocations, and it is vital
to facilitate access to a new job. In the past the EGF has been used by other countries in the
EU. This support must now be given to Sweden, which has submitted an application for
assistance for 987 redundancies, of which 700 are targeted for assistance, in the
pharmaceutical company AstraZeneca in Sweden.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report supporting
the mobilisation of EUR 4 325 854 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
targeting 700 of the 987 redundancies that have occurred in the company AstraZeneca,
which operates in the pharmaceutical sector in Lund in Sweden. The EGF provides additional
support to workers who are suffering the consequences of major structural changes in
world trade patterns and to assist their reintegration into the labour market. Sweden has
submitted an application for EGF assistance for redundancies that meets the conditions of
the EGF Regulation. It must now be ensured that the EGF assistance is used to support the
dismissed workers’ reintegration into the labour market and must not replace actions
which are the responsibility of companies by virtue of national law or collective agreements,
nor measures restructuring companies or sectors.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is the sixth application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 4 325 854
from the EGF for Sweden. The application cites 543 redundancies in AstraZeneca during
the four-month reference period from 15 June 2011 to 15 October 2011. I supported this
application.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 16 July 2012 the European
Commission adopted, under the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), a new
proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of Sweden in order to
support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant due to major
structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. This is the sixth application
to be examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of
EUR 4 325 854 from the EGF for 543 redundancies in AstraZeneca during the four-month
reference period from 15 June 2011 to 15 October 2011. A further 444 redundancies
(987 in total) occurred before and after the reference period and are related to the same
collective redundancy procedure. With this procedure having been assessed by all of the
parties involved, particularly the European Commission, and with the Committee on
Employment and Social Affairs having been associated to the process and being in favour
of the Fund being mobilised for Sweden, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was established to provide additional support for workers made redundant as a result
of major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation and to assist them
with their reintegration in the labour market. On 16 July 2012, the Commission therefore
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adopted a new proposal for a Decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of Sweden
in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant due
to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. Since in accordance
with the Commission’s assessment, the application fulfils the eligibility criteria set out by
the EGF Regulation, and underlining that the EGF was created as a separate specific
instrument with its own objectives and deadlines and that as such deserves a dedicated
allocation, which will avoid transfers from other budget lines, I voted in favour of the
proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Following the application for assistance submitted
by Sweden for 987 redundancies, 700 of which are targeted for assistance, in the
pharmaceutical company AstraZeneca, the Commission proposes to mobilise an amount
of EUR 4 325 854 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, which was created
in 2006 in order to ‘provide additional support to workers who are suffering from the
consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns’. I voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund has been created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
suffering from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns.
According to the provisions of point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006
on budgetary discipline and sound financial management and of Article 12 of Regulation
(EC) No 1927/2006, the Fund may not exceed a maximum amount of EUR 500 million,
drawn from the margin under the global expenditure ceiling from the previous year, and/or
from the cancelled commitment appropriations from the previous two years, excluding
those related to Heading 1b. The appropriate amounts are entered into the budget as a
provision as soon as the sufficient margins and/or cancelled commitments have been
identified. Concerning the procedure, in order to activate the Fund the Commission, in
case of a positive assessment of an application, presents to the budgetary authority a
proposal for mobilisation of the Fund and, at the same time, a corresponding request for
transfer. In parallel, a trialogue could be organised in order to find an agreement on the
use of the Fund and the amounts required. The trialogue can take a simplified (written)
form.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I take a positive view of the
timely assistance to 700 workers dismissed by the pharmaceutical enterprise AstraZeneca
through mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. The pharmaceutical
industry is making important changes in an attempt to retain competitiveness at a difficult
time and I am certain that the fund can help the workers affected to make the transition
to new employment. This package will offer the workers job-search assistance, occupational
guidance, training and retraining, and aid for self-employment. I therefore voted in favour
of the proposal.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 20 December 2006 established the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) in order to support workers who lose their jobs due to structural
changes in the context of the global economy. Sweden submitted a request to mobilise the
EGF for 543 redundancies in AstraZeneca during the four-month reference period (15
June 2011 to 15 October 2011). A further 444 redundancies (987 in total) occurred before
and after the reference period and were related to the same collective redundancy procedure.
I agree with the mobilisation of EUR 4 325 854 of the EGF in order to support the
reintegration of the workers into the labour market, which also includes incentives to
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encourage participation in the various measures undertaken, such as a job search allowance
of EUR 7 170 and a mobility allowance of EUR 500. I would also highlight that the EGF
support should be used for training and job search, instead of contributing directly to
unemployment benefits which are the responsibility of national institutions.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the report on the mobilisation
of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in response to Sweden’s application
in respect of AstraZeneca. The application requests assistance for 543 redundancies at
AstraZeneca from June to October 2011. A further 444 (987 in total) took place before
and after the reference period and were part of the same collective redundancies programme.

In the light of the fact that Sweden had a strong position in medical research, the collective
redundancies in AstraZeneca had not been expected, despite the worsening situation in
the pharmaceutical sector due to the rising dominance of generics and the outsourcing of
research and development activities to no-EU countries.

I believe that EGF funds should be allocated primarily to training and job search assistance.
The package includes a job search allowance of EUR 7 170 (calculated for an average
six-month period) and a mobility allowance of EUR 500. Access to EGF funding will help
the workers who were made redundant to reintegrate in the labour market.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) The EGF exists in order to provide
additional support for workers who are suffering from the impacts of globalisation and to
facilitate their re-integration into the labour market. This application from Sweden has
been reviewed. It relates to 987 persons affected by redundancies. The Swedish authorities
argue that, in the light of the fact that Sweden had a strong position in medical research,
the collective redundancies in AstraZeneca had not been expected. The worsening situation
in the pharmaceutical sector was more severe than anticipated and ultimately resulted in
these redundancies.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) Sweden meets the conditions for deploying
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund and is therefore clearly entitled to financial
assistance. The collective redundancies at AstraZeneca had not been expected, owing to
Sweden’s strong position in the field of medical research. The pharmaceutical sector must
contend with a rising number of generic medicines as patents gradually expire. At the same
time, Sweden is opposed to the continued existence of the EGF after 2013. For that reason,
I abstained from the vote.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report approves the mobilisation
of the EGF in the amount of EUR 4 325 854 in order to support the reintegration in the labour
market of 987 workers made redundant by AstraZeneca in Sweden, in the pharmaceutical
sector, due to what the Commission regards as structural changes in world trade patterns due
to globalisation, outsourcing and cuts made in R&D investment at European level. Unlike various
Asian countries which, during the recession, have increased their investment in R&D, the
EU’s policy, which is fixated with tackling the deficits, is to restrict public support for R&D,
an approach that could last for years, with inevitable consequences on employment rates
and medical research. We continue to disagree with the creation of a Fund that also serves
to legitimise the policy of redundancies and unemployment, without attacking its real
causes.
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Report: Alexander Alvaro (A7-0323/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Created in 2006, the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) seeks to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to changes in world trade. In 2009 its scope was broadened to include
support for victims of the financial crisis. This request from Spain aims to assist 878 people
who were made redundant. It was supported by the European Parliament and I voted for
it.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of this report because I believe
the workers affected by the economic and financial crisis must be helped to reintegrate in
the labour market. Metallurgy and construction were the main industries affected by the
reduction in global demand. Many companies in these industries have reduced their activity
or closed down. Shipbuilding is another sector where predictions are far from optimistic
and which will suffer many job losses in the future. This proposal must offer concrete
measures to support workers who were made redundant.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in 2006 in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering
from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist
their reintegration into the labour market. The scope of the EGF was broadened from 1
May 2009 to include support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the economic,
financial and social crisis. At this time when we are faced with a severe economic, financial
and social crisis, with one of the main consequences being increased unemployment, the
EU should use every means at its disposal to react, particularly as regards the support to
be provided to those who find themselves without a job. I therefore supported this report,
which concerns the mobilisation of EUR 2 029 235 of the EGF for Spain in order to support
450 potential beneficiaries out of 878 redundancies in 35 enterprises (‘Manufacture of
fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment’) in the region of Galicia.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I support this report because of
the impact the unfair competition that European shipyards face from those located in
emerging countries is having on this industry. Galicia accounts for 40 % of Spain’s
shipbuilding industry. I also agree that EGF assistance should be used specifically for the
outplacement of dismissed workers.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation.
The Commission has already issued a positive assessment and the proposal for mobilisation
is now being presented to Parliament as the budgetary authority. I have voted in favour of
mobilisation of the fund in the present case because there are no problem areas and the
application fulfils the eligibility criteria set up. Spain has requested assistance for 878
redundancies, 450 of which are targeted for assistance from the EGF, following redundancies
in 35 enterprises operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 25 (‘Manufacture of fabricated
metal products, except machinery and equipment’) in the NUTS II region of Galicia (ES11)
in Spain.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF): application EGF/2011/019 ES/Galicia Metal. The
EGF is designed to provide additional support to workers who have been made redundant
as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist their reintegration

289Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



in the labour market. I strongly support this initiative, which allows us to help Spain, and
the region of Galicia in particular, to deal with huge job losses (450 redundancies) in the
shipbuilding sector since its application meets the conditions for deploying the EGF.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − In 2011, 878 workers in the shipbuilding industry in
the region of Galicia lost their jobs. While it is always a tragedy to have a large workforce
face redundancy and a sad indictment of the economic woes in which Europe finds itself,
it is my belief that the EU has been part architect of the current situation through austerity
and cuts that have killed consumer confidence and exacerbated the economic crisis. The
EU should therefore not be in a position to pour money into its failings. The EU is an
outdated model that is not fit for purpose in a globalised market place. National bodies
should have full jurisdiction over trade and employment and forge partnerships with third
countries to manage in times of crisis and provide for their workforce in both good and
bad times. Member States such as the UK would have more financial aid to provide of their
own accord without EU membership and without the burden of red tape that being a
member of the European Union inevitably brings.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund is
going to allow 450 workers who were redundant to reintegrate in the labour market. The
resources available will provide the necessary support for each of them. I am in favour of
granting this assistance.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The financial assistance given to workers who have
been made redundant as a result of globalisation must be provided on an individual basis
and be aimed at their reintegration in the labour market. It should therefore be reiterated
that this assistance must not replace the normal responsibilities of companies and must
not be used to finance and restructure those companies. As I said last month in my
explanation of vote on report A7-0232/2012, the shipbuilding industry has been severely
affected by the current economic crisis, with its effects extending to those industries
supporting this sector. This is the situation which has occurred in Galicia and which has
led to the redundancy of 878 workers. I would add that these redundancies have occurred
in Galicia, a Spanish region which applied to the EGF in 2010 due to restructuring in the
textile sector and where the unemployment rate is already high. For all those reasons, I
voted in favour of this report.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In view of the extremely serious social
consequences of the current economic and financial crisis, the European Union created
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in order to provide additional assistance
to workers affected by structural changes in world trade. On 9 August 2012, further to
the application submitted by Spain on 28 December 2011, the Commission adopted a
new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of EUR 4 325 854. This is the 19th
application made by Spain to this Fund (EGF) – and the 10th to be examined under the
2012 budget – and is intended to minimise the social impact in Galicia (ES11) of
878 redundancies in 35 enterprises in the shipbuilding sector, which represents nearly
45 % of national production. Given that the aforementioned amount is intended to help
with the reintegration into employment of 450 workers in the metallurgical sector and
that the application, according to the opinion of the Committee on Budgets, fulfils all of
the eligibility criteria, I voted in favour of the report by Alexander Alvaro and hope for a
rapid recovery in the economic fabric of these regions.
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João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This is Spain’s 19th application for EGF
mobilisation since the Fund’s inception. It concerns another 878 workers in the shipbuilding
industry who have been made redundant by 35 enterprises in the region of Galicia. The
justification has been repeated countless times: major structural changes in world trade
patterns due to globalisation. Although we support this mobilisation, as it is essential to
support these workers, we would reiterate our reservations and criticisms regarding the
perversity of this Fund. It would have been better for measures to have been taken to avoid
the unemployment of these workers. We cannot fail to draw parallels with the situation
of Estaleiros Navais de Viana do Castelo, where the workers are fighting to maintain the
public nature of the enterprise, which is strategically important, and to keep their jobs.
Privatisation, which we strongly oppose, would leave the jobs of hundreds of workers at
the mercy of the interests of any future multinational owner (and of the division of work
as it saw fit).

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
made redundant as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns caused by
globalisation and to help them rejoin the labour market. The scope of the EGF was
broadened for applications submitted from 1 May 2009 to 30 December 2011 to include
support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the global financial and economic
crisis. On 28 December 2011, Spain submitted an application to mobilise the EGF, in
respect of 878 redundancies in 35 enterprises operating in the NACE Rev. 2 Division 25
(‘Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment’) in the NUTS
II region of Galicia (ES11), and supplemented the application by additional information
up to 28 May 2012. This application complies with the requirements for determining the
financial contributions as laid down in Article 10 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. The
Commission, therefore, proposes to mobilise an amount of EUR 2 029 235.

Marian Harkin (ALDE),    in writing.  − The European Commission rightly noted that the
global financial crisis has had a significant negative impact on the development of Europe’s
shipbuilding industry. Production at European shipyards has decreased, and according to
CESA the shipbuilding workforce in Europe declined by 23 % over the past three years. In
Galicia, the figure was even worse, at 30 %, for a sector which represents 45 % of the Spanish
shipbuilding industry. Unemployment in Galicia rose from 8 % at the end of 2008 to
17.25 % in late 2011. I therefore welcome the EGF aid for 450 workers, which will include
occupational guidance and accompaniment towards business creation or self-employment,
as well as general re-training and vocational training, among other measures. I was
particularly pleased to see that some funding will be reserved for contribution to commuting
expenses and assistance for carers of dependent persons. As some of my MEP colleagues
will know, I am a strong advocate of supporting carers and I congratulate the authors of
this application for their progressive thinking.

Gunnar Hökmark (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) Today we voted for eight reports on the use
of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. Ever since the Fund was established in
2006, we have always previously abstained from voting: since we were against the Fund
from the outset because we did not feel that the Fund was the right instrument for helping
employees who are hit by structural changes. The Fund has now grown, developed and
received its own grant. It exists, and it will not disappear in the foreseeable future. We have
therefore now decided to take a position on every single case; whether it meets the very
strict requirements for cofinancing and long-term measures for generating employment
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that are imposed on applicants. In this case, we felt that the applicants meet these
requirements. Within the framework of work on the budget and long-term budget, we
continue to support a more effective, long-term instrument for increasing employment,
confronting structural changes and increasing flexibility in the labour market.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by Alexander Alvaro on
the proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund (EGF) to help Spain to cope with redundancies in the shipbuilding sector. This
assistance was approved by a large majority: 570 votes to 71, with 13 abstentions.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
was created in 2006 in order to provide a tangible response to workers made redundant
as a result of globalisation, and in 2009 its scope was broadened to include workers made
redundant as a result of the current financial and economic crisis, in order to assist their
reintegration in the labour market. Today we approved the mobilisation of a total of
EUR 4 325 854 for 878 redundancies in 35 shipbuilding enterprises operating in the
region of Galicia in Spain.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this proposal. One of the criteria for the
Commission’s assessment was the evaluation of the link between the redundancies and
major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. The Spanish
authorities explain that the shipbuilding industry consists of three main areas of activity:
manufacture of other transport equipment (NACE Revision 2 Division 30), repair and
installation of machinery and equipment (NACE Revision 2 Division 33) and manufacture
of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment (NACE Revision 2 Division
25). The enterprises concerned by the application are manufacturers of fabricated metal
products which operate in the shipbuilding ancillary industry. Citing data from the
Community of European Shipyards Association (CESA) and the Gerencia del Sector Naval
(GSN), which is a body under the Spanish ministry of industry, the Spanish authorities
argue that the global financial crisis changed several of the conditions and expectations
for the future development of the shipbuilding market. Order books of European yards
decreased both in CGT and value terms as an effect of the global economic crisis. The
European order book dropped from 13.69 million CGT to 9.47 million CGT between
2008 and 2009, and further to 6.39 million CGT in 2010.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund supports workers who have been redundant as a direct result of the global financial
and economic crisis. The eligibility criteria are met in this case. It is therefore appropriate
to give tailored aid to the people made redundant by Galicia Metal in Spain.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity which offers the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). This support is vital to help the
unemployed and victims of the relocations that occur in a globalised context. The number
of undertakings which are relocating is constantly on the increase, due to their taking
advantage of the cheaper labour costs which are available in various countries, particularly
China and India, to the detriment of those countries which respect workers’ rights. The
EGF is intended to help workers suffering the consequences of relocations, and it is vital
to facilitate access to a new job. In the past the EGF has been used by other countries in the
EU. This support must now be given to Spain, which has submitted an application for
assistance for 878 redundancies, of which 450 are targeted for EGF assistance, following
redundancies in 35 enterprises operating in the NACE Revision 2 Division 25 (‘Manufacture
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of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment’) in the NUTS II region of
Galicia (ES11) in Spain.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report supporting
the mobilisation of EUR 2 029 235 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
targeting 450 of the 878 redundancies that have occurred in 35 companies within the
shipbuilding sector in Galicia in Spain. The EGF provides additional support to workers
who are suffering the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns
and to assist their reintegration into the labour market. Spain has submitted an application
for EGF assistance for redundancies that meets the conditions of the EGF Regulation. It
must now be ensured that the EGF assistance is used to support the dismissed workers’
reintegration into the labour market and must not replace actions which are the
responsibility of companies by virtue of national law or collective agreements, nor measures
restructuring companies or sectors.

Ana Miranda (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Parliament has approved
EUR 2 029 235 to facilitate the reintegration of workers made redundant in the
metallurgical sector. As MEP for Galicia, I supported this decision, despite feeling that this
is not what the industry needs in order to stop the constant rise in unemployment. Over
10 000 jobs have disappeared in the sector due to the lack of an alternative to tax lease for
the Galician shipbuilding industry, added to which is the veto on construction in the
Navantia Ferrol shipyard. This huge problem cannot be solved with a quick fix of
EUR 2 million for 500 unemployed workers, when thousands of jobs have been lost in
the last year alone. In this respect, we call on the European Commission to adopt a final
decision once and for all: a preferential alternative tax system for the shipbuilding industry
in Galicia, which has been in suspense since the withdrawal of the tax lease system which,
in practice, was designed to ensure that Galician shipyards competed on a level playing
field with their counterparts across the EU. The ban on construction in the Navantia Ferrol
shipyard also needs to be lifted. Both measures would form a genuine and effective way of
generating jobs in the metallurgical sector in Galicia, where the unemployment rate is
around 22 %.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is the tenth application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 4 325 854
from the EGF for Spain and constitutes Spain’s 19th application for EGF mobilisation since
the Fund’s inception. The application cites 878 redundancies in 35 enterprises operating
in manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment in the
region of Galicia during the nine-month reference period from 23 March 2011 to 23
December 2011. I am in favour.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 9 August 2012 the European
Commission adopted, under the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), a new
proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of Spain in order to support
the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant due to major structural
changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. This is the 10th application to be
examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of
EUR 4 325 854 from the EGF for 878 redundancies in 35 enterprises operating in the
NACE Revision 2 Division 25 (‘Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery
and equipment’) in the region of Galicia (ES11) during the nine-month reference period
between 23 March 2011 and 23 December 2011. With this procedure having been assessed
by all of the parties involved, particularly the European Commission, and with the
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Committee on Employment and Social Affairs having been associated to the process and
being in favour of the Fund being mobilised for Spain, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers being laid off as a
consequence of major structural changes in world trade patterns. On 9 August 2012, the
Commission adopted a new proposal for a Decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of Spain in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made
redundant due to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. In
accordance with Commission’s assessment, the application fulfils the eligibility criteria set
up by the EGF Regulation, and underlining the importance of ensuring a rapid procedure
with due respect of the Interinstitutional Agreement for the adoption of Decisions on the
mobilisation of the fund, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Following the application submitted by Spain to
mobilise the EGF in respect of redundancies in 878 enterprises in the region of Galicia, the
Commission proposes to mobilise an amount of EUR 2 029 235. I voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour. Between
March and December 2011, 878 workers involved in the manufacture of fabricated metal
products, except machinery and equipment, were made redundant in Galicia. By 570 votes
to 71, with 13 abstentions, the European Parliament voted in plenary in Strasbourg to
allocate more than EUR 2 million from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF)
to facilitate the outplacement of 51 % of those made redundant. The Spanish authorities
requested the EGF financing for the metal sector in December 2010. The Galician
shipbuilding sector represents 45 % of the Spanish shipbuilding sector and the economic
crisis means a future complication for the sector, which has seen a 30 % reduction in its
Galician workforce. The unemployment rate in that region rose from 8 % at the end of
2008 to 17.25 % in the third quarter of 2011.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I take a positive view of the
mobilisation of the fund for the Spanish enterprise because at this particular time the
economic and financial crisis is forcing many enterprises to make increasing numbers of
workers redundant. This action is necessary to avoid the worsening of an already complex
employment situation in Galicia. In particular, new orders in the shipbuilding sector fell
by 43 % in 2011, and considering the specific conditions of the region I think that the fund
should be mobilised in order to assist in the reintegration of the workers made redundant,
and to provide rapid and effective assistance to the local labour market. I therefore voted
in favour.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Spain in
support of the 878 employees dismissed from 35 companies in the metalworking sector
in the Galicia region.

The economy of that region has suffered a severe blow, because opening up to the globalised
market has adversely affected significant sectors of the economy, including this one. This,
in combination with the problems faced by the textile sector in the same region, has made
Galicia one of the most economically vulnerable regions in Spain.

The negative consequences of globalisation, in conjunction with the continuing economic
crisis affecting Spain, further highlights the added value of EGF as an EU policy tool. The
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targeted financial support which it provides for retraining and reintegration programmes
for workers affected by mass dismissals is particularly important. Furthermore, the support
which it provides is a practical expression of EU solidarity. The Spanish regions are
undergoing a process of rationalisation and drastic cuts. EGF assistance can contribute
towards the battle against unemployment without significantly burdening the budgetary
consolidation efforts for Spain’s national and regional budgets.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 20 December 2006 established the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) in order to support workers who lose their jobs due to structural
changes in the context of the global economy. Spain submitted an application to mobilise
the EGF in respect of 878 redundancies, 450 of which are targeted for assistance, in 35
enterprises operating in the NACE Revision 2 Division 25 (‘Manufacture of fabricated metal
products, except machinery and equipment’) due to new orders having inexplicably fallen
by 43 %. I agree with the mobilisation of EUR 2 029 235 to support the reintegration of
workers, particularly through training measures aimed at creating high value added jobs
and thus avoiding the relocation of the knowledge acquired in this industrial sector. It
should also be reiterated that the EGF must not replace the legal and financial responsibilities
of Spanish companies, as this is additional support granted by the European Union to
mitigate the social difficulties that workers will have to face.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the report on the mobilisation
of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in response to the application concerning
Galicia Metal from, Spain. The Spanish application asks for a total of EUR 4 325 854 to
assist with a total of 878 redundancies in the period from March to December 2011 across
35 metal manufacturers in Galicia. Redundancies in shipbuilding’s ancillary sectors further
affect the state of the labour market in Galicia, where the main industries were fishing,
automobile production, textiles, natural stone extraction and shipyards.

Considering the impact of the crisis, the redundant workers’ employment prospects are
not optimistic. However, EGF assistance must not replace actions that are the responsibility
of companies by virtue of national law or collective agreements, nor measures restructuring
companies or sectors. We call on the Spanish Government to report to the European
Parliament and the Commission annually on the rate of re-employment of the workers
assisted under the EGF.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) The EGF exists in order to provide
additional support for workers who are suffering from the impacts of globalisation and to
facilitate their re-integration into the labour market. This application from Spain has been
reviewed. It relates to 878 persons affected by redundancies. The enterprises concerned
by the application are manufacturers of fabricated metal products which operate in the
shipbuilding ancillary industry. The global financial crisis changed several of the conditions
and expectations for the future development of the shipbuilding market, with order books
decreasing dramatically.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The redundancies in the shipbuilding ancillary
industry will exacerbate the difficult employment situation in the region of Galicia.
Assistance from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund therefore appears essential.
The Spanish authorities acted promptly to implement measures, ahead of the decision on
EGF support for the proposed package. However, promptness has not translated into
quality: the information on the training measures does not describe in which sectors the
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workers are likely to find employment and if the package has been adapted to the region’s
future economic prospects. For that reason, I abstained from the vote.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This is Spain’s 19th application for
EGF mobilisation since the Fund’s inception. It concerns 878 workers in the shipbuilding
industry who have been made redundant by 35 enterprises in the region of Galicia. The
justification for this has been repeated countless times: major structural changes in world
trade patterns due to globalisation. Although we support this mobilisation, as we consider
that it is essential to support these workers, we would reiterate our reservations and
criticisms regarding this Fund, as we feel it would have been better for measures to have
been taken to prevent this unemployment. For that reason, we desperately need a different
approach for Europe, which must be a Europe in which workers’ labour and social rights
are recognised, and not this EU where, instead of offering workers a dignified life, we try
to pay them off with short-term compensatory measures.

Report: Frédéric Daerden (A7-0334/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Created in 2006, the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) seeks to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to changes in world trade. In 2009 its scope was broadened to include
support for victims of the financial crisis. This request from the Netherlands aims to assist
435 people who were made redundant. It was supported by the European Parliament and
I voted for it.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for this report because I support the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund to support the reintegration
in the labour market of workers who were made redundant as a result of the global crisis.
The construction industry in the Netherlands, and in the European Union as a whole, was
greatly affected by the crisis, which also affected infrastructure and housing development
programmes. This caused high levels of unemployment in Gelderland, particularly in the
construction industry.

The regional authorities there have taken a series of measures to support 435 workers who
were affected, including job search assistance, training and professional retraining, job
placement and financing for business creation.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in 2006 in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering
from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist
their reintegration into the labour market. The scope of the EGF was broadened from 1
May 2009 to include support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the economic,
financial and social crisis. At this time when we are faced with a severe economic, financial
and social crisis, with one of the main consequences being increased unemployment, the
EU should use every means at its disposal to react, particularly as regards the support to
be provided to those who find themselves without a job. I therefore supported this report
which concerns the mobilisation of EUR 2 898 594 of the EGF for the Netherlands in order
to support 435 potential beneficiaries out of 516 redundancies in 54 enterprises
(‘Construction of buildings’) in the region of Gelderland.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Once again I have voted in favour of mobilisation
of the fund in the present case because there are no problem areas and the application
fulfils the eligibility criteria set up. This is eighth proposal for the mobilisation of the Fund
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submitted to the Budget Authority in 2012 for a total amount of EUR 2 898 594 at the
request of the Netherlands during the nine-month reference period from 1 February 2011
to 1 November 2011. I believe that this mobilisation can support the reintegration in the
labour market of workers made redundant due to structural changes in world trade patterns
due to globalisation: it concerns 516 redundancies, of which 435 are targeted for assistance,
in 54 enterprises operating in NACE Revision 2 Division 41 (‘Construction of buildings’)
in the NUTS II region of Gelderland (NL22) in the Netherlands.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF): application EGF/2011/009 NL/Gelderland. The
EGF is designed to provide additional support to workers who have been made redundant
as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist their reintegration
in the labour market. I strongly support this initiative, which allows us to help the
Netherlands to deal with huge job losses (in 54 enterprises) in the construction sector since
its application meets the conditions for deploying the EGF.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − While it is always a tragedy to have a large workforce
face redundancy and a sad indictment of the economic woes in which Europe finds itself,
it is my belief that the EU has been part architect of the current situation through austerity
and cuts that have killed consumer confidence and exacerbated the economic crisis. The
EU should therefore not be in a position to pour money into its failings. The EU is an
outdated model that is not fit for purpose in a globalised market place. National bodies
should have full jurisdiction over trade and employment and forge partnerships with third
countries to manage in times of crisis and provide for their workforce in both good and
bad times. Member States such as the UK would have more financial aid to provide of their
own accord without EU membership and without the burden of red tape that being a
member of the European Union inevitably brings.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The Dutch construction sector has been one of the
numerous victims of the crisis and I am pleased that a tool such as the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) exists to facilitate the transition of workers who
have been made redundant to new jobs. I approve the mobilisation of the EGF to support
the more than 400 construction workers who lost their jobs.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report, which provides for
the mobilisation of the EGF in a total amount of EUR 2 898 594 for the Netherlands, which
is intended to support 616 redundancies in the rolling sector serving the automotive
industry. However, I regret that the Netherlands, as an EU Member State, has opposed the
extension of the ‘crisis exemption’ for the current EGF, which has allowed financial assistance
to be provided to workers made redundant as a result of the current economic and financial
crisis and not just to those who have lost their jobs due to structural changes in world trade
patterns, thus compromising the future of the EGF after 2013.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Frédéric Daerden concerns
the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), in accordance with
point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the EP, the Council
and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management (application
‘EGF/2011/009 NL/Gelderland Construction 41’ from the Netherlands). This is the eighth
application examined under the 2012 EU budget, having been submitted to the Commission
on 15 December 2011, and refers to the mobilisation of an amount of EUR 2 898 594. It
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is intended to mitigate the social effects of 516 redundancies in 54 enterprises in the
construction sector in the NUTS II region of Gelderland (NL22) in the Netherlands. Given
that the application fulfils all of the eligibility criteria, I voted for this proposal to mobilise
the EGF in favour of the Netherlands, which embodies the reasons why the EU created this
Fund. I hope for a rapid recovery in the economic fabric of the Dutch regions affected.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The intolerable stream of requests to mobilise
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund demonstrates the inhumanity of capitalism
and the magnitude of its structural crisis. In this case, another 435 workers have been made
redundant in the construction sector in the Netherlands. The justification given by
employers for these redundancies is the sharp drop in demand or, in other words, the fall
in consumption and purchasing power, accompanied by the difficulty in obtaining credit.
These are the same arguments as used on other occasions. Our support for mobilising the
Fund stems from the evident need to support those workers made redundant. However,
we in no way accept as legitimate the policy of redundancies and the failure by employers
to assume responsibility. We need investment policies that will create and maintain jobs
with rights, and not this never-ending destruction of productive forces and jobs.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
made redundant as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns caused by
globalisation and to help them rejoin the labour market. The scope of the EGF was
broadened for applications submitted from 1 May 2009 to 30 December 2011 to include
support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the global financial and economic
crisis. The Netherlands submitted an application on 15 December 2011 to mobilise the
EGF in respect of redundancies in 54 enterprises operating in the NACE Revision 2 Division
41 (‘Construction of buildings’) in the NUTS II region of Gelderland (NL22), and
supplemented the application by additional information up to 11 June 2012. This
application complies with the requirements for determining the financial contributions
as laid down in Article 10 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. I think that it is justifiable to
release resources in order to provide a final contribution in connection with the Netherlands’
application in the sum of EUR 2 898 594.

Marian Harkin (ALDE),    in writing.  − In my home country, Ireland, we are intimately
familiar with the perils associated with downturns in the construction sector. It brings me
no pleasure to note that other EU countries are experiencing similar or related difficulties.
I agree with Commission Andor, who noted earlier this year that the construction sector
in Gelderland, Netherlands, has been hit particularly hard by the effects of the global crisis
and its job-seekers are facing difficulties in finding new employment. The Netherlands
applied for EGF support for 516 workers who lost their jobs at 54 small and medium-sized
construction enterprises operating in Gelderland, which with 2 million inhabitants is the
Netherlands’ biggest province, and an area where construction is a major employer. The
package aims to help workers by offering them job-search assistance, vocational training,
and entrepreneurship courses. I also welcome the inclusion of the innovative ‘flexpool’ in
their EGF application – a flexible pool providing links for both job-seekers and employers
in the construction sector, which can offer temporary employment so that retrained workers
gain new work experience.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by Frédéric Daerden on
the proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund (EGF) to help the Netherlands to cope with redundancies in the construction sector.
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There have been around 516 redundancies in this sector to date. This assistance was
approved by a large majority: 572 votes to 63, with 13 abstentions.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) proposed in Mr Daerden’s report. Today’s vote dealt
with an application for mobilisation concerning 516 redundancies, of which 435 are
targeted for assistance, in 54 enterprises operating in construction of buildings in the
Gelderland province of the Netherlands. The total amount requested by the Commission
was EUR 2 898 594. I would like to underline, more generally, the important role played
by the EGF, which has shown itself in recent years to be a useful and effective resource for
combating unemployment coming about as a consequence of globalisation and the
economic crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this proposal. One of the criteria for the
Commission’s assessment was the evaluation of the link between the redundancies and
major structural changes in world trade patterns or the financial crisis. The Dutch authorities
argue that the construction sector in the Netherlands as well as in the entire European
Union has been severely affected by the crisis. Loans to the construction sector and to
individuals have been drastically reduced, prices of the construction materials increased
while the demand for new houses decreased due to declining consumer confidence and
the lack of liquidity.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund supports workers who have been redundant as a direct result of the global financial
and economic crisis. The eligibility criteria are met in this case. It is therefore appropriate
to give tailored aid to the people made redundant by Gelderland in the Netherlands.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity which offers the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). This support is vital to help the
unemployed and victims of the relocations that occur in a globalised context. The number
of undertakings which are relocating is constantly on the increase, due to their taking
advantage of the cheaper labour costs which are available in various countries, particularly
China and India, to the detriment of those countries which respect workers’ rights. The
EGF is intended to help workers suffering the consequences of relocations, and it is vital
to facilitate access to a new job. In the past the EGF has been used by other countries in the
EU. This support must now be given to the Netherlands, which has submitted an application
for assistance for 516 redundancies, of which 435 are targeted for assistance, in
54 enterprises operating in the NACE Revision 2 Division 41 (‘Construction of buildings’)
in the NUTS II region of Gelderland (NL22) in the Netherlands.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report supporting
the mobilisation of EUR 2 898 594 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
targeting 435 of the 516 redundancies that have occurred in the company in Gelderland
Construction, which operates in the construction sector in Gelderland in the Netherlands.
The EGF provides additional support to workers who are suffering the consequences of
major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist their reintegration into the
labour market. The Netherlands has submitted an application for EGF assistance for
redundancies that meets the conditions of the EGF Regulation. It must now be ensured
that the EGF assistance is used to support the dismissed workers’ reintegration into the
labour market and must not replace actions which are the responsibility of companies by
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virtue of national law or collective agreements, nor measures restructuring companies or
sectors.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is the eighth application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 2 898 594
from the EGF for the Netherlands. It concerns 516 redundancies, of which 435 are targeted
for assistance, in 54 enterprises operating in construction of buildings in the region of
Gelderland in the Netherlands during the nine-month reference period from 1
February 2011 to 1 November 2011.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 16 July 2012 the European
Commission adopted, under the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), a new
proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of the Netherlands in order
to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant due to the
global economic and financial crisis. This is the eighth application to be examined under
the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 2 898 594 from
the EGF for 516 redundancies, of which 435 are targeted for assistance, in 54 enterprises
operating in the NACE Revision 2 Division 41 (‘Construction of buildings’) in the NUTS II
region of Gelderland (NL22) during the nine-month reference period from 1 February 2011
to 1 November 2011. With this procedure having been assessed by all of the parties
involved, particularly the European Commission, and with the Committee on Employment
and Social Affairs having been associated to the process and being in favour of the Fund
being mobilised for the Netherlands, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers being laid off as a
consequence of major structural changes in world trade patterns. On 16 July 2012, the
Commission adopted a new proposal for a Decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of the Netherlands in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of
workers made redundant due to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to
the global economic crisis. In accordance with the Commission’s assessment, the application
fulfils the eligibility criteria set up by the EGF Regulation, and underlining the importance
of ensuring a rapid procedure with due respect of the Interinstitutional Agreement for the
adoption of Decisions on the mobilisation of the fund, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Following the application for assistance submitted
by the Netherlands for 516 redundancies, 435 of which are targeted for assistance, in
54 enterprises operating in the NACE Revision 2 Division 41 (‘Construction of buildings’)
in the NUTS II region of Gelderland (NL22), the Commission proposes to mobilise an
amount of EUR 2 898 594 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, which was
created in 2006 in order to ‘provide additional support to workers who are suffering from
the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns’. I voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund has been created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
suffering from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns.
According to the provisions of point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006
on budgetary discipline and sound financial management and of Article 12 of Regulation
(EC) No 1927/2006 the Fund may not exceed a maximum amount of EUR 500 million,
drawn from the margin under the global expenditure ceiling from the previous year, and/or
from the cancelled commitment appropriations from the previous two years, excluding
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those related to Heading 1b. The appropriate amounts are entered into the budget as a
provision as soon as the sufficient margins and/or cancelled commitments have been
identified. Concerning the procedure, in order to activate the Fund, the Commission, in
the event of a positive assessment of an application, presents to the budgetary authority a
proposal for mobilisation of the Fund and, at the same time, a corresponding request for
transfer. In parallel, a trialogue is organised in order to find an agreement on the use of the
Fund and the amounts required. The trialogue can take a simplified (written) form.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The construction sector in
Gelderland has been particularly hard hit by the recession and those made redundant in
the sector are struggling to find new employment. The Netherlands has made an application
concerning 516 redundancies, of which 435 are targeted for assistance, in 54 smaller and
medium-sized enterprises operating in construction of buildings in the Gelderland, the
largest province in the country with about two million inhabitants and where the sector
is an important source of jobs. Through this assistance we can provide support to those
made redundant, including the Flexpool programme, a flexible pool for both job-seekers
and employers in the construction sector that can offer temporary employment in order
to gain experience in a new profession. I therefore voted in favour.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of the
Netherlands in support of the 435 workers dismissed from 54 companies active in the
construction sector. The reference period for this report is the nine-month period from 1
February to 1 November 2011. During that time, the ‘crisis derogation’ was in force,
allowing the provision of financial aid to workers who were dismissed as a result of the
current financial and economic crisis, and the increase in the rate of cofinancing. I regret
that despite the continuing crisis, the Council blocked the extension of this derogation.
The case of the Netherlands is the best demonstration of the fact that this financial
instrument does not confine its operation to countries facing economic and budgetary
challenges, but may prove equally useful in helping dismissed workers to reintegrate into
the labour market even in economically robust countries. This in turn underlines the
importance of that Fund, and shows how necessary it is that it should continue to operate
for the duration of the forthcoming multiannual financial framework 2014-2020.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report. I would like to
congratulate Frédéric Daerden on his remarkable work in preparing, drafting and organising
the vote on his report. As far as the content is concerned, one of the European Parliament’s
priorities clearly must be to provide additional assistance to workers suffering from the
consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and help them to
reintegrate in the labour market.

However, I must take this opportunity to express my regret about the Council’s decision
to block the extension of the ‘crisis derogation’, allowing to provide financial assistance to
workers made redundant as a result of the current financial and economic crisis in addition
to those losing their job because of changes in global trade patterns, and allowing the
increase in the rate of Union cofinancing to 65 % of the programme costs, for applications
submitted after the 31 December 2011 deadline. I call on the Council to reintroduce this
measure without delay.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 20 December 2006 established the European Globalisation
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Adjustment Fund (EGF) in order to support workers who lose their jobs due to structural
changes in the context of the global economy. I agree with the request made by the
Netherlands to mobilise the EGF for 516 redundancies, of which 435 are targeted for
assistance, in 54 enterprises operating in the NACE Revision 2 Division 41 (‘Construction
of buildings’) in the NUTS II region of Gelderland during the nine-month reference period
(1 February 2011 to 1 November 2011). I believe that the European Commission should
mobilise EUR 2 898 594 to assist with the reintegration into employment of workers in
Dutch construction companies. The financial package now approved should be used to
support measures in the areas of career guidance, individual training and general
information provided through specific employment channels.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the report on the mobilisation
of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in the Netherlands. The application asks
for EUR 2 898 594 to assist with 516 redundancies across 54 construction businesses in
the Gelderland region between February and November 2011. The construction industry
is a major employer and the Gelderland redundancies have had a negative impact on the
local communities. In the same industry, 4 100 jobs had already been lost in 2010, and
youth unemployment rose by 10 % in 2011.

I would like to reiterate the importance of the employability of workers, especially in
elementary professions, which should be improved by means of tailored training and the
recognition of skills and competences gained throughout one’s professional career. I
welcome the fact that the EGF funds will be used exclusively for training and outplacement
assistance.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The Netherlands meets the conditions of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund Regulation. The construction sector is a major
employer in Gelderland and the redundancies will be deeply felt, which is why it is necessary
to ensure that workers are able to rejoin the labour market. At the same time, the
Netherlands has opposed the extension of the crisis derogation for the current EGF,
jeopardising its future. For that reason, I abstained from the vote.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This is yet another request to mobilise
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in a case of mass redundancies. This request,
made by the Netherlands, involves support for 435 workers made redundant in the
construction sector, with the justification given by employers for these redundancies being
the sharp drop in demand or, in other words, the fall in consumption and purchasing
power, accompanied by the difficulty in obtaining credit. Rather than this Fund, which to
a certain extent legitimises the policy of redundancies and supports employers in this
decision, what workers need is investment policies which create and maintain jobs with
rights.

Report: Frédéric Daerden (A7-0324/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Created in 2006, the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) seeks to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to changes in world trade. In 2009 its scope was broadened to include
support for victims of the financial crisis. This request from the Netherlands aims to assist
616 people who were made redundant. It was supported by the European Parliament and
I voted for it.
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Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for this report because I support the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund to assist workers affected
by the crisis in Netherlands, where the aluminium sector suffered a great reduction in
demand, like the rest of the Union. This had a negative impact on the Dutch aluminium
industry, but also the construction and transport industries. It is why the support measures
are welcome, especially the tailored packages for workers who were made redundant.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in 2006 in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering
from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist
their reintegration into the labour market. The scope of the EGF was broadened from 1
May 2009 to include support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the economic,
financial and social crisis. At this time when we are faced with a severe economic, financial
and social crisis, with one of the main consequences being increased unemployment, the
EU should use every means at its disposal to react, particularly as regards the support to
be provided to those who find themselves without a job. I therefore supported this report
which concerns the mobilisation of EUR 1 494 008 of the EGF for the Netherlands in order
to support 616 redundancies, of which 478 redundancies are in Zalco Aluminium Zeeland
Company NV, 18 redundancies in its supplier ECL Services Netherlands bv and 120 in
Start.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation.
The Commission has already issued a positive assessment and the proposal for mobilisation
is now being presented to Parliament as the budgetary authority. I voted in favour of
mobilisation of the fund in the present case because there are no problem areas and the
application fulfils the eligibility criteria set up. This is the ninth application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 1 494 008
from the EGF for the Netherlands. It concerns 616 redundancies, all of which are targeted
for assistance, in Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV and in two supplier firms (ECL
Services Netherlands BV and Start).

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF): application EGF/2011/021 NL/Zalco. The EGF is
designed to provide additional support to workers who have been made redundant as a
result of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist their reintegration
in the labour market. I strongly support this initiative, which allows us to help the
Netherlands to deal with Zalco Aluminium’s bankruptcy and to support the 616 people
who were made redundant, since the application meets the conditions for deploying the
EGF.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The more than 600 people who lost their jobs in
the Netherlands as a result of the problems in the country’s aluminium sector will benefit
from the mobilisation of the EGF, which will support them in their transition to future
jobs. I support this action.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Frédéric Daerden concerns
the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), in accordance with
point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the EP, the Council

303Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management (application
‘EGF/2011/021 NL/Zalco’ from the Netherlands). On 9 August 2012 the Commission
adopted a new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of the
Netherlands in order to support the reintegration of workers made redundant due to the
global crisis. This is the ninth application submitted under the 2012 EU budget, having
been submitted to the Commission on 28 December 2011, and refers to the mobilisation
of an amount of EUR 1 494 008. It is intended to mitigate the social effect caused by
616 redundancies in two companies supplying aluminium products (‘ECL Services
Netherlands bv’ and ‘Start’) in the Netherlands. Given that the application fulfils all of the
eligibility criteria, I voted for this proposal to mobilise the EGF and hope for a rapid recovery
in the economic fabric of the Dutch regions affected.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The stream of requests to mobilise the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in cases of mass redundancies is shocking. This
case involves another two applications by the Netherlands: 1 051 redundancies in
57 companies in the construction sector and in the rolling sector serving the automotive
industry. The justification given for these redundancies, in both sectors, is the sharp drop
in demand, accompanied by the difficulty in obtaining credit. They in fact provide a clear
demonstration and evidence of the economic and financial crisis and of the current processes
of concentration and centralisation of capital. Each new mobilisation of this Fund clearly
adds to the case against the EU and the policies that it advocates and implements. Rather
than palliatives (albeit necessary), we urgently need a new policy, which guarantees the
right to work and to improved living conditions for workers and citizens in Europe.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
made redundant as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns caused by
globalisation and to help them rejoin the labour market. The Interinstitutional Agreement
of 17 May 2006 allows the mobilisation of the EGF within the annual ceiling of
EUR 500 million. The Netherlands submitted an application on 28 December 2011 to
mobilise the EGF, in respect of redundancies in the enterprise Zalco Aluminium Zeeland
Company NV and in two supplier firms (ECL Services Netherlands bv and Start), and
supplemented it by additional information up to 18 June 2012. This application complies
with the requirements for determining the financial contributions as laid down in Article
10 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. The Commission, therefore, proposes to mobilise
an amount of EUR 1 494 008.

Marian Harkin (ALDE),    in writing.  − The Netherlands applied for EGF aid for Zalco
Aluminium Zeeland Company because authorities rightly assessed that the downturn in
the European aluminium industry – which was sharp and sudden – could be attributed to
declining demand in the construction and automotive sectors due to the global financial
and economic crisis. According to the Commission, Zalco’s income suffered from this
severe slowdown in aluminium production between 2008 and 2009, but also from the
rise in energy costs between April 2010 and October 2011. As well as the usual package
of personalised EGF supports, I was pleased to note that Zalco will implement measures
to stimulate older workers to remain in the labour market. This is a recurring theme in a
number of EU policy debates at present, so I think it is appropriate and important that
Europe ‘put its money where its mouth is’ when it comes to keeping older Europeans
working.
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Anna Ibrisagic (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) Today we voted for eight reports on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. Ever since the Fund was
established in 2006, we have always previously abstained from voting, since we were
against the Fund from the outset, because we do not feel that the Fund is the right instrument
for helping employees who are hit by structural changes. The Fund has now grown,
developed and received its own grant. It exists, and it will not disappear in the foreseeable
future. We have therefore now decided to take a position on every single case; whether it
meets the very strict requirements for cofinancing and long-term measures for generating
employment that are imposed on applicants. In this case, we felt that the applicants meet
these requirements. Within the framework of work on the budget and long-term budget,
we continue to support a more effective, long-term instrument for increasing employment,
confronting structural changes and increasing flexibility in the labour market.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by Frédéric Daerden on
the proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund (EGF) to help the Netherlands to cope with redundancies in the aluminium sector.
There have been around 616 redundancies in this sector to date.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund for the Zalco Zeeland enterprise. This is the ninth
application for mobilisation of the fund to be examined under the 2012 budget and
concerns training of 616 workers made redundant following the failure of the aluminium
products enterprise Zalco Zeeland and is for a total amount of EUR 1 494 008.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I supported this proposal. One of the criteria for the
Commission’s assessment was the evaluation of the link between the redundancies and
major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. The Dutch authorities
argue that the European aluminium sector suffered from a sudden drop in consumer
demand (a reduction by 25.7 % from average EU aluminium usage between 2008 and
2009. The production of Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV was dependent on the
construction and transport industry (which represented 63 % of the main end-user market
of aluminium products in Europe in 2010). The majority of Zalco’s Aluminium Zeeland
Company NV production was produced for the rolling and extrusion industry. Almost
their entire production of extrusion billets was used for the construction and transport
industries, and in particular in the automotive sector. Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company
NV suffered from the declining demand – due to the global financial and economic crisis
– in these two sectors leading, after unsuccessful attempts to overcome the difficulties, to
bankruptcy at the end of 2011.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund supports workers who have been redundant as a direct result of the global financial
and economic crisis. The eligibility criteria are met in this case. It is therefore appropriate
to give tailored aid to the people made redundant by Zalco in the Netherlands.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity which offers the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). This support is vital to help the
unemployed and victims of the relocations that occur in a globalised context. The number
of undertakings which are relocating is constantly on the increase, due to their taking
advantage of the cheaper labour costs which are available in various countries, particularly
China and India, to the detriment of those countries which respect workers’ rights. The
EGF is intended to help workers suffering the consequences of relocations, and it is vital
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to facilitate access to a new job. In the past the EGF has been used by other countries in the
EU. This support must now be given to the Netherlands, which has submitted an application
for assistance for 616 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, of which
478 redundancies are in Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV, 18 redundancies in its
supplier ECL Services Netherlands bv and 120 in Start during the short reference period
from 1 to 27 December 2011.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report supporting
the mobilisation of EUR 1 494 008 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
targeting the 616 redundancies that have occurred in the company Zalco, which operates
in the aluminium sector in Zeeland in the Netherlands. The EGF provides additional support
to workers who are suffering the consequences of major structural changes in world trade
patterns and to assist their reintegration into the labour market. The Netherlands submitted
an application for EGF assistance for redundancies that meets the conditions of the EGF
Regulation. It must now be ensured that the EGF assistance is used to support the dismissed
workers’ reintegration into the labour market and must not replace actions which are the
responsibility of companies by virtue of national law or collective agreements, nor measures
restructuring companies or sectors.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is the ninth application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 1 494 008
from the EGF for the Netherlands. It concerns 616 redundancies, all of which are targeted
for assistance, in Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV and in two supplier firms (ECL
Services Netherlands bv and Start) in the Netherlands during the short reference period
from 1 to 27 December 2011. I voted in favour.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 9 August 2012 the European
Commission adopted, under the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), a new
proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of the Netherlands in order
to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant due to major
structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. This is the ninth application
to be examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of
EUR 1 494 008 from the EGF for 616 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance,
in Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV and in two supplier firms (ECL Services
Netherlands bv and Start) during the short reference period from 1 to 27 December 2011.
With this procedure having been assessed by all of the parties involved, particularly the
European Commission, and with the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs having
been associated to the process and being in favour of the Fund being mobilised for the
Netherlands, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers being laid off as a
consequence of major structural changes in world trade patterns. On 9 August 2012, the
Commission adopted a new proposal for a Decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of the Netherlands in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of
workers made redundant due to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to
the globalisation. In accordance with Commission’s assessment, the application fulfils the
eligibility criteria set up by the EGF Regulation, and underlining the importance of ensuring
a rapid procedure with due respect of the Interinstitutional Agreement for the adoption
of Decisions on the mobilisation of the fund, I voted in favour of the proposal.
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Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Given that the Netherlands has requested assistance
for 616 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, of which 478 redundancies
are in Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV, 18 redundancies in its supplier ECL Services
Netherlands bv and 120 in Start, the Commission proposes to mobilise an amount of
EUR 1 494 008 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, which created in 2006
in order to ‘provide additional support to workers who are suffering from the consequences
of major structural changes in world trade patterns’. I voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. On 9 August 2012, the
Commission adopted a new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of the Netherlands in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of
workers made redundant due to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to
globalisation. This is the ninth application to be examined under the 2012 budget and
refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 1 494 008 from the EGF for the
Netherlands. It concerns 616 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, in Zalco
Aluminium Zeeland Company NV and in two supplier firms (ECL Services Netherlands
bv and Start) in the Netherlands during the short reference period from 1 to 27
December 2011. These redundancies were calculated as follows: for Zalco Aluminium
Zeeland Company NV using the third indent of the second paragraph of Article 2 of
Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006, for ECL Services Netherlands bv using the first indent and
for Start using the second indent.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The Netherlands has applied
for mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for 616
redundancies. The provision of an assistance package aimed at reintegration in the labour
market is necessary for EU workers made redundant due to major structural changes in
world trade patterns due to globalisation. It is our responsibility not to endanger the future
of workers or the balance of local communities. In view of the crisis affecting this sector
in particular, I request that the fund be mobilised in order to improve prospects for growth
in the region where Zalco Aluminium is located. I therefore voted in favour.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of the
Netherlands, in support of the 660 employees dismissed from Zalco Aluminium Zeeland
Company and from two of its suppliers. The reference period for this report is the period
from the 1 to 27 December 2011. During that time, the ‘crisis derogation’ was in force,
allowing the provision of financial aid to workers who were dismissed as a result of the
current financial and economic crisis, and the increase in the rate of cofinancing. I regret
that despite the continuing crisis, the Council blocked the extension of this derogation.
The case of the Netherlands is the best demonstration of the fact that this financial
instrument does not confine its operation to countries facing economic and budgetary
challenges, but may prove equally useful in helping dismissed workers to reintegrate into
the labour market even in economically robust countries. This in turn underlines the
importance of that Fund, and shows how necessary it is that it should continue to operate
for the duration of the forthcoming multiannual financial framework 2014-2020.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 20 December 2006 established the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) in order to support workers who lose their jobs due to structural
changes in the context of the global economy. The Netherlands submitted an application
to mobilise the EGF for 616 redundancies distributed as follows: 478 redundancies in
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Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV, 18 redundancies in its supplier ECL Services
Netherlands bv and 120 in Start during the short reference period from 1 to 27
December 2011. I agree with the mobilisation of EUR 1 494 008 in order to support the
reintegration of the workers into the labour market. It should be noted that the EGF support
must be used for training and job search, and training programmes. This support should
not replace the social responsibilities of the companies in question, and cannot therefore
be used to contribute directly to unemployment benefits which are the responsibility of
national institutions.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the report on the mobilisation
of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in response to the Netherland’s application
for assistance for redundancies at Zalco. The application asks for a total of EURO 1 494 008
to assist with 616 redundancies in Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV and its two
suppliers (ECL Services Netherlands bv and Start) in December 2011. The Dutch authorities
state that these redundancies were the result of the global economic and financial crisis,
which caused a sharp reduction in consumer demand, including a 25.7 % reduction in
aluminium demand across the EU between 2008 and 2009, especially from the automobile
and construction industry.

I believe that it is essential to implement swift measures through the EGF. The Fund offers
a unique, limited instrument to assist with redundancies caused by the global economic
and financial crisis. We call on the Dutch Government to report to the European Parliament
and the Commission annually on the rate of re-employment of the workers assisted under
the EGF.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The territory concerned by the redundancies,
Zeeland, is a small labour market with limited access. Furthermore, other workers in
upstream or downstream companies may be dismissed as a direct result of the bankruptcy
of Zalco Aluminium Zeeland Company NV. It seems necessary, therefore, to support these
workers. At the same time, the Netherlands has opposed the extension of the crisis
derogation for the current EGF, jeopardising its future. For that reason, I abstained from
the vote.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This is yet another request to mobilise
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund in a case of mass redundancies. This request,
made by the Netherlands, involves support for 616 workers made redundant in the rolling
sector serving the automotive industry. The justification given for these redundancies is
the sharp drop in demand or, in other words, the fall in consumption and purchasing
power, accompanied by the difficulty in obtaining credit. The solution advocated to weather
the economic and financial crisis involves drastically reducing the workforce, but this is
not a human solution ensuring the conditions for the necessary economic recovery. We
need policies promoting jobs with rights, rather than simply offering short-term knee-jerk
solutions to workers’ problems.

Report: Jean Louis Cottigny (A7-0333/2012)

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) It is well known that the
Communist Party of Greece takes the view that the ‘European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund’ is a means of manipulating awareness and defusing the workers’ outrage by handing
out crumbs of comfort to the workers who are being thrown out of work by the capitalists;
but even these crumbs do not go as direct aid to the workers, but to the bourgeois
governments for various training programmes etc. The Communist Party of Greece voted
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against this report because it is a provocation to ask the French Government to disburse
funds from that Fund for the thousands of dismissals made by the French monopoly group
Peugeot, which even in the midst of a capitalist crisis is showing profits of billions of euros
(EUR 1.7 billion in 2010 and EUR 1.3 billion in 2011). The Workers’ Movement cannot
confine itself to claiming crumbs from the EGF to assuage the workers’ anger, without
raising any protest against the French monopoly that throws workers out on the street and
maintains its profitability, or against the bourgeois French Government of the Social
Democrats, which defends monopoly interests by every possible means. The Communist
Party of Greece supports the workers’ fight for the return to work of all those who were
dismissed; it supports the struggle of the working class to ensure that those who pay for
the crisis are the plutocrats who caused it – not the working class and the poorest strata
of society.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Created in 2006, the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) seeks to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to changes in world trade. In 2009 its scope was broadened to include
support for victims of the financial crisis. This request from France aims to assist
2 089 people who were made redundant. It was supported by the European Parliament
and I voted for it.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of this report because workers
affected by the economic and financial crisis must be helped to reintegrate in the labour
market. The mobilisation of the EGF in France is a welcome move. The crisis greatly affected
economic growth and credit conditions there and job security decreased considerably. The
automobile industry suffered a decline in France, where car sales fell sharply despite the
local measures taken by the relevant authorities. The measures are a good way to redress
the current situation on the ground and will provide assistance for the workers affected.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in 2006 in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering
from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist
their reintegration into the labour market. The scope of the EGF was broadened from 1
May 2009 to include support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the economic,
financial and social crisis. At this time when we are faced with a severe economic, financial
and social crisis, with one of the main consequences being increased unemployment, the
EU should use every means at its disposal to react, particularly as regards the support to
be provided to those who find themselves without a job. I therefore supported this report
which concerns the mobilisation of EUR 11 949 666 of the EGF for France in order to
support 2 089 redundancies in two branches of PSA Peugeot Citroën (Peugeot Citroën
Automobiles and Sevelnord).

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I support this report, because it
calls for assistance, under the rules of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, for
2 089 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, of which 649 took place in
the two branches of PSA Peugeot Citroën (Peugeot Citroën Automobiles and Sevelnord)
during the reference period of 1 November 2009 to 28 February 2010, with a further
1 440 workers made redundant by the same companies before and after the reference
period under the same redundancy plan based on voluntary departures. I agree with the
use of this assistance in favour of the outplacement of the beneficiaries.
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Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) The Commission has already issued a positive
assessment and the proposal for mobilisation is now being presented to Parliament as the
budgetary authority. I voted in favour of mobilisation of the fund for application
EGF/2010/015 FR/Peugeot presented by France because there are no problem areas and
the application fulfils the eligibility criteria set up. France has requested assistance for 2 089
redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, of which 649 redundancies took
place in the two branches of PSA Peugeot Citroën (Peugeot Citroën Automobiles and
Sevelnord) during the reference period between 1 November 2009 and 28 February 2010.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF): application EGF/2010/015 FR/Peugeot. The EGF
is designed to provide additional support to workers who have been made redundant as
a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist their efforts to
reintegrate in the labour market. I strongly support this initiative, which allows us to help
the 2 089 workers who were made redundant by Peugeot Citroën between 2009 and 2010
following the drastic reduction in the demand for new cars in the European Union. France
is severely affected by restructuring; Arcelor Mittal and Continental must continue to
receive assistance from the EGF. It is therefore absurd for some Member States to call into
question the existence of the EGF in the medium term.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − 2 089 people lost their jobs at PSA Peugeot Citroën in
different parts of France as a result of a sharp drop in sales. While it is always a tragedy to
have a large workforce face redundancy and a sad indictment of the economic woes in
which Europe finds itself, it is my belief that the EU has been part architect of the current
situation through austerity and cuts that have killed consumer confidence and exacerbated
the economic crisis. The EU should therefore not be in a position to pour money into its
failings. The EU is an outdated model that is not fit for purpose in a globalised market place.
National bodies should have full jurisdiction over trade and employment and forge
partnerships with third countries to manage in times of crisis and provide for their
workforce in both good and bad times. Member States such as the UK would have more
financial aid to provide of their own accord without EU membership and without the
burden of red tape that being a member of the European Union inevitably brings.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted for this report on the mobilisation, in favour
of France, of EUR 11 949 666 of the overall budget for 2012 of the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF). This allocation from the Fund is intended to assist
5 100 redundancies in two branches of PSA Peugeot Citroën, given that these will affect
the regional economy of 10 French regions. I would stress that the EGF was created to
provide additional support to workers made redundant as a result of structural changes in
the economy, by helping to train them so that they can reintegrate more quickly and easily
into the labour market. I would also point out that, given the difficulties experienced by
the automotive industry in Europe, in 2009 the Commission presented the document
‘Responding to the crisis in the European automotive industry’ in which it presents an
integrated approach to the sector’s structural problems, together with solutions to make
it more competitive and adaptable to the needs of the market.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this report, which grants
European financial assistance to France to support the reintegration in the labour market
of 2 089 workers who were made redundant in a motor vehicle sector that has been hit
hard by the crisis. This decision illustrates the crucial role that the European Globalisation
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Adjustment Fund can play in helping economic sectors in crisis. A strong European Union
is a Union that, above all, protects its citizens from the vagaries of life.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Jean Louis Cottigny
concerns the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), in accordance with
point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the EP, the Council
and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management (application
‘EGF/2010/015 FR/Peugeot’ from France). On 21 August 2012 the Commission adopted
a new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of France in order
to support the reintegration of workers made redundant due to the global crisis. This is
the 11th application examined under the 2011 EU budget, having been submitted to the
Commission on 5 May 2010, and refers to the mobilisation of an amount of
EUR 11 949 666. It is intended to mitigate the social effect caused by
around 2 089 redundancies in PSA Peugeot Citroën, as well as voluntary redundancies in
the same company. Given that this application fulfils the EGF eligibility criteria, I voted in
favour and hope for a rapid recovery in the economic fabric of the region affected.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Aside from the position that we normally
adopt on this issue, this request to mobilise the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) has some specific characteristics that require an additional critical assessment. The
request has been made by France in favour of 5 100 workers made redundant by PSA
Peugeot Citroën, of which over 41.55 % are older than 55 years, which therefore raises a
question (and concern) about the type of support to be provided in practice and about the
future that may be hoped for these workers, who traditionally find it harder to get a new
job. It should be added that, in the redundancy plan negotiated with workers, Peugeot has
included the EGF support as an integral part of the package to compensate those workers
made redundant. This is using the Fund in a way for which it was not designed, but to
which it clearly lends itself. We maintain our position of solidarity with those workers
made redundant as a direct result of the EU’s policies and the structural crisis in capitalism,
despite the fact that we can never agree with this Fund being mobilised as a way of
‘negotiating’ redundancy conditions with workers.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
made redundant as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns caused by
globalisation and to help them rejoin the labour market. The scope of the EGF was
broadened for applications submitted from 1 May 2009 to 30 December 2011 to include
support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the global financial and economic
crisis. France submitted an application to mobilise the EGF in respect of redundancies in
the PSA Peugeot Citroën Group in France on 5 May 2010 and supplemented it by additional
information up to 13 April 2012. This application complies with the requirements for
determining the financial contributions as laid down in Article 10 of Regulation (EC)
No 1927/2006. In my view, it is therefore justifiable to mobilise the EGF in order to provide
France with a financial contribution in the sum of EUR 11 949 666.

Gaston Franco (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text, which is excellent
news for Peugeot employees, who are currently experiencing significant social changes.
This EU programme is in line with a Europe that protects citizens and that intervenes after
a social disaster. In all, some EUR 12 million will be released. Presented by France in 2010,
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this application relates to 2 089 workers who were made redundant in the group’s
subsidiaries in Ille-et-Vilaine, Franche-Comté, Alsace, Lorraine and Île-de-France.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the mobilisation of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) to help Peugeot employees: more than
EUR 12 million will be used directly for the redeployment, training and reintegration in
the labour market of the some 2 000 workers who were made redundant between 2009
and 2010. In all, EUR 37.5 million will have been mobilised in 2012 to assist European
workers who have been made redundant in Europe.

In this regard, it is unfortunate that a few states have refused to extend the EGF eligibility
criterion for the crisis until the end of 2013. With unemployment still rising and the
recession taking hold right across Europe, it is obvious that we are still in the midst of a
crisis and that the unemployed in Europe need this European tool more than ever to help
them to get back to work.

Marian Harkin (ALDE),    in writing.  − Many of my MEP colleagues are aware that Peugeot
Citroën recently announced a further wave of redundancies – this is further proof, as if any
were needed, that the global automotive industry is still struggling to deal with the worst
effects of the economic crisis. This EGF application is not linked to these recent
developments, but rather to an earlier announcement of redundancies at Peugeot Citroën
in 2009 and 2010. As was the case in the US, ongoing restructuring in some aspects of
the European car industry is necessary in order for it to regain global competitiveness. I
therefore think it was appropriate that we MEPs today agreed to provide EUR 11.9 million
from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) to help the 2 089 workers who
were made redundant in that period. The French regions affected by the redundancies are
Bretagne, Franche-Comté, Île-de-France, Alsace and Lorraine – most of whom have higher
unemployment than the national average. I also consider it appropriate at this time to echo
the Commission’s call to maintain the EGF for the 2014-2020 multiannual financial
framework, while further improving its functioning. The Fund is a concrete example of
the twin EU value of solidarity and added value, and should be maintained.

Brice Hortefeux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome the fact that the European Parliament
approved by a large majority the assistance package for PSA Peugeot Citroën, which, like
the French car industry as a whole, has been crippled by the economic and financial crisis.
At the request of Nicolas Sarkozy’s Government, the European Commission has proposed
allocating almost EUR 12 million from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF)
to support the 2 089 workers who were made redundant between 1 November 2009 and
28 February 2010. This application was submitted by France after the collapse in the
demand for new cars at the start of the crisis in 2008 (down 10.7 % in the third quarter
and 17 % in the fourth quarter), which forced the firm to make redundancies in Brittany,
Franche-Comté, Île-de-France, Alsace and Lorraine. The EGF is based on a proactive policy
because it offers careers advice and training for workers who have been made redundant,
and it finances allowances for redeployment leave and setting up a business.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by Dominique Riquet on
the proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund (EGF) to help France to cope with redundancies in the motor vehicle sector. This
assistance was approved by a large majority: 565 votes to 75, with 14 abstentions.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of mobilisation of the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for France because I view this as a useful instrument
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for supporting workers in difficulty due to the economic crisis. The EGF was created in
2006 in order to provide a tangible response to workers made redundant as a result of
globalisation, and in 2009 its scope was broadened to include workers made redundant
as a result of the current financial and economic crisis, in order to assist their reintegration
in the labour market. Today’s report deals with a request for support for 2 089 redundancies,
all of which are targeted for assistance, which took place in Peugeot Citroën over four
months (1 November 2009 to 28 February 2010) for a total amount of EUR 11 949 666.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I supported this request. One of the criteria for the
Commission’s assessment was the evaluation of the link between the redundancies and
major structural changes in world trade patterns due to globalisation. The French authorities
argue that the increasingly bleak growth prospects and the tougher credit conditions during
the crisis have given rise to fears among private individuals concerning the safety of their
jobs and have led them to postpone purchasing a vehicle. At the same time, given the
deterioration in the economic situation, companies have also cut down on investments
and, consequently, on renewals of their fleet of vehicles. Thus, despite the temporary
measures introduced by some Member States (for example, scrapping programmes), the
European vehicle market – particularly in Western Europe, which is the largest market for
the group PSA Peugeot Citroën – collapsed suddenly in the second half of 2008, with a
10.7 % decrease in registrations of light passenger and commercial vehicles in Europe in
the third quarter and a 17 % decrease in the fourth quarter of 2008, in relation to the same
period over the previous year. The fall in the sales of vehicles due to the global financial
and economic crisis has directly affected the economic results of the PSA Peugeot Citroën
group.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund supports workers who have been redundant as a direct result of the global financial
and economic crisis. The eligibility criteria are met in this case. In France, 2 089 people
lost their jobs with PSA Peugeot Citroën because of the drop in sales: they will receive
assistance totalling EUR 12 million. This assistance will also go to Franche-Comté, Alsace
and Lorraine.

Iosif Matula (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The financial and economic crisis had a substantial
impact on the automobile industry and its labour market across Europe. The European
car sales market suffered a significant decline that led to redundancies and social concerns.

To manage the impact of the 2 089 redundancies at PSA Peugeot Citroën, concrete measures
for job search assistance, training, and professional retraining and requalification are
necessary. In this sense, I support measures to improve the employability of vulnerable
groups, and recognition of skills and competences gained throughout one’s professional
career.

I voted in favour of this report because the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund plays
a crucial role in the economic recovery of the regions affected by mass redundancies,
including in the newer Member States. I wish to welcome the proposal of the European
Commission to allocate EUR 2.9 million from the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund to Romania to assist with the impact of the Nokia redundancies.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity which offers the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). This support is vital to help the
unemployed and victims of the relocations that occur in a globalised context. The number
of undertakings which are relocating is constantly on the increase, due to their taking
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advantage of the cheaper labour costs which are available in various countries, particularly
China and India, to the detriment of those countries which respect workers’ rights. The
EGF is intended to help workers suffering the consequences of relocations, and it is vital
to facilitate access to a new job. In the past the EGF has been used by other countries in the
EU. This support must now be given to France, which has submitted an application for
assistance for 2 089 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, of which
649 redundancies were in two branches of PSA Peugeot Citroën (Peugeot Citroën
Automobiles and Sevelnord) during the reference period between 1 November 2009 and
28 February 2010, with a further 1 440 redundancies in the same companies before and
after the reference period, under the same redundancy plan based on voluntary departures.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report supporting
the mobilisation of EUR 11 949 666 from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
targeting the 2089 redundancies that have occurred in the company Peugeot, which
operates in the car manufacturing sector in 10 different regions of France. The EGF provides
additional support to workers who are suffering the consequences of major structural
changes in world trade patterns and to assist their reintegration into the labour market.
France has submitted an application for EGF assistance for redundancies that meets the
conditions of the EGF Regulation. It must now be ensured that the EGF assistance is used
to support the dismissed workers’ reintegration into the labour market and must not replace
actions which are the responsibility of companies by virtue of national law or collective
agreements, nor measures restructuring companies or sectors.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is the eleventh application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 11 949 666
from the EGF for France. It concerns 2 089 redundancies, all of which are targeted for
assistance, in PSA Peugeot Citroën over the four-month reference period between 1
November 2009 and 28 February 2010 as well as redundancies resulting from the same
redundancy plan based on voluntary departures, also in PSA Peugeot Citroën, but outside
the reference period. I voted in favour.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 21 August 2012 the European
Commission adopted, under the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), a new
proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of France in order to
support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant as a result of
the global economic and financial crisis due to globalisation. This is the 11th application
to be examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of
EUR 11 949 666 from the EGF for 2 089 redundancies, all of which are targeted for
assistance, in PSA Peugeot Citroën during the four-month reference period between 1
November 2009 and 28 February 2010, as well as redundancies resulting from the same
redundancy plan based on voluntary departures, also in PSA Peugeot Citroën, but outside
the reference period. With this procedure having been assessed by all of the parties involved,
particularly the European Commission, and with the Committee on Employment and
Social Affairs having been associated to the process and being in favour of the Fund being
mobilised for France, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers being laid off as a
consequence of major structural changes in world trade patterns. On 21 August 2012, the
Commission adopted a new proposal for a Decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of France in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
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made redundant due to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to the
globalisation. In accordance with Commission’s assessment, the application fulfils the
eligibility criteria set up by the EGF Regulation, and underlining the importance of ensuring
a rapid procedure with due respect of the Interinstitutional Agreement for the adoption
of Decisions on the mobilisation of the fund, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) France submitted an application to mobilise the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) for redundancies in PSA Peugeot Citroën
in France. This was supplemented by additional information up to 13 April 2012. This
application complies with the requirements for determining the financial contributions,
as laid down in Article 10 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. The Commission, therefore,
proposes to mobilise an amount of EUR 11 949 666. I voted in favour.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The crisis is hitting the motor vehicle sector
hard. The second quarter of 2009 saw a 39.5 % drop in the total number of vehicles
manufactured in the EU in relation to the previous year, so the main European
manufacturers, and their suppliers, are experiencing enormous difficulties. The French car
industry is particularly affected by the crisis because it has experienced a bigger drop in
competitiveness than other European countries, and this situation forced PSA Peugeot
Citroën to make more than 2 000 people redundant in various regions. To help them,
France requested assistance from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund, which
may be mobilised in the event of redundancies linked to the economic and financial crisis.
With my vote for this resolution, I am calling for EUR 11.9 million to be released to help
the PSA Peugeot Citroën employees who lost their jobs. Although this aid is essential –
and I welcome the adoption of this resolution – the problem of the competitiveness of the
French and European car sector has yet to be tackled. The solution has to be greater
investment in research and development in order to steer production towards the cars of
the future.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. On 21 August 2012, the
Commission adopted a new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of France in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to major structural changes in world trade patterns due to
globalisation. This is the eleventh application to be examined under the 2012 budget and
refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 11 949 666 from the EGF for France.
It concerns 2 089 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, in PSA Peugeot
Citroën over the four-month reference period between 1 November 2009 and 28
February 2010 as well as redundancies resulting from the same redundancy plan based on
voluntary departures, also in PSA Peugeot Citroën, but outside the reference period. All of
these redundancies were calculated in accordance with the first indent of the second
paragraph of Article 2 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The EU should provide
assistance to support the reintegration in the labour market of over two thousand workers
made redundant at Peugeot Citroën by mobilising a total amount of EUR 11.9 million. In
view of recent figures reflecting a worrying decrease in the number of vehicles manufactured
in the Europe and consequent redundancies in the motor vehicle industry, I think that the
fund should be mobilised for the enterprise in question, especially in view of the fact that
further redundancies are expected at Peugeot since demand is still falling due to the crisis.
The package provides assistance to 2 089 workers who have been made redundant by the
French vehicle manufacturer. I therefore voted in favour.
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Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of France,
in support of the 2 089 employees dismissed from the PSA Peugeot Citroën group, which
is active in the car-manufacturing sector. It is clear that the adverse consequences of
globalisation further highlight the added value of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund as an EU social policy tool. The targeted financial support which it provides for
retraining and reintegration programmes for workers affected by mass dismissals is
particularly important. The support which it provides is a practical expression of EU
solidarity. Furthermore, the reference period for this report is the four-month period from
1 November 2009 to 28 February 2010. During that period, the ‘crisis derogation’ was in
force, allowing the provision of financial aid to workers who were dismissed as a result of
the current financial and economic crisis, and the increase in the rate of cofinancing. I
regret the fact that despite the ongoing crisis, the Council blocked the extension of this
derogation.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report by my esteemed
colleague Mr Cottigny. As far as the content is concerned, one of the European Parliament’s
priorities clearly must be to provide additional assistance to workers suffering from the
consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and help them to
reintegrate in the labour market. There were 2 089 redundancies, all of which are targeted
by this assistance, including 649 in the two branches of the PSA Peugeot Citroën group,
and this was both an economic and a social disaster. Europe was duty-bound to come to
their aid.

However, I regret the Council’s decision to block the extension of the ‘crisis derogation’,
allowing to provide financial assistance to workers made redundant as a result of the current
financial and economic crisis in addition to those losing their job because of changes in
global trade patterns, and allowing the increase in the rate of Union cofinancing to 65 %
of the programme costs, for applications submitted after the 31 December 2011 deadline.
I call on the Council to reintroduce this measure without delay.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 20 December 2006 established the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) in order to support workers who lose their jobs due to structural
changes in the context of the global economy. France submitted an application to mobilise
the EGF for 649 redundancies in two branches of PSA Peugeot Citroën (Peugeot Citroën
Automobiles and Sevelnord) during the period between 1 November 2009 and 28
February 2010, as well as a further 1 440 redundancies under the same redundancy plan
based on voluntary departures. I agree with the mobilisation of EUR 11 949 666 to support
the reintegration of workers, particularly through training measures aimed at creating high
value added jobs and thus avoiding the relocation of the knowledge acquired in this
industrial sector.

Isabelle Thomas (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the mobilisation of the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) to support Peugeot employees. Almost
EUR 12 million will be released for the 2 089 workers who were made redundant by
Peugeot. These funds will be used to finance active reintegration measures additional to
those required by virtue of French law and to help the workers to find new jobs. However,
I regret that this support for Peugeot employees is one of the EGF’s last on the basis of the
‘crisis’ criterion and that access to the Fund will be restricted in the future. At a time when
the recession and unemployment explosion are hitting European countries, the Council
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has unfortunately decided that this ‘crisis’ criterion may no longer be invoked to mobilise
the EGF.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the report on the mobilisation
of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in France, at Peugeot. The application
asks for a total of EUR 11 949 666 for France to assist with 2 089 redundancies at PSA
Peugeot Citroen between November 2009 and February 2010. The bleak economic growth
prospects and tougher credit conditions have damaged job security and car sales. Businesses
have cut down on investments and on renewals of their vehicle fleets.

Peugeot Citroën Automobiles is required by French law to contribute to the revitalisation
of these regions, contributing to the creation of new activities and new jobs, so as to
attenuate the effects of redundancies. I regret that the assessment took 27 months from
the submission of the application in May 2010 to the adoption of the proposal for a decision
in August 2012. We call for the EGF to be mobilised swiftly in order to support the workers
who were made redundant in this case.

Dominique Vlasto (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome this vote to mobilise EUR 12 million
from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) to help 2 089 workers, following
redundancies in Peugeot in 2010, after it was rejected in 2011 because of the
incomprehensible opposition of the Socialists. With an annual budget of EUR 500 million,
the EGF allows the EU to cope better with the shocks linked to major structural changes
in the global economy and helps to combat unemployment by financing training and
occupational redeployment measures. This shows that the EU has the ambition, and equips
itself with the resources, to put individuals and the real economy at the heart of its project.
It is unfortunate, however, that some Member States are opposed to preserving this Fund
for ideological reasons. Parliament will have to stand firm in the ongoing budget
negotiations to ensure that the EGF has the resources it needs to respond to the challenges
involved. Finally, the redundancies suffered by Peugeot employees remind us of the urgent
need to create a ‘competitiveness shock’ through a massive reduction in the taxes that are
suffocating our industries.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) Under the conditions set out in the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund Regulation, France is entitled to financial assistance. The
French authorities started to implement measures ahead of the final decision on EGF
support for the proposed coordinated package. The package includes allowances provided
under the category ‘redeployment leave’. However, EGF support should not contribute
directly to unemployment benefits but should primarily be allocated to training and job
search activities. For that reason, I abstained from the vote.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report considers the request
made by France to mobilise the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour
of 5 100 workers made redundant by PSA Peugeot Citroën, of whom over 41.55 % are
older than 55 years, which therefore raises a question (and concern) about the type of
support to be provided in practice and about the future that may be hoped for these workers,
who traditionally find it harder to get a new job. It should be added that, in the redundancy
plan negotiated with workers, Peugeot has included the EGF support as an integral part of
the package to compensate those workers made redundant. This is using the Fund in a way
for which it was not designed and may be viewed as a way of blackmailing those workers
to make them accept the redundancy, which has been dressed up as voluntary departure.
We maintain our position of solidarity with those workers made redundant as a direct
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result of the EU’s policies and the structural crisis in capitalism, despite the fact that we can
never agree with this Fund being mobilised as a way of negotiating redundancy conditions
with workers.

Report: László Surján (A7-0345/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Created in 2006, the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) seeks to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to changes in world trade. In 2009 its scope was broadened to include
support for victims of the financial crisis. This request from Denmark aims to assist people
who have been made redundant. It was supported by the European Parliament and I voted
for it.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of this report because mobilising
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund to support workers who were made redundant
is a good idea.

In Denmark, the wind turbine industry was gravely affected by decreasing demand in the
Union. As the production of renewable energy seems to move gradually outside Europe,
urgent measures such as reducing production and transport costs would help both
consumers and markets. Moreover, measures to reintegrate the workers who were made
redundant in the labour market are welcome and useful.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in 2006 in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering
from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist
their reintegration into the labour market. The scope of the EGF was broadened from 1
May 2009 to include support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the economic,
financial and social crisis. At this time when we are faced with a severe economic, financial
and social crisis, with one of the main consequences being increased unemployment, the
EU should use every means at its disposal to react, particularly as regards the support to
be provided to those who find themselves without a job. I therefore supported this report
which concerns the mobilisation of EUR 7 488 000 of the EGF for Denmark in order to
support 720 redundancies in wind turbine manufacturer Vestas Group.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I support this report, because the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund assistance will aid the outplacement of Vestas
workers, whose loss of employment has a huge impact on the local area. Vestas provided
many high-skilled and high-quality industrial jobs for workers in the municipalities
concerned and the loss of these jobs has put the region into difficulties. The redundancies
have occurred at a time when unemployment is rising rapidly. In February 2012, it was
36 426 in Midtjylland and 40 004 in Syddanmark (compared with 28 402 and 29 751
respectively in August 2011).

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing. (IT) The Commission has already issued a positive
assessment and the proposal for mobilisation is now being presented to Parliament as the
budgetary authority. I voted in favour of mobilisation of the fund for application
EGF/2012/003/DK/Vestas presented by Denmark because there are no problem areas and
the application fulfils the eligibility criteria set up. Denmark has requested assistance for
720 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, which took place in the Vestas
Group in Denmark, a wind turbine manufacturer.
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John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − 720 workers lost their jobs at the wind turbine
manufacturer, Vestas Group, in Denmark. The Danish authorities argue that this industry
in the EU has been seriously affected by changes in world trade patterns and a severe drop
in EU market share. While it is always a tragedy to have a large workforce face redundancy
and a sad indictment of the economic woes in which Europe finds itself, it is my belief that
the EU has been part architect of the current situation through austerity and cuts that have
killed consumer confidence and exacerbated the economic crisis. The EU should therefore
not be in a position to pour money into its failings. The EU is an outdated model that is
not fit for purpose in a globalised market place. National bodies should have full jurisdiction
over trade and employment and forge partnerships with third countries to manage in times
of crisis and provide for their workforce in both good and bad times. Member States such
as the UK would have more financial aid to provide of their own accord without EU
membership and without the burden of red tape that being a member of the European
Union inevitably brings.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
consider that the application fulfils the eligibility criteria.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Our vote in favour of this assistance hopes to help
not just the workers who have been redundant but also an entire region in difficulty. By
supporting their reintegration, we are supporting the future recovery of that region and
Europe as a whole.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by László Surján concerns
the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), in accordance with
point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the EP, the Council
and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management (application
‘EGF/2012/003 DK/Vestas’ from Denmark). On 13 September 2012 the Commission
adopted a new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of Denmark
in order to support the reintegration of workers made redundant due to the global crisis.
This is the 13th application submitted under the 2012 EU budget, having been submitted
to the Commission on 14 May 2012, and refers to the mobilisation of an amount of EUR 7
488 000. It is intended to mitigate the social effect caused by 720 redundancies in the wind
turbine manufacturer Vestas Group (NACE Revision 2 Division 28 – ‘Manufacture of
machinery and equipment’). Given that, according to the Commission’s conclusions, the
application meets the necessary and sufficient conditions for deploying the EGF, I voted
in favour of this proposal for a decision.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This request is the 13th application submitted
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 7 488 000
from the EGF for Denmark. The application concerns 720 redundancies in wind turbine
manufacturer Vestas Group. Ironically, one of Europe’s largest renewable energy groups
is making hundreds of workers redundant at a time when the EU claims that this is a priority
area under its Europe 2020 strategy. This is food for thought, and in fact sheds light on
the real meaning and objectives of that strategy. Despite wind turbine production in Europe
having increased in recent years, and despite the foreseeable increase in the needs of the
Asian, North American and South American markets, the solution adopted has not been
to build on the loyalty of the European market and conquer new markets, but to dismiss
highly skilled workers and relocate production and services outside Europe. This has left
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behind another trail of poverty in the municipalities of Midtjylland and Syddanmark, where
in February of this year 76 430 people were already unemployed.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
made redundant as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns caused by
globalisation and to help them rejoin the labour market. Denmark submitted an application
on 14 May 2012 to mobilise the EGF, in respect of redundancies in the enterprise Vestas
Group and supplemented it by additional information up to 10 July 2012. This application
complies with the requirements for determining the financial contributions as laid down
in Article 10 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. In order to provide a financial contribution
in connection with the Danish application, therefore, financial resources in the sum of
EUR 7 488 000 should be released from the EGF.

Marian Harkin (ALDE),    in writing.  − The Danish authorities responsible for this EGF
application argued that the European wind turbine industry was seriously impacted by
changes in world trade patterns and a major drop in EU market share. Indeed, Denmark
is to be complimented for starting the implementation of support measures ahead of the
final decision on its EGF application, in order to provide workers with quick and timely
assistance. Vestas employed many high-skilled workers and I hope that the EGF funding
will be used to ensure that their skills sets are successfully reutilised for the continued
benefit of Denmark’s already-impressive renewable energy sector. The total estimated cost
of the package is approximately EUR 15 million, of which the EGF would provide almost
half, i.e. EUR 7.4 million.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this proposal. To this avail, the
Danish authorities argue that the wind turbine manufacturing industry in the EU, which
is included in NACE Revision 2 Division 28 (‘Manufacture of machinery and equipment’),
has been seriously affected by changes in world trade patterns, in particular a significant
reduction of the EU market share. Denmark explains that, although the European production
of wind turbines has increased in the past few years, the global market for wind turbines
has developed even faster, especially in Asia and North America. For the first time in 2010,
more than half of all new wind power capacities were added outside the traditional markets
of Europe and North America. This development was mainly driven by the continuing
economic boom in China, which accounted for half of the new global wind installations.
As a result of the dynamic global growth of the sector, Europe’s share in total capacity was
reduced from 65.5 % in 2006 to 43.7 % in 2010.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund supports workers who have been redundant as a direct result of the global financial
and economic crisis. The eligibility criteria are met in this case. It is therefore appropriate
to give tailored aid to the people who have been made redundant by Vestas in Denmark.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity which offers the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). This support is vital to help the
unemployed and victims of the relocations that occur in a globalised context. The number
of undertakings which are relocating is constantly on the increase, due to their taking
advantage of the cheaper labour costs which are available in various countries, particularly
China and India, to the detriment of those countries which respect workers’ rights. The
EGF is intended to help workers suffering the consequences of relocations, and it is vital
to facilitate access to a new job. In the past the EGF has been used by other countries in the
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EU. This support must now be given to Denmark, which has submitted an application for
assistance for 720 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, in wind turbine
manufacturer Vestas Group in Denmark.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is the thirteenth application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 7 488 000
from the EGF for Denmark. The application concerns 720 redundancies in wind turbine
manufacturer Vestas Group in Denmark, all of which occurred during the four-month
reference period from 8 February 2012 to 8 June 2012.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 13 September 2012 the European
Commission adopted, under the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), a new
proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of Denmark in order to
support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant as a result of
the global economic and financial crisis due to globalisation. This is the 13th application
to be examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of
EUR 7 488 000 from the EGF for 720 redundancies in wind turbine manufacturer Vestas
Group in Denmark, all of which occurred during the four-month reference period between
8 February 2012 and 8 June 2012. Since this procedure was assessed by all of the parties
involved, particularly the European Commission, and since the Committee on Employment
and Social Affairs was associated with the process and in favour of the Fund being mobilised
for Denmark, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers being laid off as a
consequence of major structural changes in world trade patterns. On 13 September 2012,
the Commission adopted a new proposal for a Decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of Denmark in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to the global financial and economic crisis. Considering that the
Danish authorities argue that the wind turbine manufacturing industry in the EU, which
is included in NACE Revision 2 Division 28 (‘Manufacture of machinery and equipment’),
has been seriously affected by changes in world trade patterns, in particular a significant
reduction of the EU market share, and underlining the importance of ensuring a rapid
procedure for the adoption of Decisions on the mobilisation of the fund, I voted in favour
of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Denmark submitted an application on 14 May 2012
to mobilise the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in respect of redundancies
in the enterprise Vestas Group. This was supplemented by additional information up to
10 July 2012. This application complies with the requirements for determining the financial
contributions, as laid down in Article 10 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. The
Commission, therefore, proposes to mobilise an amount of EUR 7 488 000, for which I
voted.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. On 13 September 2012 the
Commission adopted a new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of Denmark, in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to the global financial and economic crisis. This is the thirteenth
application to be examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total
amount of EUR 7 488 000 from the EGF for Denmark. The application concerns 720
redundancies in wind turbine manufacturer Vestas Group in Denmark, all of which occurred
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during the four-month reference period from 8 February 2012 to 8 June 2012. All of these
redundancies were calculated in accordance with the third indent of the second paragraph
of Article 2 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006. The Commission has informed the Budgetary
Authority that it has received the confirmation required under the third indent of the
second paragraph of Article 2(2) that this is the actual number of redundancies effected.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Major structural changes in
the wind turbine market worldwide, with the rapid development of wind turbine production
in Asia and North America, has caused the Danish group Vestas to make a number of
redundancies. The application by Denmark should be approved for assistance to an
enterprise that provided many high-skilled and high-quality industrial jobs for workers.
Indeed, the redundancies affected highly qualified workers and I therefore believe that the
package of measures should be mobilised in recognition of skills and competences gained
throughout the professional career. I therefore voted in favour.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Denmark,
in support of the 720 employees dismissed from the wind turbine manufacturer Vestas
Group. It is clear that the adverse consequences of globalisation further highlight the added
value of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund as an EU social policy tool. The
targeted financial support which it provides for retraining and reintegration programmes
for workers affected by mass dismissals is particularly important. The support which it
provides is a practical expression of EU solidarity. The case of Denmark is the best
demonstration of the fact that this financial instrument does not confine its operation to
countries facing economic and budgetary challenges, but may prove equally useful in
helping dismissed workers to reintegrate into the labour market even in economically
robust countries. This in turn underlines the importance of that Fund, and shows how
necessary it is that it should continue to operate for the duration of the forthcoming
multiannual financial framework 2014-2020.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Bearing in mind that Denmark has requested
assistance for 720 redundancies, all of which are targeted for assistance, in wind turbine
manufacturer Vestas Group in Denmark and that the application fulfils the eligibility criteria
laid down by the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) Regulation, I voted in
favour of mobilising this Fund to provide additional support to affected workers and to
assist their reintegration into the labour market.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) Denmark’s application meets the eligibility
criteria for financial assistance from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. The
redundancies at Vestas have placed this region of Denmark in difficulties. However,
Denmark has opposed the extension of the crisis derogation for the current EGF,
jeopardising its future after 2013. For that reason, I abstained from the vote.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We are examining the 13th application
under the 2012 budget, which refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 7 488 000
from the EGF for Denmark. The application concerns 720 redundancies in wind turbine
manufacturer Vestas Group. This is yet another case of collective redundancy in which,
despite wind turbine production in Europe having increased in recent years, and despite
the foreseeable increase in the needs of the Asian, North American and South American
markets, the solution adopted has been to dismiss highly skilled workers and relocate
production and services outside Europe. This has left behind another trail of poverty in
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the municipalities of Midtjylland and Syddanmark, where in February of this year
76 430 people were already unemployed. These redundancies are due to the famous
relocation policies, which have come into their own since the economic and financial crisis.
However, we must be frank: this is all in the name of quicker and easier profits. It is always
the workers who end up paying the price for the crises caused by capitalism, which can
never solve these crises.

Report: José Manuel Fernandes (A7-0346/2012)

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Created in 2006, the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) seeks to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to changes in world trade. In 2009 its scope was broadened to include
support for victims of the financial crisis. This request from Germany aims to assist people
who have been made redundant. It was supported by the European Parliament and I voted
for it.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of this report as assistance under
the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund is most welcome in the current situation. In
Germany, the printing machinery manufacturing industry developed a global market.
However, German manufacturers face steep competition even though the cheaper
competing products are of a lower quality. As a result, the sales of German manufacturers
have fallen sharply.

The proposed measures can redress the situation and the tailored packages proposed in
the funding application can help to reintegrate the workers affected in the labour market.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in 2006 in order to provide additional assistance to workers suffering
from the consequences of major structural changes in world trade patterns and to assist
their reintegration into the labour market. The scope of the EGF was broadened from 1
May 2009 to include support for workers made redundant as a direct result of the economic,
financial and social crisis. At this time when we are faced with a severe economic, financial
and social crisis, with one of the main consequences being increased unemployment, the
EU should use every means at its disposal to react, particularly as regards the support to
be provided to those who find themselves without a job. I therefore supported this report
which concerns the mobilisation of EUR 5 352 944 of the EGF for Germany in order to
support 2 103 potential beneficiaries out of 2 284 redundancies in printing machinery
manufacturer Manroland AG.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I support the report, because the
assistance will aid the outplacement of the workers in question. The redundancies referred
to in the report affect three different regions of Germany – Augsburg (Bavaria), Offenbach
(Hessen) and Plauen (Saxony) – that have been laid low by the crisis. Neighbouring major
towns are also affected by the closure and the redundancies, including Aschaffenburg,
Wiesbaden, Darmstadt and Frankfurt am Main. Plauen, located in the eastern part of
Germany, which has a small population but a high dependency on social welfare payment,
is the weakest of the three and deserves this assistance, which should aid the recovery of a
region hit very hard by the crisis.

John Bufton (EFD),    in writing.  − 2 013 employees were made redundant by the German
printing machinery firm Manroland AG, two of its subsidiaries and one of its suppliers as
a result of growing international competition and changing technology. While it is always
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a tragedy to have a large workforce face redundancy and a sad indictment of the economic
woes in which Europe finds itself, it is my belief that the EU has been part architect of the
current situation through austerity and cuts that have killed consumer confidence and
exacerbated the economic crisis. The EU should therefore not be in a position to pour
money into its failings. The EU is an outdated model that is not fit for purpose in a globalised
market place. National bodies should have full jurisdiction over trade and employment
and forge partnerships with third countries to manage in times of crisis and provide for
their workforce in both good and bad times. Member States such as the UK would have
more financial aid to provide of their own accord without EU membership and without
the burden of red tape that being a member of the European Union inevitably brings.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Several large German towns and regions have been
affected by the redundancies referred to in this report. The break-up of this enterprise must
not mark the end of the road for its former employees, and I hope that my vote in favour
of this assistance will help to facilitate their transition to new employment.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report, which I had the honour of
drafting, concerns the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council
on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), in accordance
with point 28 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the EP, the
Council and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management
(application ‘EGF/2012/002 DE/Manroland’ from Germany). The EGF, which was created
in 2006, aims to support workers made redundant as a result of structural changes in world
trade patterns due to globalisation. Germany submitted an application on 4 May 2012 to
mobilise the EGF. This is the 12th application to be examined under the 2012 EU budget,
following 2 284 redundancies (2 177 in Manroland AG, 62 in two subsidiaries and 45 in
one supplier), and was approved by the Commission on 13 September 2012. Given that,
according to the Commission’s conclusions, the application meets the necessary and
sufficient conditions for deploying the EGF, as laid down in Article 2(a) of Regulation (EC)
No 1927/2006, having been submitted within the set deadline, I voted in favour of this
proposal for a decision.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Germany requested assistance for
2 284 workers made redundant by Manroland AG and two of its subsidiaries as well as
one supplier in Germany. This company was a machinery manufacturer, with specialist
skills and attractive wages, whose closure has affected other neighbouring cities. If these
workers manage to find another job, they will have to accept lower wages, which will
reduce their purchasing power, increase pressure on the wages of other workers and affect
the local economy. This is unacceptable. The stream of mobilisations of this Fund is
shocking and intolerable, with another eight in this part-session alone. In total
8 415 workers have been cast into unemployment. This support is purely a (necessary)
palliative, and will not solve the drama unfolding in the lives of each of these workers and
their families.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers
made redundant as a result of major structural changes in world trade patterns caused by
globalisation and to help them rejoin the labour market. Germany submitted an application
to mobilise the EGF, in respect of redundancies in the enterprise Manroland AG and two
of its subsidiaries, as well as one supplier, on 4 May 2012 and supplemented it by additional
information up to 10 July 2012. This German application complies with the requirements
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for determining the financial contributions as laid down in Article 10 of Regulation (EC)
No 1927/2006. The Commission therefore proposes mobilising the EGF and releasing
resources for Germany in the sum of EUR 5 352 944.

Peter Jahr (PPE),    in writing.  −  (DE) I welcome the adoption of this report. The provision
of funds from the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) is, in my view, a very
clear example of how we, the Members of the European Parliament, can provide assistance
to people at home, at the local level. That is not all, however: for all of the relevant sites of
the insolvent printing machinery manufacturer Manroland AG, it is important to retain
the existing skilled workforce. We must use the EUR 5.3 million now provided by the
European Union to offer further training for the persons concerned and give them new
prospects for the future. The task now is to ensure that these funds are disbursed swiftly.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the report by José Manuel Fernandes
on the proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) to help Germany to cope with redundancies in the printing
machinery sector. This assistance was approved by a large majority: 561 votes to 71, with
15 abstentions.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this proposal. The German
authorities argue that the printing machinery equipment market is highly internationalised.
Manroland, together with its German and other European competitors, already operates
on a world-wide basis. During recent years, emerging markets such as China, India and
South American countries, e.g. Brazil, increased their demand for printing machinery and
therefore became important customers for German and other European printing machinery
manufacturers. Increasingly, however, they have also become important players in their
own right on the supply side of an increasingly global market. Producers China, India,
South America, as well as a growing number of competitors from Eastern Europe, the USA
and Japan, have all achieved rising market shares during the past decade. As a result, German
high-quality producers now face stiff international competition, mostly of lower quality
and at lower prices

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund supports workers who have been redundant as a direct result of the global financial
and economic crisis. The eligibility criteria are met in this case. It is therefore appropriate
to give tailored aid to the people who have been made redundant by Manroland in Germany.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU is an area of solidarity which offers the
European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF). This support is vital to help the
unemployed and victims of the relocations that occur in a globalised context. The number
of undertakings which are relocating is constantly on the increase, due to their taking
advantage of the cheaper labour costs which are available in various countries, particularly
China and India, to the detriment of those countries which respect workers’ rights. The
EGF is intended to help workers suffering the consequences of relocations, and it is vital
to facilitate access to a new job. In the past the EGF has been used by other countries in the
EU. This support must now be given to Germany, which has submitted an application for
assistance for 2 284 redundancies, of which 2 103 are targeted for assistance, in printing
machinery manufacturer Manroland AG and two of its subsidiaries as well as one supplier
in Germany.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is the twelfth application to be examined
under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of EUR 5 352 944
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from the EGF for Germany. The application concerns 2 177 redundancies in Manroland
AG and 62 in two of its subsidiaries, as well as 45 in one supplier (Gefinal Systema), making
a total of 2 284 redundancies, of which 2 239 occurred during the four-month reference
period from 1 January 2012 to 30 April 2012. I voted in favour.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) On 13 September 2012 the European
Commission adopted, under the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF), a new
proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in favour of Germany in order to
support the reintegration in the labour market of workers made redundant as a result of
the global economic and financial crisis due to globalisation. This is the 12th application
to be examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total amount of
EUR 5 352 944 from the EGF for 2 177 redundancies in Manroland AG and 62 in two of
its subsidiaries, as well as 45 in one supplier (Gefinal Systema), making a total of
2 284 redundancies, of which 2 239 occurred during the four-month reference period
between 1 January 2012 and 30 April 2012. With this procedure having been assessed by
all of the parties involved, particularly the European Commission, and with the Committee
on Employment and Social Affairs having been associated to the process and being in
favour of the Fund being mobilised for Germany, I voted in favour of this report.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund
(EGF) was created in order to provide additional assistance to workers being laid off as a
consequence of major structural changes in world trade patterns. On 13 September 2012,
the Commission adopted a new proposal for a Decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of Germany in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to the global financial and economic crisis. Considering that the
printing machinery equipment market is highly internationalised and that German
high-quality producers now face stiff international competition, mostly of lower quality
and at lower prices, and underlining the importance of ensuring a rapid procedure with
due respect of the Interinstitutional Agreement for the adoption of Decisions on the
mobilisation of the fund, I voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Following the application submitted by Germany
to mobilise the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in respect of redundancies
in the enterprise Manroland AG and two of its subsidiaries, as well as one supplier, the
Commission proposed mobilising the amount of EUR 5 352 944, for which I voted.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. On 13 September 2012 the
Commission adopted a new proposal for a decision on the mobilisation of the EGF in
favour of Germany, in order to support the reintegration in the labour market of workers
made redundant due to the global financial and economic crisis. This is the twelfth
application to be examined under the 2012 budget and refers to the mobilisation of a total
amount of EUR 5 352 944 from the EGF for Germany. The application concerns 2 177
redundancies in Manroland AG and 62 in two of its subsidiaries, as well as 45 in one
supplier (Gefinal Systema), making a total of 2 284 redundancies, of which 2 239 occurred
during the four-month reference period from 1 January 2012 to 30 April 2012. The
redundancies in Manroland AG and its subsidiaries were calculated in accordance with the
second indent of the second paragraph of Article 2 of Regulation (EC No 1927/2006, while
those in Gefinal Systema were calculated in accordance with the first indent of the second
paragraph of Article 2 of Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006.
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Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Germany has requested
assistance for the redundancies in the printing machinery manufacturer Manroland AG.
The break-up of a large enterprise such as Manroland AG has led to a great number of
redundancies and a loss of skills affecting the regions concerned. The European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) has shown itself to be an effective instrument for assisting workers
who have been made redundant. The amounts mobilised will be used to cofinance active
labour market measures including personalised services aimed at reintegrating the workers
in the labour market, training courses leading to qualifications, updating of skills and
retraining, and short-term incentives and allowances. The EGF should be mobilised to
assist the enterprise in order to ensure that the skills and competences gained throughout
professional careers are not wasted. I therefore voted in favour.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the report on the
mobilisation of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) in favour of Germany,
in support of the 2 103 employees dismissed from the printing press manufacturing
company Manroland AG and two of its subsidiaries. It is clear that the adverse consequences
of globalisation further highlight the added value of the European Globalisation Adjustment
Fund as an EU social policy tool. The targeted financial support which it provides for
retraining and reintegration programmes for workers affected by mass dismissals is
particularly important. Furthermore, the support which it provides is a practical expression
of EU solidarity. The case of Germany is the best demonstration of the fact that this financial
instrument does not confine its operation to countries facing economic and budgetary
challenges, but may prove equally useful in helping dismissed workers to reintegrate into
the labour market even in economically robust countries. This in turn underlines the
importance of that Fund, and shows how necessary it is that it should continue to operate
for the duration of the forthcoming multiannual financial framework 2014-2020.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Bearing in mind that Germany has requested
assistance for 2 284 redundancies, of which 2 103 are targeted for assistance, in printing
machinery manufacturer Manroland AG and two of its subsidiaries, as well as one supplier,
and that the application fulfils the eligibility criteria laid down by the European Globalisation
Adjustment Fund (EGF) Regulation, I voted in favour of mobilising this Fund to provide
additional support to affected workers and to assist their reintegration into the labour
market.

Jacek Włosowicz (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The application submitted by Germany meets
the eligibility criteria set out in the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund Regulation.
Implementation of the coordinated package began ahead of the decision on the granting
of support and the German authorities have taken the necessary precautions for the future.
However, half of the EGF support will be spent on allowances for workers, when it should
primarily be allocated to job search and training programmes. For that reason, I abstained
from the vote.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) Germany requested assistance for
2 284 workers made redundant by Manroland AG and two of its subsidiaries as well as
one supplier in Germany. This company was a machinery manufacturer with specialist
skills, whose closure has affected other neighbouring cities. If these workers manage to
find another job, they will have to accept lower wages, which will reduce their purchasing
power and affect the local economy. This is absolutely deplorable. This was the final request
to mobilise the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund that we examined in this
part-session, with support totalling EUR 40 531 302 having been approved for

327Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



8 415 workers. This support will only be a compensatory palliative, and will not solve the
drama unfolding in the lives of each of these workers and their families. Only breaking
with the policies that are being followed by the EU will get us off this road to social and
economic disaster.

Reports: A7-0322/2012, A7-0325/2012, A7-0323/2012, A7-0334/2012,
A7-0324/2012, A7-0333/2012, A7-0345/2012 and A7-0346/2012

Anna Maria Corazza Bildt and Gunnar Hökmark (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) Today we
voted for eight reports on the use of the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund. Ever
since the Fund was established in 2006, we have always previously abstained from voting,
since we were against the Fund from the outset, because we do not feel that the Fund is the
right instrument for helping employees who are hit by structural changes. The Fund has
now grown, developed and received its own grant. It exists, and it will not disappear in the
foreseeable future. We have therefore now decided to take a position on every single case;
whether they meet the very strict requirements for cofinancing and long-term measures
for generating employment that are imposed on applicants. In this case, we felt that the
applicants meet these requirements. Within the framework of work on the budget and
long-term budget, we continue to support a more effective, long-term instrument for
increasing employment, confronting structural changes and increasing flexibility in the
labour market.

Report: Christofer Fjellner (A7-0231/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report which concerns
the export or transit through the European Union of dual-use items, bearing in mind that
dual-use items are goods and technology. Given that these can be used for both peaceful
and military purposes, it is vital to have a set of rules to identify and regulate this type of
item. This regulation lays down the conditions under which these items are exported, as
greater transparency is essential.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Like a majority of my colleagues, I voted in
favour of this text, which updates a Regulation on the control by the European Union of
exports of goods that are civilian in nature but may be used for military purposes.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of the report because a
modification of the rules is welcome in the context of global technological progress. Careful
control of the export of products that may be used for purposes other than civilian is
needed. The impact on the relevant industries must be noted, however; the global
competitiveness of SMEs must not be further endangered.

Romania is very interested in the impact of this modification as it is the biggest global
producer of heavy water used in the cooling of CANDU nuclear reactors. In this context,
I would not like to see exports of heavy water affected. The implementation of the
Commission’s proposals must involve the Parliament as well, and will entail a necessary
collaboration with the Member States and the other relevant parties.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I supported this report, because
I believe that it improves the security conditions in place to prevent the misuse of items
which, in addition to their civilian purpose, may also have a military application. The
measures enable the lists of items to be updated more quickly without affecting
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manufacturers’ competitiveness. They bring greater transparency and efficiency without
compromising the effectiveness of controls.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of Mr Fjellner’s report on a
proposal amending the current EU regime for the control of exports and transit of dual-use
items that are civilian in nature, but which may be used for military purposes, replacing
ordinary legislative procedure with the more streamlined delegated acts. Dual-use items
are subject to international export control regimes laid down by the UN, with which the
EU and the Member States comply, and frequent updates to the dual-use export control
list are required. Existing updating procedures are too complex and slow in view of EU
market needs and delayed updating of lists can hurt competitiveness. The regime of
delegated acts enables protection of market needs while allowing Parliament and the
Member States to oppose initiatives by the European Commission if they wish.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the
Community regime for the control of exports, transfer, brokering and transit of dual-use
items. These rules aim to limit the risk of military use of sensitive dual-use products
(chemicals, telecommunication software and devices). Without hampering legitimate trade,
it is important to develop a full system of general export authorisations for the EU in order
to fight effectively against the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. In my opinion,
this report will undoubtedly allow us to pursue a risk-free export policy for our dual-use
goods.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because
I feel it is important to ensure non-proliferation without restricting competition and
competitiveness, and because I believe that the Commission proposal is in line with the
aim of ensuring that EU control lists are updated with a minimum delay, enhancing speed
and flexibility. This will also allow rapid adaptation to changing external circumstances
to both tackle emerging proliferation threats and ensure European industry is not left at a
competitive disadvantage.

Ole Christensen (S&D),    in writing.  −  (DA) On the whole, it will make the process more
effective if the Commission is given delegated powers to update the lists. This is a task of
a technical nature, and it is an advantage both for the business community and for security
if the procedure is faster. Efficiency must not, however, be at the expense of quality in the
controls. I have therefore, together with the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats
for Europe, the Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance and the Confederal Group of
the European United Left – Nordic Green Left, voted for a number of proposed amendments
that aim at quality. Advance controls increase transparency when export licences are issued,
make the export licence more restrictive, reinforce cooperation between Member States
and prevent cyber-attacks. These are areas that we wanted the rapporteur to take up in the
negotiations with the Council.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Dual-use items – goods that can be used for both
civilian and military purposes, such as chemicals that can be used as fertilisers or to make
bombs, or IT technology for computers that can be used to guide missiles – are now a
highly sensitive matter. The Europe-wide control of exports of dual-use goods and
technologies is intended to ensure compliance with the international commitments of the
EU and its Member States in terms of non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and proliferation of conventional arms. This proposal aims to streamline procedures in
the EU export control regime by introducing delegated acts for regular updates of Annex
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I and modifications of Annex II to Regulation (EC) No 428/2009. These updates will
enhance the speed and flexibility of the control, which will allow rapid adaptation to
changing external circumstances in order to tackle emerging proliferation threats.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Some of the goods we use on a daily basis have the
potential to be used for military purposes. It is therefore necessary to monitor very closely
their export to other countries, while taking care not to hinder their trade when there is
no danger. The text I voted for aims to streamline these controls, not hindering trade but
nevertheless ensuring a high level of security. I fully support this goal.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Christofer Fjellner refers
to the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending
Council Regulation (EC) No 428/2009 setting up a Community regime for the control of
exports, transfer, brokering and transit of dual-use items. In recent years the European
Union has taken various steps to prevent these dual-use items (which can be used for both
civilian and military purposes) from being used to manufacture weapons, particularly
weapons of mass destruction. The main instrument of EU control is Regulation (EC)
No 428/2009 of 5 May 2009, which covers the brokering and transit of these items, but
which needs amending in order to avoid different treatment depending on the Member
State. I voted in favour of this report as I agree with the need to update the current
Regulation in order to streamline control of exports of dual-use goods and technologies
so as to limit the risk of these being used for non-peaceful purposes but without affecting
the legitimate trade in these items.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report follows on from two legislative
proposals previously adopted by this Parliament on the control of exports of dual-use
items. Those proposals will amend Regulation (EC) No 428/2009, which governs the
system for controlling exports of dual-use items, and its respective annexes, which contain
lists of controlled items and destinations. We would repeat the objections we made at the
time of that adoption. This report concerns the Commission proposal on the update of
the annexes to the Regulation. Currently, the Regulation is updated through the ordinary
legislative procedure. The Commission proposes to introduce delegated acts for regular
updates of Annex I and modifications of Annex II. The rapporteur supports the
Commission’s position, with the main reason for this change in procedure being that the
ordinary legislative procedure is ‘burdensome and lengthy’ and delay in implementing
decisions on tightening controls ‘hurts the competitiveness of European exporters’. Our
group co-signed various proposed amendments to the report, which would have improved
it. Regrettably, they were not adopted.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Rapid technological progress leads
to constant review of international control lists of dual-use items. Although decisions of
international export control regimes are legally non-binding, international commitments
undertaken by Member States mean, that frequent updates to the EU dual-use export
control list are required and important. Such updates must, in view of their impact on
security and trade, be included regularly and in good time in EU legislation. In the event
that international export control regimes decide to include new items in the control lists,
such supplementary items must be constantly controlled throughout the EU for security
reasons. Furthermore, a decision by the international export control regimes to de-control
certain items must also be included in EU legislation as quickly as possible so that exporters
from the EU are competitive on world markets. In view of the rapid rate of development
in the world, it is essential to ensure that current EU General Export Authorisations can
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be promptly amended with respect to their destinations and range of items. I think that
this step is also justifiable in order to be able to take account of changes in the world
situation in the EU export control system.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Rapid technological progress leads to constant
review of international control lists of dual-use items. Use of delegated acts in such a
technical area, where Decisions are adopted subject to international control regimes, avoids
over-complex legislative procedures that damage the competiveness of European exporters
and allows accelerated and regular updating of control lists. Considering also that the
regime of delegated acts provides for control by Parliament and the Member States of
Commission initiatives and allows them to take action where appropriate, I voted in favour.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported Christofer Fjellner’s report on the
Community regime for the control of exports, transfer, brokering and transit of dual-use
items. The report was adopted on 23 October by 378 votes to 263, 17 abstentions. This
export control framework for dual-use goods and technologies (that is, goods of a civilian
nature that may have a military use) is absolutely essential. It has a dual goal: to limit the
risks of proliferation and military use, while also avoiding hampering legitimate trade.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted against this resolution because of the defeat
of some key amendments. In particular I felt we should have re-introduced the so called
‘ex-ante control mechanisms’ rather than the current ‘ex-post controls.’

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) A balance has been found in this report
between limiting the risks of proliferation and military use of dual-use goods and promoting
the legitimate trade of these goods. It is necessary to streamline the annex modification
procedures so that the annexes can be updated regularly and quickly when necessary. The
delegated acts lend themselves to such modifications. That is why I voted for this report.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour. I support the rapporteur in urging
the Commission to step up efforts developing a dual-use e-system and an EU training
programme on export controls, ensuring that small and medium-sized enterprises remain
competitive inside and outside of the single market.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU controls exports of items that are civilian in
nature but may be used for military purposes through Regulation (EC) No 428/2009.
Annex I to that Regulation contains the EU list of controlled items, reflecting decisions
taken by consensus in international export control regimes. Controlled items may not
leave the EU customs territory without an export authorisation. General Export
Authorisations listed in Annex II cover exports of certain lower-risk items to certain
destinations. The export control framework of dual-use goods and technologies serves a
dual purpose: it aims to limit the risk of proliferation and military use without hampering
legitimate trade. Hence, it is vital to strike a fair balance between these concerns.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted against this report, because it proposes
making changes to the control of trade in this type of item under European law, including
the requirement for notification 30 days after export operations have begun. Under the
proposed rules, items of this kind will be included on a list and subject to controls, but
these measures make no sense at all if operators do not require authorisation prior to their
export. The Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left tabled an
amendment to the proposal in order to introduce a requirement for prior authorisation.
As this amendment was unsuccessful, I am voting against this report, as it favours control
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by means of the provision of information instead of real and effective control of the export
of items of this kind.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The issue of export controls on dual-use goods
is vital. These controls should limit the risks of proliferation and military use, without
harming legitimate trade. The procedures applied within the European export control
system therefore needed to be streamlined through the introduction of delegated acts with
a view to the regular updating of Annex I and, consequently, modification of Annex II.

Regular updates to Annex I and simplification of procedures are necessary given the pace
of technological progress. Any delay in this area could lead to serious security problems
and could even be detrimental to the competitiveness of European exporters if a third
country were to remove export controls more quickly than the European Union.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Dual use items are products and technology
that can be used both for peaceful and military purposes. This regulation sets up the
conditions in which these items are exported. More transparency is needed with regard to
the export authorisations of these goods. Therefore I favour a system of ex-ante controls.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report
because I agree with the aim of ensuring that EU control lists are updated with a minimum
delay, enhancing speed and flexibility. This will allow rapid adaptation to changing external
circumstances in order to tackle emerging proliferation threats and ensure European
industry is not left at a competitive disadvantage.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The export control framework of dual-use
goods and technologies serves double purpose: it aims to limit the risk of proliferation and
military use without hampering legitimate trade. It is vital to strike a fair balance between
these concerns. Rapid technological progress leads to constant review of international
control lists of dual-use items. Simplification and acceleration of existing procedures is
therefore necessary in order to avoid security issues that may arise due to delays in
implementing Decisions on tightening controls, and to allow rapid adaptation to changing
external circumstances, both to tackle emerging proliferation threats and to ensure European
industry is not left in competitive disadvantage. I therefore voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU controls exports of items that are civilian
in nature but may be used for military purposes through Regulation (EC) No 428/2009.
The export control framework of dual-use goods and technologies serves a dual purpose:
it aims to limit the risk of proliferation and military use without hampering legitimate
trade. Hence, it is vital to strike a fair balance between these concerns. In this respect, the
Commission is now proposing amendments to Regulation (EC) No 428/2009 in order to
streamline procedures in the export control regime. I therefore voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Against. Among other things, we regret
some amendments by the PPE according to which they limit delegated acts to the removal
of countries under an arms embargo, and on the other hand some of our common
amendments (presented together with other groups) were rejected.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The general export
authorisations have shown themselves to be very effective instruments, lowering the risks
involved in exporting certain products to certain destinations. Amending the current EU
regime for the control of exports and transit of dual-use items will render such controls as
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effective, efficient and timely as possible. Export controls on certain types of goods serves
to limit the risk of proliferation without hampering legitimate trade. Today technological
progress requires constant review of control lists. It must therefore be possible to modify
the current EU general export authorisations swiftly based on the destination and field of
application of the goods, so that the EU export control regime adequately reflects new
global developments. I therefore vote in favour.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The existence of civilian goods and technologies
that can be used for military purposes requires the European Union to regulate and control
their export. This export control has the aim of limiting the risk of proliferation of weapons
without hampering legitimate trade. In relation to this control, the Regulation governing
export contains two annexes which list all dual-use goods and technologies. However,
rapid technological progress requires these annexes to be periodically updated via the
burdensome and lengthy ordinary legislative procedure. Bearing in mind the need to
honour, with minimum delay, the international commitments undertaken by Member
States of the European Union with regard to security issues, and the need to ensure the
competitiveness of European exports, the procedure for updating the annexes needs to be
as swift as possible. For those reasons, I voted in favour of the document which proposes
that the power to update the lists annexed to the Regulation on dual-use items should be
delegated to the European Commission.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) The export control framework of
dual-use goods and technologies serves a dual purpose: it aims to limit the risk of
proliferation and military use without hampering legitimate trade. Rapid technological
progress leads to constant review of international control lists of dual-use items.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The EU controls exports of items that are civilian
in nature, but may be used for military purposes under the Regulation (EC) No 428/2009.
Its Annex I contains the EU list of controlled items that may not leave the EU customs
territory without an export authorisation. The export control framework of dual-use goods
and technologies aims to limit the risk of proliferation and military use without hampering
legitimate trade. It is vital to strike a fair balance between these concerns, streamlining
procedures in the EU export control regime. Indeed, the objective of the EU export control
system is to ensure non-proliferation without restricting competition and competitiveness.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report follows on from two
legislative proposals previously adopted by this Parliament on the control of exports of
dual-use items. Those proposals will amend Regulation (EC) No 428/2009, which governs
the system for controlling exports of dual-use items, and its respective annexes, which
contain lists of controlled items and destinations. The rapporteur supports the Commission’s
position, with which we disagree. The Confederal Group of the European United Left –
Nordic Green Left co-signed various proposed amendments to the report, which would
have improved it but which were rejected.

Report: Brian Simpson (A7-0162/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because I
support the collection of data on the seafaring profession at European level. There is a clear
need for a fuller picture of the employment situation in this sector.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The Communist Party of Greece
voted against the report because both the International Convention on Standards of
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Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers of 1978 and the Manila amendments,
which are proposed for incorporation into EU law, are very out of date and do not meet
the requirements for modern, high-quality maritime training to ensure the effective
protection of human life at sea and protection of the environment. The public status of
maritime education is not guaranteed, and the regulations on working hours are medieval.
They envisage up to 14 hours’ work per day, or more (on the basis of various exceptions),
which leads to very rapid deterioration in the physical and mental health of seafarers,
greatly increasing the risk of maritime accidents, with incalculable consequences. The EU
strategy is to secure the lowest possible level of maritime training, increasing the exploitation
of seafarers by ship-owning capital, which can then more easily replace the seafarers who
have established industrial rights, with other workers – mainly from third countries – who
have no rights and are employed on demeaning starvation wages. The Communist Party
of Greece supports the struggle of the class-oriented seafarers’ movement for modern,
high-quality maritime training; a 5-day week, 7 hours per day, 35 hours per week; strict
measures to protect the health and safety of seafarers; wages corresponding to present-day
needs; full, steady employment with rights for all seafarers.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Following a detailed examination of the
International Convention on Standards of Training for Seafarers, several changes have
been decided This text, which has been adopted by the European Parliament and which I
voted for, incorporates in European legislation the changes made to an international
convention. It aims to improve training conditions and to make certain requirements with
regard to the training of seafarers more stringent.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the proposal for a directive on the
minimum level of training of seafarers because it is important to maritime safety, a priority
for naval operators. European legislation should promptly take into account international
norms, and I welcome the Commission’s initiative in this sense.

We need a coherent European maritime policy aimed at improving training and working
conditions for seafarers. I would like to highlight that the minimum rest period must be
provided and respected at all times to avoid accidents and dangers due to tiredness. The
global dimension of maritime transport requires the European rules to adapt promptly to
international standards.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this proposal
for a directive, because I consider it essential to harmonise the training of seafarers in
Europe, raise the medical standards required of crews and, in particular, to improve training
on safety, both specifically in relation to the occupation itself and with regard to other
dangers, such as piracy. I also agree with the inclusion of measures designed to prevent
fraudulent practice in connection with certificates and welcome the important
improvements the directive will make in terms of statistics on the scale and conditions of
employment in this sector within Europe.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report because it is primarily
intended to ensure greater security and stronger respect of safety regulations, especially in
the case of crews made up of individuals trained in different countries who operate in the
same ship. At the same time, the report is aimed at fostering the competitiveness of EU
fleets, which is crucial during this time of economic crisis.

Vito Bonsignore (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The report presents a range of amendments
to the Directive, recognising and protecting the professional standing of our seafarers.
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There is currently widespread dissatisfaction in the sector for several reasons, ranging from
the economic crisis to the new regulatory regime, from international political instability
to environmental emergencies. Every measure aimed at achieving greater clarity in the
protection of seafarers is certainly timely and appropriate at this moment. I voted in favour
of the proposal and particularly welcome the provisions for the prevention of fraudulent
practices, training on security matters and certification of certain advanced professional
qualifications, as well as a system for collecting and managing information that is both
complete and practical and that safeguards the right to protection of personal data. Proper
analysis of information on the sector will be of use not just to the legislator but also to
private citizens seeking guidance on the opportunities and dynamics of the sector. I note
the proposal, also included in the amendments, that minimum rest periods for prevention
of fatigue should be accompanied by a reasonable system of exceptions relating to specific
types of activity.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this report, which aims to strengthen
provisions on the training and assessment of seafarers, in particular with regard to fraudulent
practices and piracy. It primarily involves the integration in European legislation of the
reworked international convention agreed at the Manila Conference on 25 June 2010.

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the Simpson report, which aims
to transpose into EU law the changes in the international legislation, as decided by the
International Maritime Organisation. Through my work as Vice-Chair of the Committee
on Fisheries, I have been able to observe how important it is for crews trained in different
countries but working on the same boat to have the necessary skills to carry out their duties
in the same way. I am convinced that training plays a vital role in maritime safety and I
welcome the adoption of this report.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Commission proposal is in the
main an exercise in transposing the changes already agreed by the Member States to the
International Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for
Seafarers (STCW Convention) at the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) in order
to bring European legislation into line with the amended STCW Convention. I believe that
the changes made to the transposition serve the purpose of improving the wording of the
legislative text for the sake of clarity or to bring the text up to date with latest developments.
I agree with the requirement for all Member States to submit details of individual seafarers’
training certification to the Commission on an annual basis in order to get a better picture
of the seafaring profession in Europe. I also agree with bringing the legislative text up to
date with the revised committee provisions introduced in light of the Treaty of Lisbon. For
those reasons, I voted in favour of this report.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) It is vitally important that crews on board ships
have a minimum level of training to ensure their safety at sea and in port. It should be
guaranteed that seafarers performing the same duties have the same level of skills needed
to ensure the same performance, even where they have been trained in another Member
State. Training and certification of seafarers are regulated by the International Convention
on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW Convention),
which was adopted in 1978 by the International Maritime Organisation. The STCW
Convention was amended in 2010 in Manila, with these amendments having entered into
force on 1 January 2012. It is vital that the amendments agreed in Manila are coherently
transposed into EU law through the amendment of Directive 2008/106/EC. In order to
avoid compromising safety on board ships, the opinion advocates an essential minimum
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rest period for seafarers. I therefore support this proposal, which seeks to prevent the
danger posed by fatigue by not allowing exceptions to the daily rest period. Exceptions
will only be allowed if social partners in the different Member States agree to a lower weekly
rest period than 77 hours.

Rachida Dati (PPE),   in writing. – (FR) The sea is home to some of our most beautiful
professions, but also some of the most risky. The human factor is the key to mitigating
this risk. The goal of this text, which I voted for, is to ensure that seamen are well trained
by bringing European provisions into line with our international obligations.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Thanks to the vote on the resolution harmonising
minimum levels of training for seafarers, European legislation is now in line with
international standards (the International Maritime Organisation’s International Convention
on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW)). While
the text improves the competitiveness of the European fleet, it also maintains the strictest
European standards with regard to rest periods. I am happy that, by ensuring that all
European seamen will, in future, have the same minimum level of training, this directive
promotes advances in terms of health and security (with better management of acts of
piracy, for example).

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the report on the ‘minimum
level of training of seafarers’ because it will bring European legislation into line with the
international conventions on the certification of training of seafarers.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The advent of the era of globalisation,
with the removal of borders and the increased mobility of individuals, means that workers
of various nationalities are increasingly working for the same company or contractor, as
is the case with workers performing duties on the same ship. Rules on the training and
certification of seafarers (International Convention on Standards of Training, Certification
and Watchkeeping for Seafarers or STCW Convention) entered into force in 1984 and
were significantly amended in 1995. They require a minimum level of training for this
category of workers. Directive 2008/106/EC is the existing European Union law right now,
having been adopted in November 2008 under the codecision procedure. A series of
significant amendments agreed at the Conference of Parties to the STCW Convention in
Manila in 2010 entered into force on 1 January 2012. Given that the objective of the
Commission proposal is to transpose the amendments agreed at the Conference of Parties
to the STCW Convention in 2010 into EU law, I voted in favour of this report on the
proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive
2008/106/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on the minimum level of
training of seafarers.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The proposed amendment to the Directive
on the minimum level of training of seafarers is intended to establish a minimum level for
the training and certification of seafarers, with theoretical and practical components,
guaranteeing sufficient skills to ensure the necessary safety and protection and to respond
to hazards and emergencies. Portugal has the technical and administrative capacity to meet
the new training requirements. However, it must be ensured that the minimum training
requirements do not fall behind current technological developments and scientific progress,
which we fear is not the case. The proposal also stipulates a minimum number of rest hours
and minimum ages for young candidates, and minimum compulsory requirements for
certification as ratings. However, in Portugal the intensity of work on board is already high,
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and is tending to increase further due to the trend towards reducing the number of
personnel. It should have been ensured that these workers do not work more than
eight hours, which this report has not managed to achieve.

Carlo Fidanza (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I welcome Mr Simpson’s report. Suitable and
up-to-date training of crews is essential for ensuring safety on board ships. Training should
therefore comply with international standards, and be standardised, in order to overcome
problems often posed by the presence on board a given ship of workers from different
countries and trained according to different systems. All actions aimed at upholding safety
in the sector must be regarded as essential, in particular the strengthening of provisions
on issuance of certificates of competence, medical fitness and fitness for duty, and the
proposals on better working conditions and control of alcohol abuse. It is essential to aim
for greater involvement of the Commission through greater transparency, and for easier
access to information in order to a provide fuller picture of the employment situation in
this sector.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) It is of utmost importance that
crews being trained in different countries and under different systems operating onboard
the same ship have the capacities needed to perform their duties in a safe manner. Training,
in fact, plays an important role in maritime safety. Training and certification of seafarers
is regulated by the Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping
for Seafarers (STCW Convention) which was adopted in 1978 by the International Maritime
Organisation. The Convention entered into force in 1984 and was significantly amended
in 1995. More recently, in 2010, a Conference of Parties to the STCW Convention in Manila
launched a comprehensive review and introduced significant amendments to the STCW
Convention, which entered into force on 1 January 2012. I remain of the view that the
Union rules relating to training and certification of seafarers should continue to be kept
in line with the international rules in order to avoid a conflict between the European Union
commitments and the international commitments of the Union Member States, who are
all parties of the STCW Convention and signed up to the amendments adopted at the Manila
Conference.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I support the proposal for a number of reasons.
Firstly, in order to avoid causing conflict between international obligations, EU obligations
and those of its Member States following the amendments to the Convention on Standards
of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers. Secondly, because the report
addresses the essential aspects of safety and recognition of seafarers’ certificates issued by
third countries by the European Maritime Safety Agency. Finally I agree with the
amendments to the text, particularly with regard to the competitiveness of European
seafarers and its importance for job creation at the present time of economic crisis and
high unemployment. I therefore voted in favour.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this amendment because
it is of utmost importance that crews being trained in different countries and under different
systems operating onboard the same ship have the capacities needed to perform their
duties in a safe manner. I am convinced that training, in fact, plays an important role in
maritime safety. The amendments adopted regard the regulations annexed to the
Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers and
the more technical code. The main amendments to the Convention include: strengthened
provisions concerning training and assessment, the issuance of certificates of competency,
as well as for prevention of fraudulent practices; updated standards relating to medical
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fitness, fitness for duty as well as alcohol abuse; and new requirements concerning
certification for able seafarers, for electro-technical officers as well as security-related
training for all seafarers.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported Brian Simpson’s report at the
part-session of 23 October. The report was adopted by a large majority, by 619 votes to
16, with 16 abstentions. I welcome this result. The goal of the report was to bring the
minimum level of training for seafarers into line with international rules. The main
improvements sought are the introduction of stronger provisions on training, assessment
and prevention of fraudulent practices, the updating of standards concerning medical
fitness and alcohol abuse, new requirements for electro-technical officers, and new
provisions on security training for seafarers.

Jan Kozłowski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) I voted in favour of the report by Brian Simpson,
because I consider it important to stress the need for adequate rest periods for watch-keeping
seafarers. Above all, however, I would like to underline the importance of making effective
use of information concerning certificates and other documents relating to seafarers’
training in order to determine labour market trends. The results of the Commission analyses
should help seafarers in planning their careers and deciding on training and vocational
education. These analyses should also help maritime higher education institutions to
prepare their course programmes. Finally, I should like to voice the hope that the
implementation of the directive on the minimum level of training of seafarers will lead to
greater safety at sea, which is one of the European Union’s priorities, and to improved job
market prospects for European seafarers.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The very important matter of the minimum level
of training for seafarers was put to the vote this Tuesday and the report was adopted. After
the recent tragedies at sea that have made their mark on the public consciousness, I am
delighted that the European legislation is being brought into line with the International
Convention on Standards of Training for Seafarers. Indeed, the human factor is crucial to
maritime safety, and we had a duty to update our legislation. I voted in favour of this text
so that vital improvements could be made as regards the minimum quality of training for
seafarers, revision of the requirements concerning their medical fitness, and stricter
certification standards. These improvements will bring European law into line with
international standards.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome this report. It is of utmost importance that
crews being trained in different countries and under different systems operating on board
the same ship have the capacities needed to perform their duties in a safe manner. Training,
in fact, plays an important role in maritime safety. Training and certification of seafarers
is regulated by the Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping
for Seafarers (STCW Convention), which was adopted in 1978 by the International Maritime
Organisation. It entered into force in 1984 and was significantly amended in 1995. The
main objective of the Commission’s proposal is to transpose the latest amendments into
EU law.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This is about adapting the rules concerning
the training of seafarers to the new international rules decided at the Manila Conference
in order to avoid a hiatus between European and international law. Amongst other things,
these changes introduce new requirements on the certification of qualified seafarers, as
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well as training on security. The deadline for recognition of third-country systems is also
extended from 3 to 18 months.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Improved training for seafarers should include all
specialist categories among crew members and officers and cover proper theoretical and
practical instruction on the safety of human life at sea. I voted in favour.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) It is of utmost importance that crews being trained
in different countries and under different systems operating on board the same ship have
the capacities needed to perform their duties in a safe manner. Training, in fact, plays an
important role in maritime safety. Training and certification of seafarers are regulated by
the International Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping
for Seafarers (STCW Convention), which was adopted in 1978 by the International Maritime
Organisation. It entered into force in 1984 and was significantly amended in 1995.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I did not support this report, because,
although it introduces minimum qualifications, it fails to impose the standards now required
by new technologies. It refers, for instance, to the ‘Manila amendments’ to the International
Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers, which
will be applicable to all seafarers working in Europe, in the aim of improving safety within
the profession. However, this Convention has not kept pace with the significant
technological advances that have occurred with regard to ships and shipping. The report
also fails to define clearly the working time applicable to seafarers. For these reasons, I
decided to abstain from the vote.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − It is of utmost importance that crews being
trained in different countries and under different systems operating on board the same
ship have the capacities needed to perform their duties in a safe manner. Training, in fact,
plays an important role in maritime safety. I voted in favour.

Tiziano Motti (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I am voting in favour of strengthened provisions
concerning training of seafarers in order improve levels of safety for themselves and
passengers on board. Better medical fitness, training in technology-related matters and
security training against piracy and armed attack can only contribute to the safety of
maritime travel. Above all, the amendments will bring relevant EU legislation into line
with the international standards approved by the International Maritime Organisation.

Pier Antonio Panzeri (S&D),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the proposal for a
Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2008/106/EC
of the European Parliament and of the Council on the minimum level of training of seafarers.
Training of a seafarers is an essential element of maritime safety and it is therefore of the
utmost importance that crews trained in different countries in accordance with different
systems have the necessary skills to carry out their onboard duties safely. The present
proposal is aimed at bringing relevant EU legislation on training and certification of seafarers
into line with current international standards, improving the wording of the legislative
text for the sake of clarity. I therefore consider the proposal to be essential for avoiding
conflict between international obligations and the EU obligations of the Member States.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report. It is
based on the Commission proposal, which is in the main an exercise in transposing the
changes already agreed by the Member States to the International Convention on Standards
of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW Convention) at the
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International Maritime Organisation in order to bring European legislation into line with
the amended STCW Convention. The changes made to the transposition improve the
wording of the legislative text, making it clearer and up to date with latest developments.
The requirement for all Member States to submit details of individual seafarers’ training
certification to the Commission on an annual basis in order to get a better picture of the
seafaring profession in Europe seems to be a positive step to me.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Considering that it is of utmost importance
that crews being trained in different countries and under different systems operating
onboard the same ship have the capacities needed to perform their duties in a safe manner,
and that training therefore plays an important role in maritime safety; and recalling that
training and certification of seafarers is regulated by the Convention on Standards of
Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW Convention) which was
adopted in 1978 and significantly amended in 1995 and again at the convention in Manila
in 2010, it is now necessary to transpose the changes already agreed by the Member States
to the STCW Convention at the International Maritime Organisation in order to bring
European legislation into line with the amended STCW Convention. I therefore voted in
favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Crews being trained in different countries and
under different systems operating on board the same ship must have the minimum
capacities needed to perform their duties to the same degree of excellence. These capacities
play an important role in maritime safety. Bearing in mind the International Maritime
Organisation’s rules, the legislation on which we have voted makes changes to the European
legislation in order to bring Union rules on the training and certification of seafarers into
line with the international rules. I voted in favour.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The International Maritime Organisation
(IMO) recently updated training, certification and safety standards of seafarers to prevent
fraudulent practices in issuance of certificates, raise medical standards and improve safety
training, including security training against piracy and armed attack. The rapporteur agrees
that the Commission’s proposal is in the main an exercise in transposing the changes
already agreed by the Member States to the Convention on Standards of Training,
Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW Convention) at the IMO in order to
bring European legislation into line with the amended STCW Convention. Furthermore
the report supports EU rules on minimum rest periods, which are stricter than international
rules, and proposes that the European Commission should be able to gather information
on crews operating in EU waters.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. It is of utmost importance
that crews being trained in different countries and under different systems operating on
board the same ship have the capacities needed to perform their duties in a safe manner.
Training, in fact, plays an important role in maritime safety. Training and certification of
seafarers is regulated by the Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and
Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW Convention), which was adopted in 1978 by the
International Maritime Organisation. It entered into force in 1984 and was significantly
amended in 1995. As for the structure, the Convention’s introductory articles contain the
general principles, the provisions on entry into force and amendment procedures. The
Annexes are composed of technical ‘Regulations’ which contain the training, qualification
and certification requirements for the different positions on ships (such as ‘captain’, ‘first
mate’, etc.), as well as the ‘Code’ which contains in its Part A detailed tables with a precise
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description of the material skills (e.g., positioning, ship-manoeuvring, cargo-handling) and
in its Part B guidance on the implementation of the whole of the STCW rules. Except for
Part B all parts of the Convention are legally binding for the State Parties.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of this text because I think that
improved standards for crews working on board ships are needed, bringing European
standards into line with those approved by the International Maritime Organisation. We
can no longer ignore the need for updating rules on training and safety of seafarers, including
medical standards and security training against piracy and armed attack.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this proposal because it is
of utmost importance in securing maritime safety, and that crews being trained in different
countries and under different systems operating on board the same ship have the capacities
needed to perform their duties in a safe manner. The proposal includes several key aspects
that strengthen this outcome. These are: updated standards relating to medical fitness,
fitness for duty as well as alcohol abuse; new requirements concerning certification for
able seafarers, and for electro-technical officers, as well as security-related training for all
seafarers; clarification and simplification of the definition of ‘certificate’ amongst others.

Matteo Salvini (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the proposal for a Directive
of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2008/106/EC of the
European Parliament and of the Council on the minimum level of training of seafarers.
The proposed amendments aim to ensure improved standards for issuance and recognition
of certificates of maritime training issued by states that are parties to the Convention on
Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW Convention),
new criteria for determining medical fitness of crews and stricter measures to prevent
fraudulent practices. The proposal also addresses recognition of seafarers’ certificates by
the European Maritime Safety Agency, extending the deadline for the procedure of
recognition of third countries’ STCW systems from three to 18 months.

Vilja Savisaar-Toomast (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ET) Today I voted in favour of the report
on the minimum level of training of seafarers for a number of reasons. Firstly, given that
the days of national crews are long gone in maritime transport and that crews consist of
seafarers from a wide range of countries, it is essential to establish and enforce minimum
requirements for seafarers holding certain posts. At international level, uniform standards
for training and certificates were first established with the convention adopted in 1978,
which entered into force in 1984. These standards were integrated into EU legislation only
in 1994. Two years ago, the aforesaid convention was materially revised, which necessitates
amendments to the EU legislation. One of the major issues is the recognition of seafarers’
certificates issued in third countries, which must guarantee that these seafarers have been
trained in accordance with the requirements to ensure the safety of the entire crew. One
of the amendments to the directive concerns periods of work and rest for seafarers to
ensure the safety of all parties.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) It is of utmost importance
that crews being trained in different countries and under different systems operating
onboard the same ship have the capacities needed to perform their duties in a safe manner.
Training therefore plays an important role in maritime safety. This vote aims to press for:
strengthened provisions concerning training and assessment, the issuance of certificates
of competency, as well as for prevention of fraudulent practices; updated standards relating
to medical fitness, fitness for duty as well as alcohol abuse; new requirements concerning
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certification for able seafarers, for electro-technical officers as well as security-related
training for all seafarers; updated requirements for personnel on certain types of ships;
clarification and simplification of the definition of ‘certificate’.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the Simpson report, which aims to
incorporate into EU law the changes to the International Convention on Standards of
Training for Seafarers adopted by the International Maritime Organisation. It should be
noted that the social partners were fully involved in the conciliation process and were able
to provide constructive comments.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report aims to transpose the amendments
agreed in Manila in 2010 to the International Convention on Standards of Training,
Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers, which was adopted in 1978. In this respect,
I must express my support for this report by underlining the importance of minimum rest
periods and limits on possible exceptions to minimum rest hours for seafarers on
watchkeeping duties. At a time when the blue economy has incredible potential for growth,
we must invest in the training and qualification of seafarers.

Isabelle Thomas (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the report on the minimum level
of training for seafarers. The European Parliament had limited room for manoeuvre, since
the Member States had already accepted the International Convention on Standards of
Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW). These changes constitute
progress on training and the harmonisation of the issue of certificates of competency. They
also improve the prevention of fraudulent practices and the standards applied in respect
of fitness to work, medical requirements and requirements concerning alcohol abuse. In
a sector which operates without borders, it is in the interests of seafarers, as well as in the
general interest, for the certificates issued by Member States and third countries to be
recognised everywhere in Europe. However, to avoid a ‘race to the bottom’, it is necessary
to ensure that a certain number of strict common criteria remain in place. We can be
satisfied that this is the case. I also welcome the Commission’s initiative of obliging Member
States to communicate the available information on certificates, an appropriate provision
which will help establish an overall picture of the current state of affairs and a strategy for
employment in the sector.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of the proposal for a
directive on the minimum level of training of seafarers. The Union’s maritime sector is
characterised by high professional competence, which ensures its competitiveness. The
quality of the training for its workers is therefore important increased competitiveness and
attracting young workers to the profession. To maintain high training standards in this
field we must prevent fraudulent training and competence certification. For this purpose,
the Member States should adopt and apply adequate measures and sanctions to prevent
and discourage fraud and illegal certification and training practices.

Better training for seafarers should include practical and theoretical knowledge of safety
and security standards, and risk and emergencies management. Quality standards and
systems should be imposed through a best practices framework at European level.

Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing.  − I have voted in favour of this legislation, which
will ensure that seafarers operating in EU waters are entitled to better working conditions
and improved training standards. Thanks to the adoption of this resolution, EU law will
now be synchronised with standards set by the International Maritime Organisation,
including the implementation of a minimum level of training and higher medical fitness
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requirements, measures that will help prevent fraud and improve security training. Seafarers’
rights will also be protected, as MEPs have rightly voted to preserve EU limits on exemptions
to minimum rest periods. Furthermore, the Commission will be permitted to amass data
on seafarers in order to gain a clearer picture of the profession in the EU.

Dominique Vlasto (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported this directive, which transposes
into EU law the changes to the convention on the training of seafarers adopted by the
International Maritime Organisation (IMO). Europe is the world’s leading maritime power
and its maritime industry is one of the jewels in our crown, creating jobs and serving as a
vector for growth. It is clearly important to maintain our maritime know-how, particularly
as the competitiveness of the sector depends on the quality of training given to seafarers.
The IMO is the appropriate body to establish regulations on this matter, given the
international nature of maritime transport. The fact that the Member States and the
Commission sit on this body is a measure of the trust placed in its expertise. Recent disasters
have led to a strengthening of the quality of training on onboard security, and I have insisted
on the need for crew members to have access to procedures and documents in their own
language on the operation of the vessels and on emergency situations. I also advocated a
stringent approach to the procedures for issuing and checking seafarers’ certificates.
Maritime safety and security are too important for us not to lead by example, and I am
therefore pleased with the consensus Parliament has reached.

Jarosław Leszek Wałęsa (PPE),    in writing.  − I have voted in favour of the proposal for
a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2008/106/EC
of the European Parliament and of the Council on the minimum level of training of seafarers
(COM(2011)0555 – C7-0246/2011 – 2011/0239(COD)). The seas have long offered
many benefits and resources to our Union, thus it is vital that we continue to make the
seas safe for everyone. This directive covers the safety and training of the seafarers and
imposes the international laws of the STCW into EU law. Simply put, it puts the EU on a
par with the rest of the seafarers around the world by incorporating the laws that already
exist into EU legislation. We have accounted for our high standard of protecting the identity
of our seafarers as well as increased safety measures to equate with our higher standard of
protecting the workers. Many of our citizens are employed as seafarers and now they have
the safeguards to protect them while out to sea.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Training of crews onboard ships is of vital
importance, as is standardisation of the training of crews from various countries operating
onboard the same ship. The aim is to ensure safe operation of ships at sea and in port.
Training and certification of seafarers is regulated by the Convention on Standards of
Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW Convention), adopted in
1978 by the International Maritime Organisation that entered into force in 1984. Directive
94/58/EC of 22 November 1994 integrated for the first time minimum training for seafarers
of the STCW Convention into EU law.

In 2010, a Conference of Parties to the STCW Convention in Manila launched a
comprehensive review and introduced significant amendments to the STCW Convention
(‘Manila amendments’), which entered into force on 1 January 2012. The Union rules on
training and certification of seafarers should continue to be kept in line with the
international rules in order to avoid a conflict between the EU commitments and the
international commitments of the EU Member States. It is therefore essential to transpose
the latest Manila amendments into EU law.
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Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The proposed amendment to the
Directive concerns the rules on the minimum level of training of seafarers. However, we
feel it is necessary to ensure that the minimum training requirements do not fall behind
current technological developments and scientific progress, which we consider has
happened in this case. The proposal also includes the stipulation of a minimum number
of rest hours, but does not guarantee the fundamental point, namely that these workers
should not work more than eight hours.

Recommendation: Vital Moreira (A7-0289/2012)

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing.  − I welcome the result of the European
Parliament’s vote giving consent to the Protocol to the EU-Israel Agreement on conformity
assessment and acceptance of industrial products (ACAA): 379 in favour, 230 against with
41 abstentions. Also I would like to express my gratitude to those colleagues who supported
this important resolution. The vote endorsed the PPE Group line on this important
agreement between the EU and Israel, whose Additional Protocol on pharmaceutical
products will help to facilitate market access by eliminating technical barriers to trade on
industrial products. Once in force, the ACAA foresees mutual recognition of regulatory
and verification procedures for pharmaceutical products in the EU and Israel. Such mutual
recognition would certainly benefit European consumers. Since there would no longer be
a need for additional testing in the EU, something that normally takes from one to three
years, European consumers would get quicker access to Israeli pharmaceutical products.
It means that EU citizens will benefit directly from this Agreement as they will be able to
get good quality pharmaceutical products from Israel quicker and cheaper.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The Communist Party of Greece
in the European Parliament condemns the Council decision on the conclusion of a Protocol
to the Euro Mediterranean Agreement establishing an association between the European
Communities and their Member States, of the one part, and the State of Israel, of the other
part, on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA), and the
approval of this by the monopolies’ political staff in the European Parliament. This Protocol
actually permits the EU and its Member States to have direct trade relations with the Israeli
settlements in the Israeli-occupied Palestinian territories, and the export to the EU of Israeli
products produced there. This agreement is essentially a recognition and legitimation of
the Israeli occupation and its crimes against the Palestinian people. It is a continuation of
the EU’s general imperialist policy in the area, which is to systematically upgrade its political,
economic/commercial and military relations with Israel, both within the framework of
the EU-Israel Association Agreement, and in the context of including Israel in the Single
European Sky. At the very moment when the EU, with cheap hypocrisy, is supposedly
condemning the Israeli settlements in the Occupied Territories, it is recognising the Israeli
occupation with tangible measures, and arming its murderous hand against the Palestinian
people.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I am strongly against this agreement because I believe,
as a matter of principle, that the EU should not upgrade any kind of relation with a State
that violates international law and human rights in Occupied Territories. From my point
of view, with the approval of this protocol we lost the opportunity to send a strong message
to Israel and to urge this country to take a step toward the two-state solution. On the
contrary, the consent to the agreement sent to Israel the message that there are no real
consequences for its continued violations of international law. I also think that it has been
totally unfair from the EU side to approve a deal giving beneficial access to Israeli
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pharmaceutical products at a time when Israel is blocking such products from entering
Gaza. For all of these reasons, we have shown, once again, the existence of double standards
in the European foreign policy.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Like the majority of Members, I voted in favour
of this text, which aims to remove technical barriers to the trade of industrial products
between the European Union and Israel. It includes a recognition procedure based on a
system of equivalence, as well as a mechanism for the mutual acceptance of the two parties’
products.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I support the report on the addition to the existing
Euro-Mediterranean Agreement with Israel of the Protocol on Conformity Assessment
and Acceptance of Industrial Products. The protocol will facilitate access for products of
both parties to the agreement. Furthermore Israel will undertake to transpose all relevant
EU legislation, which will allow European exporters to test and certify their products once
only, subject to the same aligned requirements and standards, and then to have access to
the Israeli market without the additional expense involved in having to comply with further
conformity assessment certification procedures.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the additional Protocol
to the Euro-Mediterranean Agreement establishing an association between the European
Communities and Israel on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products
(ACAA). It provides for a procedure to recognise equivalence between the two parties in
the technical regulation, standardisation and assessment of the industrial products
concerned, as well as a mechanism for the mutual acceptance of industrial products. In no
way does it constitute a political judgement for or against legitimisation of the Israeli
settlements or the Occupied Territories, which remain a matter for international diplomacy.

Ole Christensen (S&D),    in writing.  −  (DA) We support postponement of approval for
two years, since there is too much uncertainty surrounding the control mechanisms for
products from the Occupied Territories (EP Legal Service). Furthermore, in line with the
Association Agreement between the EU and Israel and with the Treaty, respect for human
rights and democratic principles must be a guideline for the EU’s foreign policy, including
trade policy.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The additional Protocol to the
Euro-Mediterranean Agreement establishing an Association between the European
Communities and their Member States, and the State of Israel on an Agreement between
the European Community and the state of Israel on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance
of Industrial Products (ACAA) provides EU exporters with an optional and mutual single
testing and certification mechanism. This is applicable to sectors that are already aligned
and means that these products will be able to access the Israeli market without further
certification procedures and assessments.

I voted for this agreement, which aims to improve EU-Israel relations. It is a mutually
beneficial agreement for both Europe and Israel, which will experience increased trade,
especially in the pharmaceutical field, and better trade conditions such as cost reductions
for European patients, faster market access, a greater variety of pharmaceutical products,
and better controls of pharmaceutical products from outside the EU.

The arguments against this agreement were neither convincing nor consistent and were
mainly political and economic. Moreover, consideration has not been given to the very
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likely EU market losses (mutual arrangements can mean Israeli sanctions) should the ACAA
be rejected.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This recommendation by my compatriot
Vital Moreira concerns the draft Council decision on the conclusion of a Protocol to the
Euro-Mediterranean Agreement establishing an association between the European
Communities and their Member States, of the one part, and the State of Israel, of the other
part, on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA). Trade
relations between the EU and the State of Israel have existed for a number of years. However,
the EU has never recognised the legitimacy of Israel’s occupation of Palestinian lands,
particularly in the Gaza Strip. The Protocol now adopted aims to streamline the import of
safe low-cost medicines, known as generics, through mutual recognition of the competence
to certify certain products. I believe that this is a very important agreement, not only because
it represents a step forward in the trade cooperation with Israel, but also due to the benefits
for European and Israeli consumers and producers. Furthermore, this Protocol has forced
Israel to bring its legislative framework into line with European legislation, which is in the
interests of the EU.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) The adoption of this Protocol is deplorable
and demonstrates the EU’s hypocritical position with regard to human rights. This
strengthening of trade relations between the EU and Israel – based on the removal of
technical trade barriers by harmonising legislation and infrastructure (principle underlying
the Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products) – is occurring at a time
when systematic violations by Israel of the most basic rights of the Palestinian people are
on the increase. It comes just a few days after Israel advanced into new settlements, in
flagrant breach of international law and innumerable United Nations resolutions. Violations
of human rights are occurring on a daily basis in the Occupied Territories, from where
some of the products covered by this Protocol may come. The EU is turning a blind eye
and putting business first. This policy of double standards becomes clearly apparent when
you consider the human rights violations cited in order to impose various types of sanctions
on other states, such as the recent case of Iran, where the ‘nuclear threat’ was also cited.
However, this is now conveniently forgotten in the case of Israel, despite it being the only
nuclear power in the region which recently refused to participate in the UN Conference in
Helsinki on ‘A Nuclear Weapons-Free Middle East’.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The Committee on Foreign Affairs
has been asked to deliver an opinion on the additional Protocol to the Euro-Mediterranean
Agreement establishing an Association between the European Union and its Member States
and the State of Israel on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products
(ACAA) for the Committee on International Trade under a consent procedure. Bilateral
relations between the EU and Israel are based on the Association Agreement and the Action
Plan. The Protocol will allow EU exporters, if they so choose, to test and certify their
industrial products, prior to export, once only, subject to the same aligned requirements
and standards, and then to have access to the Israeli market without having to comply with
any further conformity assessment certification procedure. This will apply also in the other
direction, based on the same aligned requirements and standards. The European Parliament
has agreed to the conclusion of the Agreement and called upon the Commission regularly
to report to it on any progress in the implementation of the Protocol.

Ashley Fox (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in support of the amendment to the Protocol on
the Euro-Mediterranean Agreement. The ACAA is the result of a regional process which
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has been initiated in the framework of the Trade Group under the ‘Barcelona Process’, and
this protocol extends the agreement to European medicinal imports. I believe it is necessary
to add such a technical framework to the pre-existing protocol in order to avoid damage
to trade in pharmaceutical products between the parties during such a time of slowed
global economic growth.

Catherine Grèze (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Parliament has just
approved the Protocol on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products
(ACAA), which will be annexed to the Association Agreement between the EU and Israel.
This agreement, as adopted, does not guarantee that the products that arrive on our market
will not be partly manufactured in the settlements, contrary to the provisions of European
and international law. Let us not forget that the European Union condemns Israel’s
settlement policy, which it considers to be illegal, and that it decided in 2009 to suspend
any upgrade of relations with Israel (following the launch of Operation Cast Lead against
Gaza). We are therefore sending out mixed messages, which are contradictory and difficult
to understand. It is for this reason that I voted against the adoption of the agreement.

Marian Harkin (ALDE),    in writing.  − I opposed the ACAA agreement as it is inappropriate
until there is tangible progress in Israel’s respect for international humanitarian and rights
law. Approving ACAA, moreover, is inconsistent with Parliament’s frequently repeated
condemnation of Israel’s occupation policies in Gaza and the West Bank. Why should
Israel gain increased access to European pharmaceutical markets, without any new, concrete
undertakings to meet demands for human rights obligations? EU Trade Commissioner
Karel De Gucht told MEPs that the EU does not recognise Israel’s sovereignty over the
Occupied Territories and as such will ensure that products under this agreement come
only from Israel – not occupied settlements. I sincerely hope that this will be the case. The
problem is to ensure that this actually happens on the ground Finally, I wish to express my
disappointment at the result of the vote, which unfortunately sends a signal that EU-Israeli
cooperation can continue apace regardless of Israel’s policies in the occupied Palestinian
territory, which are not recognised by international law. As noted by Irish NGO Trócaire,
granting greater access to the Israeli pharmaceutical industry also means benefiting a sector
which profits directly from occupation-related policies, as outlined by the Israeli Coalition
of Women for Peace.

Jim Higgins, Seán Kelly, Mairead McGuinness and Gay Mitchell (PPE),    in writing.  −
The Fine Gael delegation in the European Parliament voted in favour of this protocol. Our
position has always been to uphold international law and we have for a long time been
advocates of a two state solution regarding the Israeli - Palestinian question in the Middle
East. The EU does not recognise Israeli jurisdiction over the territories placed under Israeli
administration after 1967. The European Commission will observe this position in the
implementation of the ACAA, which does not under any circumstances imply any
recognition of Israel’s jurisdiction over the Occupied Territories. Furthermore, it is clear
from Rule 81 of Chapter 9 ‘Consent Procedure’ of the Rules of Parliament that all
amendments in Plenary are forbidden as only a single vote is provided for.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcomed this document because the Protocol
will allow EU exporters, if they so choose, to test and certify their industrial products, prior
to export, once only, subject to the same aligned requirements and standards, and then to
have access to the Israeli market without having to comply with any further conformity
assessment certification procedure. This will also apply to Israeli exporters, based on the
same aligned requirements and standards.
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Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) At the part-session of 23 October, I voted against
the request to refer the matter back to the Committee on International Trade and voted in
favour of Vital Moreira’s report on the Agreement on Conformity Assessment and
Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA). In the end, the request for referral back to the
committee was not approved. The report, meanwhile, was adopted by 379 votes to 230,
with 41 abstentions. I welcome this result.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I wholeheartedly support the signing of
this protocol. The mutual recognition of certificates will remove technical barriers to trade,
cutting manufacturers’ costs and enabling them to get their products to the market faster.
This will be a major step in improving the life of European consumers by reducing the
costs of medicines and increasing the quality and quantity of medical products on the
market. It will also decrease unnecessary bureaucracy. I am also glad that EU exporters will
have better access to the Israeli market and vice versa. As I noted during the plenary debate
on this subject (which became very political in nature), Israel is the EU’s greatest ally and
it defends us from those who wish to harm us. We must undertake all efforts to foster the
EU’s cooperation with Israel. This protocol is a step in the right direction.

Constance Le Grip (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the Agreement between the
European Union and the State of Israel on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of
Industrial Products (ACAA). This agreement should allow European Union exporters, if
they so choose, to test and certify their industrial products once only prior to export, subject
to the same standards. Even though the left has tried to exploit the vote on this agreement
to serve its own agenda, citing reasons related to the policy of the current Israeli
Government, the vote is actually about extending an essential trade agreement that
strengthens the economic ties between the State of Israel and the European Union, and I
therefore voted in favour.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted against this proposal as I do not believe the
time is right for the EU to be upgrading its trading relations with Israel. I do not accept the
argument that this is a mere technical measure.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the Euro-Mediterranean
Agreement establishing an association between the European Communities and Israel on
Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products. This is a purely technical
agreement that will allow EU and Israeli exporters to test and certify their goods once only,
thereby saving time and money.

Marisa Matias and Alda Sousa (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) An upgrade to the relations
between the European Union and Israel – a country which is violating international law
and human rights in the Occupied Territories of Palestine – is unacceptable. Even ignoring
the violation of human rights, this Protocol does not include adequate mechanisms to
monitor and block industrial goods which are illegally produced in the settlements, which
themselves constitute a breach of the Fourth Geneva Convention. Given that the European
Union has received the Nobel Peace Prize, halting this Protocol would give Israel an incentive
to make a significant contribution to the peace negotiations. By accepting this Protocol
with Israel, the European Union is tacitly agreeing with the occupation and the war.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report advocates taking the
first step towards the full integration of Israel into the European single market. Under the
pretext of complete liberalisation of the trading of pharmaceuticals between the EU and
Israel, the Protocol approved by this text actually makes it possible to include new products
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and services in this free-trade agreement without any prior or subsequent parliamentary
approval.

I am opposed to this Protocol because it reinforces free trade, but also because of the
political signal it sends out. At a time when the Israeli Government is continuing its policy
of aggressive settlement and maintaining a blockade on Gaza in spite of international law,
this Protocol strengthens its trade relations with the Union without asking for any
guarantees about the origin of the products in question. In ratifying this Protocol, the Union
would be sending out a dangerous message about compliance with international law. I
voted against this text.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of the European Parliament’s
legislative resolution on the draft Council decision on the conclusion of a Protocol to the
Euro-Mediterranean Agreement establishing an association between the European
Communities and Israel on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products.
This Protocol will allow EU exporters to test and certify their industrial products, prior to
export, once only, subject to the same aligned requirements and standards, and then to
have access to the Israeli market without having to comply with any further conformity
assessment certification procedure. This will also apply the other way round, based on the
same aligned requirements and standards. However, I would stress that the EU’s trade
policy must be conducted based on the objectives of the Union’s external action and on
the principles on which the EU is founded, including respect for the human rights and
fundamental freedoms laid down by the Treaty.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted against this protocol, because it
represents further recognition of the State of Israel’s strategy of annexation and genocide.
This country, which systematically violates human rights and frequently acts contrary to
international law, has, since 1967, illegally occupied Palestinian territory, from which it
will be able to export industrial products to Europe as if they were Israeli goods. This
protocol brings the rules applicable to industrial products from Israel in line with those
applicable to the European Union, thereby facilitating their access to the internal market.
I have repeatedly voiced my profound opposition to trade with Israel, as it represents
economic cooperation with a country that consistently violates human rights and is the
greatest threat to peace and security in the region.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The EU-Israel agreement on the Conformity
Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products is a protocol to the wider EU-Israel
association agreement. This technical agreement would mean that industrial products
(namely pharmaceutical products) are not subject to two sets of assessment procedures,
when they leave Israel and enter the EU. However, the jurisdiction of the responsible Israeli
authorities to administer this poses problems – the jurisdiction of such authorities could
cover illegal settlements and areas brought under Israeli control in 1967, something which
we should not recognise. It could also mean that Palestinian products would be at a
disadvantage and could be discriminated against by such an agreement. I voted in favour,
since products should not be associated with politics.

Vital Moreira (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted against granting new commercial benefits
to Israel because I believe that, as required by the Treaty on European Union, the Union’s
foreign trade policy must be coherent with its external policy in relation to Israel.
Strengthening the commercial partnership between the EU and Israel is not in line with
the EU’s strong condemnation of Israeli policy in relation to the Palestinians, particularly
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the economic blockade of Gaza, the illegal settlements in the Occupied Territories, the
annexation of West Jerusalem and the violation of the fundamental rights of Palestinians,
specifically the right to their territory and to freedom of movement and work and, obviously,
their right to self-determination. The EU cannot have two contradictory policies in relation
to Israel. We must have a single coherent political message, specifically that there will be
no strengthening of bilateral relations while Israel continues to ignore the EU’s
condemnation of Israeli policy on the Palestinian issue. While Israel, with total disregard
for and in defiance of the Union’s positions, continues to systematically destroy the
conditions for a peace agreement, giving it this commercial ‘gift’ is clearly not evidence of
coherence.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of the
conclusion of an agreement between the EU and Israel which is undoubtedly beneficial for
EU consumers because it will help to significantly reduce the prices of imported
pharmaceuticals and make generic medicines more accessible to European Union citizens.
This agreement, which is to be concluded under the Association Agreement and will be a
protocol to it, will apply to the same extent as provided for in Article 83 of the Association
Agreement. The Commission is committed to monitoring the territorial dimension. At
the same time I refer to the clarification of Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of
Industrial Products and the origin of products provided to the European Parliament by the
Commission during the discussion on 3 July 2012. In terms of coherence it is true that
some other EU partners are in a similar situation but this has a limited impact on the
development of trade relations between the EU and them and bilateral trade is encouraged,
with the EU choosing to have an effect through greater involvement.

Antigoni Papadopoulou (S&D),    in writing.  − The issue is not strictly technical but it
has political repercussions. I abstained from the vote as I consider that the timing is
inappropriate. It is unfair to approve a deal giving beneficial access to Israeli pharmaceutical
products at a time when Israeli authorities are blocking such products entering Gaza. My
abstention to this agreement sends a clear message that human rights should always be at
the heart of international trade.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
regard it as positive that EU exporters, if they so choose, may test and certify their industrial
products, prior to export, once only, subject to the same aligned requirements and standards,
and then have access to the Israeli market without having to comply with any further
conformity assessment certification procedure.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) At present Israel applies all of the agreements
concluded with the EU in the whole of ‘the territory of the State of Israel’ as defined in
Israeli national law. The EU does not recognise Israel’s application of these agreements to
the Occupied Territories, nor does it recognise any Israeli legislation advocating the
annexation and settlement of those territories. In this context, the terms of the proposed
text might allow Israel to implement the protocol on the basis of its national law. If that
were to happen, the EU would be failing to comply with its own law and its obligations
under international law. Underlining the fact that when conducting its foreign policy, the
EU must not deviate from the provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon, which imposes an explicit
requirement on the EU to ensure coherence between different areas of its external action
and between these external policy areas and other policies, I voted in favour of the proposal.
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Alojz Peterle (PPE),    in writing. − (SL) The Euro-Mediterranean Agreement establishing
an association between the European Communities and their Member States, of the one
part, and the State of Israel, of the other part, on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance
of Industrial Products seeks to remove the technical barriers to trade in industrial products
between the European Union and Israel. The European Parliament had to grant its consent
in this process. I do not agree with the political blocking of the agreement with reference
to human rights violations in Israel, since there is no jurisdiction for such an approach
within the agreement. I therefore support the agreement, which in economic and trade
terms will have positive effects on the Member States of our Union.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The adoption of the Protocol, for which I voted,
will allow EU exporters to test and certify their industrial products, prior to export, once
only, subject to the same aligned requirements and standards, and then to have access to
the Israeli market without having to comply with any further conformity assessment
certification procedure, thus minimising technical barriers to trade in industrial products.
This will also apply the other way round.

Britta Reimers (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) I voted for the Protocol as I believe that it
will benefit the European Union. The Protocol is not the right instrument to address the
issue of human rights abuses. Such considerations should be included in the human rights
clause of the agreement itself. It is sufficiently clear that Israeli settlements in Palestinian
territories should not profit from this Protocol. The Protocol does not imply recognition
of these settlements under international law.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Against. The Protocol would primarily
benefit pharmaceutical products, but could cover any other industrialised products from
Israel, if imported into the EU. In the current circumstance I understand that approving
this Protocol would reward Israel when this country is repeatedly violating international
law.

Matteo Salvini (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the recommendation on the
draft Council Decision on the conclusion of a Protocol to the Euro-Mediterranean
Agreement establishing an association between the European Communities and their
Member States, of the one part, and the State of Israel, of the other part, on Conformity
Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products. Under this agreement some of the
benefits of the internal market would be extended to aligned sectors and facilitate access
to the Israeli market, removing technical barriers to trade for industrial products. The
Protocol will allow EU exporters, if they so choose, to test and certify their industrial
products subject to the same aligned requirements and standards, and then to have access
to the Israeli market without having to comply with any further conformity assessment
certification procedure.

Olle Schmidt (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (SV) The conflict between Israel and Palestine has
unfortunately continued for decades, and a long-term solution requires input from the
parties as well as from the world around them. This is where the EU can play an important
role. I believe that trade and dialogue create better conditions for the parties to find a proper
solution. Israel must respect the human rights of its Palestinian neighbours, but even though
the simplified trade agreement between the EU and Israel does not contain any conditions
about respect for the Palestinian people, I do not feel that Parliament should dismiss the
agreement in this case. It is still the case that Hamas refuses to acknowledge the right of
the state of Israel to exist. I therefore voted in favour of the trade agreement.
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Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The Conformity Assessment
and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) protocol is a technical agreement aiming
to facilitate access to the market by removing technical barriers to trade for industrial
products. In this particular case the ACAA Protocol between the EU and Israel will apply
exclusively to best practice in the manufacturing of pharmaceutical products. I am in favour
of negotiating this agreement, which is an element of the Euromed process, the aim of
which is to complete and strengthen the network of free trade agreements with all countries
in the region. My vote in favour is based on a view of the agreement not as an upgrading
of relations between the EU and Israel but rather as a technical agreement provided for in
an existing joint document (the EU-Israel Action Plan), falling within the scope of
implementation of the Association Agreement and approved by the Council in 2010. This
agreement should therefore be seen as based on technical and not political considerations
that would simplify reciprocal access to markets for pharmaceutical products, bringing
economic benefits for both sides.

Monika Smolková (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The framework agreement removes
technical obstacles to trade relating to industrial products. The ACAA establishes two
mechanisms. First of all, the mechanism for acceptance of the equivalence of technical
regulations, standardisation and conformity assessment of industrial products, to which
the Union legislation and the national legislation of the partner countries relate. Second,
the mechanisms of mutual acceptance of industrial products which meet the requirements
for placing on the market in one of the contracting parties in accordance with the legislation.

Like the Commission, I too believe that the proposed ACAA establishes an acceptable
balance with respect to the benefits to all parties and that the ACAA will achieve trading
benefits. I therefore supported the Protocol to the Euro-Mediterranean Agreement
establishing an association between the European Communities and their Member States,
of the one part, and the State of Israel, of the other part, on Conformity Assessment and
Acceptance of Industrial Products in the final vote.

Francisco Sosa Wagner (NI),    in writing.  −  (ES) I abstained from the final vote, because
it is not clear that this protocol complies with international law as regards the definition
of the ‘the territory of the State of Israel’ or with the principle of non-recognition of the
legality of Israeli settlements on the territories that have been subject to Israeli governance
since 1967, in violation of the law. I call for the same stringent application of international
law here as I called for in relation to Western Sahara (in respect of the EU-Morocco
Association Agreement).

Csanád Szegedi (NI),    in writing. − (HU) It is clear that Israel will apply this agreement
on its territory. A compromise solution might be to include in the Protocol only a vague
reference as regards the territories in which the Protocol must be applied. This is called
‘constructive vagueness’. The view of the EU is that a Palestinian state should be established
on the Gaza Strip and the West Bank with East Jerusalem as its capital. This is a political
opinion and lacks any basis in international law. Palestine has never existed historically
and the Palestinian people are a political projection that lacks any ethnic basis. The only
possibility for creating a Palestinian state would be if the Palestine Liberation Organisation
(PLO) entered into an agreement with Israel, and the PLO is not prepared to do this. This
should not be allowed to influence the EU’s activities. The EU wrongly asserts that East
Jerusalem and the West Bank are ‘occupied Palestinian territories’. The Mandate for Palestine
made provision for the creation of closed Jewish settlements in Jerusalem and on the
western flank of the River Jordan, in other words on the West Bank too. Hence the
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settlements established by Israel do not contravene international law, but only EU political
and legislative resolutions, which, conversely, do contravene international law. I repeat,
the EU should not interfere in this debate, especially as it is in the wrong. Baroness Ashton’s
condemnation of Israeli settlement construction is unfounded.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I followed the opinion and arguments of the
rapporteur, Vital Moreira, and voted against this agreement. My grievances are not with
the Israeli citizens, but with the decisions of their government. The Agreement on
Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) is not simply a
technical agreement: it is a strengthening of EU/Israel relations. Giving our consent to the
ACAA means accepting and encouraging the illegal settlement of the Palestinian territories.

In addition, some passages remain quite obscure. That is why, rather than voting for or
against the agreement, I was one of those who wanted it referred back to the committee
so that a number of questions could be addressed. This agreement is ultimately a defeat
for all parties. By acting in haste, we have ended up with a badly constructed agreement,
which, moreover, is detrimental to values that I consider to be fundamental.

Keith Taylor (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − I am bitterly disappointed that Parliament voted
to endorse ACAA. I do not accept the disingenuous argument of the majority of the PPE
and ALDE that this was a purely technical matter. It is clearly a political one. and this vote
will send out the message that the EU favours increased trade with Israel over the welfare
of hundreds of thousands of Palestinians who are daily subjected to a blockade of Gaza,
illegal settlements on their territories, an apartheid wall and property evictions and
demolitions. Trade can be a useful tool in development and peacemaking, but voting to
accept ACAA is tantamount to endorsing the ongoing violations of international
humanitarian and human rights law that Israel is inflicting on the Palestinian territories
and people. Through this failure to provide consistency in the application of its fundamental
principles, and only weeks after the EU was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, Parliament is
undermining its own, and the EU’s, credibility as a force for good in the world. It makes
no sense. I will continue to contribute to peaceful settlement in this troubled region, and
strive for justice for all.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Protocol on Conformity Assessment and
Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA) will ensure easier access for European
manufacturers to the Israeli market and, reciprocally, Israeli manufacturers will have easier
access to the European market. This will be possible due to the removal of technical barriers
to the trade in industrial products. Through mechanisms recognising the equivalence of
technical regulations and standards, and the mutual acceptance of requirements for placing
products on the respective markets, it will be possible to develop the trade in industrial
products between these economies. Given that, according to the Commission, the ACAA
will allow all imports of industrial products originating in the Israeli settlements in the
Palestinian territory to be controlled, as well as those industrial products of dubious origin,
this will ensure compliance with European Union and international law, and will
consequently ensure coherence between the different areas of external action of the Union,
including respect for human rights. For those reasons, I voted in favour of the document.

Geoffrey Van Orden (ECR),    in writing.  − This is a purely a technical agreement which
aims to help eliminate trade barriers in respect of certain industrial products. Unfortunately,
anti-Israeli elements have tried to turn this into a political issue. The first annex of the
ACAA refers to good manufacturing practice concerning medicinal products. It does not
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imply recognition of Israeli jurisdiction in the Occupied Territories. Instead, it is a common
sense measure that will reduce the cost of importing Israeli products, none of which are
produced in Israeli settlements.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) A majority of the European
Parliament gave its consent to this trade agreement between the European Union and Israel
on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAA), which is part
of the Association Agreement between the two parties. Presented as a purely technical
agreement on the adoption of common standards for pharmaceutical products, this
agreement allows for the mutual recognition of certificates of pharmaceutical products,
thus reducing the time taken to bring products to market by shortening the approval
procedures. Both parties’ pharmaceutical products will have easier access to the other
party’s market. The ACAA will soon be followed by agreements in other sectors, such as
toys, cosmetics, etc. I voted against this agreement, as it boosts relations between the EU
and Israel without taking into account Israel’s policy with regard to the Palestinian Occupied
Territories. Any deepening of relations between the EU and Israel, including in the economic
and commercial spheres, must be dependent on Israel’s compliance with the United Nations
resolutions on Palestine and respect for human rights. Therefore, by giving its consent to
this agreement, the majority of the European Parliament is asserting its unconditional
support for Israel’s policy in the Occupied Territories and is sending out more than a bad
political signal.

Kristian Vigenin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of ACAA, despite the official
position of my political Group, because I do not find the arguments presented by colleagues
convincing enough or relevant enough. We should not mix purely technical issues with
complex political questions. This agreement is not an upgrade of the relations with Israel,
it does not give a green light to further expansion of settlements, neither can it be seen as
change in the political line of EU or EP towards the Middle East conflict. It is regrettable
that this technical agreement has been elevated to such a political height that it finally
blocked our own ability to negotiate and achieve the goals we initially have identified. If
one says ‘no’ in advance and in any circumstances, then that in itself is a weak position. I
believe that ACAA will give EU citizens a larger choice of, and easier access to, cheaper
and higher quality medicines. That is a very good reason to support it. It is true that some
European pharmaceutical giants would not be happy to face stronger competition on the
European market, but finally it is people’s health which has to come first.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) Until the conflict between Israelis
and Palestinians is resolved in a manner which is beneficial for both parties, it is not sensible,
in my view, to further strengthen one of the two parties with the adoption of an economic
agreement. Let me underline this position by drawing attention to the concerns expressed
in the opinion of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, namely that the EU does not recognise
Israel’s application of these agreements and legislation to the Occupied Territories. Given
the precariousness of the situation under international law and possible disadvantages
which could in some circumstances arise for the Palestinian people, I cannot vote for the
recommendation to consent to the conclusion of the Protocol.

Glenis Willmott (S&D),    in writing.  − The proposed Protocol would eliminate technical
barriers to trade in industrial products between the EU and Israel, in effect extending some
of the benefits of the EU internal market to Israel and offering easier access to European
markets to Israeli pharmaceutical companies in particular. The process was previously
frozen as the majority of political groups in the European Parliament felt it was
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inappropriate given the political situation in Israel. The Socialist Group believe the political
situation in Israel has not changed sufficiently and requested that the file not be voted on
at the moment and instead sent back to committee. The Protocol represents a clear upgrade
of trade relations with Israel, which we feel we cannot support in the current circumstances.
Furthermore, despite a request being sent to the Commission for clarification on the position
and labelling of goods produced in the Occupied Territories, this issue remained unsettled.
The EU-Israel Association Agreement requires that relations between the EU and Israel are
based on respect for human rights; Labour MEPs feel strongly that any upgrade to this
agreement would be inappropriate at this time.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This Protocol aims to strengthen
trade relations between the EU and Israel, by removing technical barriers to trade by
harmonising legislation and infrastructure (principle underlying the Conformity Assessment
and Acceptance of Industrial Products). It is hypocritical to conclude this Protocol at a time
when daily violations of human rights are occurring in the Occupied Territories, from
where some of the products covered by this Protocol may come. This policy of double
standards becomes clearly apparent when you consider the human rights violations cited
in order to impose various types of sanctions on other states, such as the recent case of
Iran. We obviously voted against the conclusion of this Protocol.

Report: Charles Goerens (A7-0234/2012)

William (The Earl of) Dartmouth and Nigel Farage (EFD),    in writing.  − The EU has a
vindictive, neocolonialist trade and aid policy towards the world’s poorest countries. It
refuses to trade on fair terms with them, and has a desire to bully them economically. Much
of the poverty and insecurity in the world’s poorest countries was created by the EU in the
first place. Outside of the EU, the UK could pursue policies that genuinely help.

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because its aim
is a renewed development policy. I also support the principle of differentiation. Likewise
I welcome stronger language on conditionality and a human rights-based approach. The
amendments that were adopted also introduce the issues of non-discrimination, protection
of minorities, gender equality and the role of health and education, and restrict the definition
of Official Development Assistance (ODA).

Martina Anderson (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  − Although there are federal elements of
this report with which I disagree, such as the mention of Commission control of
development planning, I voted in favour of this report because, overall, it is a positive and
progressive report which includes an emphasis on respect for human rights (including
LGBT and minority rights), democracy, the role of civil society, the gender equality and
environmental perspectives, and the ILO core labour standards.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of the resolution on the
future of EU development policy. I support the rapporteur’s view that the EU should further
develop a clear linkage between relief, rehabilitation and development, particularly in the
light of the continuing nutrition crisis. The EU must assume, strengthen and demonstrate
a leading role in fighting malnutrition, using effective and sustained assistance through a
combination of public and private partnerships and corporate social responsibility. Specific
investments in food, health and nutrition are of the utmost importance, bearing in mind
that improving the nutrition of mothers and children is key to eradicating poverty and
achieving sustainable growth. In this regard, I support the rapporteur’s view that the new
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Strategy on Human Rights, which focuses on economic, social and cultural rights as well
as those codified in the Universal Declaration on Human Rights, should have an impact
on budget support methods. It is very important that the Union fully assumes the
responsibility incumbent on it as the world’s leading donor of development aid, and turns
its political potential to better effect, further developing its leading role on development
issues at international level.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The EU development policy helps
countries to eradicate poverty through the 2015 Millennium Development Goals targets
and objectives. The EU must choose the best combination of policies and resources to
tackle poverty by increasing the quality of aid and directing aid towards the countries where
it can have the most impact.

I believe that, in the future, EU efforts should focus on sustainable development that also
ensures the protection of the environment, biodiversity and natural resources and
preventing natural disasters. It is why the EU development policy should promote a green
economy capable of creating jobs without endangering the environment. In addition, I
believe that the capacity of developing states to cope with climate change should be
increased. I voted in favour of this report.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I support this report because I value its intention to
support the future of the EU development policy. With its ‘Agenda for Change’, the
Commission intends to place particular emphasis on the quality of the assistance. This
principle is of utmost importance. In particular, I believe that the Agenda for Change should
bring about a real policy shift, by focusing on a rights-based approach, i.e. fulfilling
individual and collective rights of the population in developing countries. On the use of
budget support, I agree with the idea of combining grants and loans, and of promoting
the private sector in order to contribute to lifting the citizens of developing countries out
of poverty and aid dependence. Moreover, considering that effective land rights systems
in developing countries are essential for eradicating poverty and creating a fair and inclusive
society, one of the objectives of the Agenda for Change should focus on making sure that
secure land rights systems are in place in developing countries and that they are monitored
accordingly.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Like the European Parliament as a whole, I voted
in favour of this text, which aims to redefine Europe’s approach to the aid it offers to some
developing countries. As the world’s leading donor, the European Union must reform
some practices, in particular some of the criteria used to select the countries that receive
aid. Therefore, some emerging countries should eventually be removed from the list of
beneficiaries. The problem no longer lies in the creation of wealth, but in its distribution.
Furthermore, the new procedures should strengthen controls on the use of European funds
and thus ensure that the European Union remains a driving force for social progress in
these countries.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of Mr Goerens’ report. Current
EU policy for fighting poverty is in need of a change of direction. Important changes are
required, with more emphasis on the quality of the assistance and greater selectivity when
it comes to choosing partner countries, with greater safeguards to ensure that resources
are not diverted towards purposes other than the fight against poverty. Finally the Council
should be urged to pay more attention to the question of development; only three or four
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ministers responsible for development have attended recent Council meetings, reflecting
a very low level of interest by Member States.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The European Union and its Member
States are global leaders in providing innovative funding for the financial sector, as well as
for climate change and development aid. The Commission regularly renews the debate on
financing sources. Even though the EU is the world’s biggest aid donor, I believe aid in itself
is insufficient to sustainably reduce poverty. We need policies that can overcome
commercial, geographic and government barriers preventing the full realisation of the
opportunities provided by globalisation.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) As the 2015 deadline for the achievement of
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) approaches, even if some objectives seem to
be have been met, we must look at ways of improving our aid, making it more coherent
with our trade policy, our agricultural policy and our foreign policy. Europe’s future
development policy must be based on precise, measurable commitments over the short
and medium term. We must explain to our fellow citizens that the development of third
countries is not simply charity and solidarity, but also a source of development for us. We
need only look at the markets opening up to Europeans in the emerging countries: China,
Brazil and India. This is why 2015 should be named the European Year for Development
and, above all, responsible development.

Michael Cashman (S&D),    in writing.  − I would like to congratulate the rapporteur for
a comprehensive and balanced report which reflects our Parliament’s and our citizens’
perspective of a new development policy, which is more inclusive, coherent and sustainable.
While we redefine our policies, let us not forget the humans behind these definitions and
keep in mind that what we need is growth and development of people along with the
economies. The S&D Group has voted against paragraph 15. Although important for
education and the well-being of the child, family is not the only factor that affects and
determines the future of an individual: society, schools, peers, work etc. determine the
chances, risk and opportunities of each individual. The universal guiding principle of the
EU’s development policy should be grounded in the EU’s values and principles of liberty,
equality, respect for human rights and the individual, as defined in the Lisbon Treaty.
Furthermore, ‘family mainstreaming’ has no common understanding. Family has various
meanings in different cultures and we should not impose a model and certainly not promote
a traditional definition of it, which would go against gender equality, provision of sexual
and reproductive health rights, sex education, the rights of same-sex families and single
parents etc...

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The new global challenges require a new approach
in the various policies, instruments and resources that the EU has to effectively combat
poverty and achieve the Millennium Development Goals. In its communication on ‘an
Agenda for Change’, the European Commission announces significant changes to the EU
position on development cooperation, which I consider welcome. It places particular
emphasis on the quality of the assistance, by proposing greater selectivity when it comes
to choosing partner countries, thus excluding emerging countries from the list of
beneficiaries of Official Development Assistance (ODA), since their difficulty no longer
lies in the creation of wealth but in its distribution. It also focuses on combining grants
and loans and on promoting the role of the private sector. As regards this last aspect, I
agree that, from a financial, administrative and social point of view, the setting up of
microbusinesses and small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in developing countries,
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in order to boost entrepreneurship and development of the private sector, is essential. I
also support a clearer linkage between relief, rehabilitation and development, which can
be achieved by means of sustained assistance through a combination of public-private
partnerships and corporate social responsibility.

Lara Comi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report on the future of EU
development policy since I agree with it in its entirety. As clearly stated in the Treaty of
Lisbon, the primary aim of the development policy of the European Union is the reduction
and the eradication of poverty. This aim can be pursued through development cooperation,
consisting of promoting human development and the fulfilment of human beings in all
of their dimensions, including the cultural dimension. One of the objectives of the
Commission is to promote sustainable development, considering that, from a financial,
regulatory, administrative, and social point of view, the setting up of microbusinesses and
SMEs in developing countries, in order to boost entrepreneurship and development of the
private sector, is essential for creating favourable business environments in developing
countries. The EU should focus on reducing excessive regulatory burdens on SMEs and
microbusinesses, and, in this context, should encourage and further strengthen access to
microcredit and microfinancing. I congratulate Mr Goerens on his excellent work, both
in terms of its long-term vision and the quality of the report.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) In order to develop, our partners need our support
and our trust. The Union plays a key role and helps them as much as it can. However, this
aid cannot be provided to the detriment of our own interests. For this reason, we must
ensure that every euro handed over is invested where it will have the most impact. We
must therefore strengthen dialogue and set out clear priorities. I voted in favour of this
report because it lays down these requirements.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Support to developing countries has
always been one of the European Union’s flagship policies. It is the leading donor of financial
development aid given that it provides half of all this aid. Many countries having benefited
from this support are now emerging economies which no longer need the EU’s assistance.
At this time of economic and financial crisis, the EU must redirect its support to the poorest
countries, by gradually withdrawing assistance from countries with emerging economies.
The European Agenda must be adapted to this new situation in order to continue the fight
to eradicate global poverty and achieve the objectives set out in the Europe 2020 strategy.
We must properly assess this whole issue and look carefully at every euro that is spent, as
the shortage of resources means that we must all pay closer attention to preventing waste
and maximising investments. I voted in favour of this report on ‘an Agenda for Change:
the future of EU development policy’ because I consider that the EU must continue working
to eradicate global poverty by channelling its support, not to the governments of developing
countries, but to the people and organisations directly involved in this process.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This own-initiative report is based on the
Commission’s communication on ‘an Agenda for Change’, in which changes are announced
to development cooperation policy. Over its 15 pages, the report contains both positive
and negative aspects. The idea that the implementation of development policy should
contribute first and foremost to combating poverty and exclusion is a cross-cutting
approach. Important (but inadequate) consideration is given to the problem of food security,
to the right of developing countries to regulate investment (particularly foreign investment),
to the central role that public aid must continue to play, and to the need to assess the results
of cooperation policy, among other issues. Furthermore, the trend towards an instrumental
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view of cooperation policy, involving its export to developing countries and the imposition
of models in the plan for the state’s economic and social organisation, is undeniable. The
assertions on market economy and the conditionality of assistance form part of this trend.
Lastly, the references to tax havens, tax evasion and capital flight are totally inadequate.
The same is true of the problem of policy coherence, which is insufficiently tackled.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Since the Millennium Development
Goals were adopted in 2000, the major changes already apparent at the time have become
more evident. Above all, globalisation, boosted by more liberalised world trade, has become
an impressive source of wealth creation. This fact on the one hand reduces inequalities
between countries, while, on the other, increasing them inside all of them, including the
industrialised countries. In this context, the Commission places particular emphasis on
the quality of the assistance. Moreover, it is justified in believing that greater selectivity is
called for when it comes to choosing partner countries. This would result in the elimination
of some emerging countries from the list of beneficiaries of European Official Development
Assistance. With the ‘Agenda for Change’, the EU seeks to become the best donor, while
also making efforts to excel in three areas: governance, inclusive and sustainable economic
growth and the development of social protection systems in developing countries. I also
consider it no less important that all other donors also make intensive efforts in the field
of common programming.

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) More than half of all of the money spent on
helping the poor countries of the world currently comes from the European Union and its
Member States. For this reason EU development policy must be treated as an issue of special
importance. In my opinion the report presented by the rapporteur, Mr Goerens, contains
many innovative points and advances the fundamental goal of EU development policy,
namely the long term elimination of poverty. I too agree that EU trade facilitation
instruments must not focus solely on developing countries’ export sectors, but must be
targeted at facilitating trade for local and regional markets too. In terms of promoting
inclusive growth and increasing the effectiveness of aid, there is great promise in the
innovative approach whereby from now on loans agreed for a developing country will not
be classified as official development aid in donor countries unless an ex-post assessment
can confirm that the loan in question has in fact helped to reduce poverty. In developing
countries there is a great need to boost entrepreneurship and private sector development,
and this report is right to highlight the need to create favourable business environments
for SMEs and microenterprises and the importance of access to credit. I am pleased that
the report sets out the need for a well-coordinated, consistent policy for Member States
and other European cooperation actors and calls for the creation of an independent
think-tank with analytical and advisory abilities to meet this need. Because of these
innovative approaches I voted in favour of this report on development policy.

Catherine Grèze (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report by Charles
Goerens on the future of development policy as it seems to me to be positive on the whole.
The aim of the report is to refocus the discussion on the priority aspects of development
policy, in particular the criteria for public development aid, independent strategic reflection,
the issue of differentiation (emerging countries) and aid for local trade. I am particularly
happy about the positive vote on the paragraph introduced by the amendment tabled by
the Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance in the Committee on Development, which
aims to refocus aid for trade facilitation instruments, which currently targets the export
sectors, so that it also supports local and regional trade.
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Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report drafted by Charles
Goerens on the future of the European Union’s development policy. The report was adopted
by a large majority, by 540 votes to 36, with 65 abstentions, and I welcome this result.
Through his speech of 13 October 2011, entitled ‘Increasing the impact of EU Development
Policy: an Agenda for Change’, Commissioner Piebalgs wished to initiate a far-reaching
debate about the changes to be made to our development policy to make it more efficient
and ensure its quality. The report by Charles Goerens suggests a number of practical ways
of achieving this objective. For instance, the rapporteur proposes that there should be
greater selectivity when it comes to choosing partners, that more detailed criteria should
be set with regard to the budget envelope and public development aid, and that inclusive
growth and the role of economic growth in developing countries, which are a driving force
for social progress, should be taken into account.

Syed Kamall (ECR),    in writing.  − A few years ago I ran some workshops for young
African politicians on creating prosperity in Africa. They wanted: 1. an end to EU
protectionism, which harms farmers and African entrepreneurs exporting to the EU; 2. to
stop EU Member States’ support of corrupt regimes; and 3. aid for short-term disaster relief,
although they were suspicious of long term development aid. Some were even against
foreign aid altogether – especially direct budgetary support – since they felt it helped to
keep corrupt governments in power. They suggested that any aid should focus on: 1.
helping farmers to meet EU sanitary and phytosanitary standards; 2. building infrastructure
which the private sector cannot finance; 3. developing robust legal systems, e.g. legal advice,
training for lawyers and judges, legal staff, court recorders, documentation, etc.; 4. drawing
up land & property registers, allowing citizens to register property and raise capital; 5.
creating a system of mortgage finance to create property-owning democracies; 6. lending
capital to entrepreneurs who are unable to access larger banks; 7. improving tax collection
and government revenue systems to reduce reliance on import tariffs; and 8. training local
politicians and civil servants for trade negotiations. We can learn a lot from them.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) Mr President, our work as
representatives of the citizens of the European Union is meant to guarantee their EU rights
and freedoms, and offer solutions for equal and sustainable development, which can
eliminate class differences and all types of inequalities within each state.

EU development policies should be based on uniform administrative and fiscal governance
that can eliminate extreme poverty and dependence on aid in developing countries. This
proposal barely mentions the situation of the disabled in developing countries, 82 % of
whom live below the poverty line. In conjunction with the private sector, our efforts should
focus on finding solutions and immediate benefits for this category.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution which among other things
recalls that an active and inclusive civil society is the best guarantee – in both the countries
of the North and those of the South – of good democratic governance, protection of
vulnerable groups (in particular disabled people and minorities), private-sector responsibility
and an improved capacity to distribute the benefits of economic growth.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Union’s development policy
must focus on a few priority aspects in order to be effective. It is necessary, for instance,
to invest in inclusive growth, which does indeed enable social progress. We must not forget,
however, to monitor all projects closely and to evaluate their real impact in terms of poverty
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reduction. Development aid must also take account of the emerging economies and their
impact on the situation of the poor in the developing world.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) From a financial, regulatory, administrative, and
social point of view, the setting up of microbusinesses and SMEs in developing countries,
in order to boost entrepreneurship and development of the private sector, is essential for
creating favourable business environments in developing countries. I voted in favour.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The Treaty of Lisbon requires development policy
to be implemented in such a way that the measures encourage economic growth in
developing countries in order to, primarily, combat poverty and exclusion, particularly
through access to education and healthcare. Due to being regarded as principal objectives
of EU development policy, additional efforts must be undertaken to more effectively
mainstream human rights and democracy across development cooperation, ensuring
fulfilment of international human rights obligations. I voted in favour of this report and
welcome its adoption in a clear challenge to the EU on its development policies, in
accordance with the principles set out in the Treaty, which must be observed in this area.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I abstained from the vote on this report,
because it represents a continuation of the double standards applied by the EU in its
development policy. This report makes a number of complaints regarding the absence of
policies consistent with the development policy the European Union has been implementing
in relation to developing countries. However, the same problem exists in respect of the
need for coherence between development policy and the Lisbon Treaty and Europe 2020
strategy, two political instruments serving the neo-liberal European cause that are ultimately
the cause of the problems preventing the eradication of poverty in the countries in question.
I also voted against the double standard the EU applies in imposing human rights
requirements on certain countries, but not on those with which it signs trade agreements.
These are the reasons for my decision to abstain from this vote.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) I am particularly happy that the report on the
future of the Union’s development policy takes the cultural dimension into consideration.
Culture is a vector for openness and a driving force for democracies, guarding against
retreats into nationalism, the temptations of racism and exclusion, all of which are being
fuelled by the current economic, financial, climate and food crises.

That is why I believe it is necessary to encourage the free movement of artists. A country’s
culture is also part of a global cultural scene. Such diversity is essential if we are to halt the
impoverishing uniformisation of globalisation. Culture, as a system of thought, norms,
values and interactions between societies, will, as Abdou Diouf says, be a decisive factor
in the management of globalisation.

Finally, culture creates wealth and jobs. Its contribution to GDP can be as much as 3 %.
That is why it must be taken into account in national and international poverty reduction
strategies.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SK) According to the Treaty of Lisbon,
development policy should be coherent and aimed at reducing poverty and stimulating
economic growth in developing countries. Globalisation has set the world a new challenge
in view of the fact that the economic centres are gradually shifting from advanced to
developing countries still facing the problem of poverty. The Millennium Development
Goals are still, however, only aspirational ideals, which are very difficult to achieve.
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As regards the three areas in which the EU should excel: governance, inclusive and
sustainable economic growth and the development of social protection systems in
developing countries, I believe that the emphasis should be placed on the development of
social protection, which is lacking in many developing countries. In particular, people with
health problems in developing countries live up to 82 % below the poverty line.

In conclusion, I should like to point out that, in developing countries with a high birth
rate, it is not possible to have recourse to practices directed against the right to life, human
dignity and the right to a family life, but every attention should be paid to ensuring adequate
economic growth.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − I support the principle of differentiation according
to which some upper middle income countries such as Brazil, China and India will stop
receiving bilateral aid and EU development policy will focus on countries most in need
having a better impact in reducing poverty, but we want to modify the criteria used for
‘differentiating’ (not only on the basis of GNI) and consider transitional periods. I voted in
favour.

Katarína Neveďalová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) With a view to achieving the Millennium
Goals, it is essential to concentrate on those areas of development policy looking mainly
at the quality of assistance. The EU, as a major donor, should therefore be an exclusive
example in the area of governance, inclusive and sustainable economic growth and the
development of social protection systems in developing countries. In order for the EU to
achieve its ambitions, it is necessary to provide sufficient resources. We are talking about
the possibilities for advice, information on the situation on the ground and the capacity
for strategic reflection.

The financial resources which the EU provides to third countries are to be used for a
sustainable reduction in poverty and inclusive growth. It is therefore necessary to reassess
the existing expenditure of finances, invest in donors’ common programming and provide
development assistance to new actors in the field, such as China and India.

What we must not forget is the direction of European development policy. Our priority is
the fight against poverty! We must direct all our efforts towards this objective and we must
not be discouraged by the modest results of cooperation, but continue to fight for cohesion
and effectiveness in EU development assistance.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) The economic environment in which
the EU finds itself is causing rifts in the growth objectives set by the Europe 2020 strategy.
It is a fact that in terms of competitiveness, Europe is falling behind many Asian economies
while at the same time dwindling demographically. This own-initiative proposal, which I
voted for, is an answer to the communication from the Commission ‘Increasing the impact
of EU Development Policy: an Agenda for Change’, and calls upon the Commission to
place greater emphasis on utilising funds to combat poverty (which is spreading), and on
those factors which constitute advantages of the EU, such as innovation, entrepreneurship,
and the social state. Although it is not binding, the report contains useable proposals
addressed to the Member States and the Commission regarding support for employment
and growth prospects without social exclusion and without discrimination.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report which
constructively describes the current situation and sets out changes to be made to correct
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problems in the Union’s development policy, so that Europe’s capacity for action is in line
with its ambition to become not only the main but also the best aid donor.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Since the Millennium Development Goals were
adopted in 2000, the major changes already apparent at the time have become more
evident. In economic terms, the impressive rise of China, India and Brazil is effectively
displacing the centre of gravity away from mature economies towards emerging countries.
In demographic terms, should the growth curve persist, the population of our planet,
which has increased from 6 to 7 billion human beings in less than 10 years, will exceed
9 billion by 2030. For these reasons increased cooperation of the EU with developing
countries is necessary. In order to ensure the success of EU development policy, particular
attention should also be paid to the new actors, particularly China and India, in terms of
their impact on the circumstances of the poor in the countries of the south. I therefore
voted in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The aim of the report on an Agenda for Change is
to refocus the discussion on certain priority aspects which are essential for the success of
EU development policy. First of all, Official Development Assistance (ODA) involves the
allocation of funding. It is highlighted that ODA funds are not always used to eradicate
poverty. Second, there is inclusive growth and the role of economic growth in developing
countries as a potential driving force for social progress. The importance is highlighted of
ensuring that any such projects are subject to an assessment aimed at informing us about
its real impact in terms of reducing poverty. Third, there is the impact of emerging countries,
particularly China and India, on the economic circumstances of countries of the south,
and the EU’s role as an international community donor. Lastly, there is the need for a
commitment from the Commission and Member States to the demands of coherence,
efficiency and sustainability in this Agenda for Change.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Union and its Member States
are the leading contributors to development aid in the world today: more than half of the
funds allocated to aid for developing countries come from the European Union and its
Member States. We must be constantly vigilant about how these funds are used and continue
to fight against some of the imperfections that characterise their use. I therefore welcome
the resolution of the European Parliament on the future of EU development policy. I believe
that we must establish priorities in the aid we want to provide to developing countries in
order to add real added value to the Union’s actions. In this regard, the resolution proposes
the idea of focusing European aid on the countries that need it most and gradually reducing
the aid provided to middle-income countries. I also support the idea of involving emerging
countries more in the financing of future development policies and in cooperation
agreements with developing countries.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. Since the Millennium
Development Goals were adopted in 2000, the major changes already apparent at the time
have become more evident. In economic terms, the impressive rise of China, India and
Brazil is effectively displacing the centre of gravity away from mature economies towards
emerging countries, which, despite their impressive economic growth, are still unable to
bring poverty effectively under control. Globalisation, boosted by a more liberalised world
trade and now an impressive source of wealth creation, is effectively the source of a very
curious phenomenon: on the one hand, it reduces inequalities between countries, while,
on the other, increasing inequalities inside all of them, including the industrialised countries.
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Tokia Saïfi (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report, as it goes some way
towards restoring the balance between the proposals of the European Commission and
the reality on the ground. In particular, it highlights the lack of dialogue and the lack of
consistency between the different branches of the EU’s external action, leading to a decrease
in the efficiency of the funds allocated and the actions undertaken in the field of
development.

I therefore supported paragraph 51, which states that ‘aid for trade and trade facilitation
instruments (…) need to change in order to facilitate trade for local and regional markets’.
Indeed, these markets are a necessary precondition to integration in the global market.

I also supported paragraph 61, which calls for European businesses operating in third
countries to be subject to sanctions in their country of origin if they violate basic
international labour standards. I had proposed this option in an opinion drafted for the
Committee on International Trade last year and it seems to me to be just as relevant today,
in view of the growing interdependency of national economies.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Since the Millennium
Development Goals were adopted in 2000, the major changes already apparent at the time
have become more evident. In economic terms, the impressive rise of China, India and
Brazil is effectively displacing the centre of gravity away from mature economies towards
emerging countries. However, despite their impressive economic growth, they are still
unable to bring poverty effectively under control. Globalisation, boosted by a more
liberalised world trade and now an impressive source of wealth creation, is effectively the
source of a very curious phenomenon: on the one hand, it reduces inequalities between
countries, while, on the other, increasing inequalities inside all of them, including the
industrialised countries. With this vote, the European Union assumes a very particular
responsibility in the international donor community. To this end, it should equip itself
with the best advice in terms of its approach to the situation on the ground and develop a
capacity for strategic reflection.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text. The Agenda for
Change is innovative in that it focuses, inter alia, on the use of budget support, on combining
grants and loans and on promoting the private sector. I believe that using these mechanisms
should essentially contribute to lifting the citizens of developing countries out of poverty
and aid dependence and to the dissemination and application of principles of good
administrative and fiscal governance.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The ‘Agenda for Change’ presented by the European
Commission aims to place particular emphasis on the quality of the development assistance
in itself. It does not therefore aim to alter the practices, principles and approaches assumed
to date by the EU in supporting developing countries. One example demonstrating the
need for change in development policy is the BRICS countries (Brazil, Russia, India and
China), since their difficulty no longer lies in the creation of wealth but in its equitable
distribution. I voted in favour of this report as I consider the approach presented to be the
best way of improving the effectiveness and quality of development assistance.

Dominique Vlasto (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Poverty eradication is one of the historic
objectives of the EU, which is the world’s leading provider of development aid. However,
it is time to turn words into action, and that is exactly the purpose of this report, which I
supported. We have fallen behind with the Millennium Development Goals, and this House
is proposing a strategy for making significant political and economic progress. The political
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action should make it possible to establish democracy and respect for human rights for
the long term. The economic aspect should focus on specific points: targeting funding at
basic social services to improve living conditions, supporting micro-enterprises by
improving the economic and legal environment, combating unemployment, and
coordinating the actions of public and private players to rationalise the distribution of the
funds available. It is clear that we will not be able to solve all of the problems at once. We
must therefore take things one step at a time, concentrating on actions with the most added
value. That is how the EU will make the best possible use of its development aid, a tangible
manifestation of the solidarity of European citizens with those who have nothing.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) The report on the future of EU
development policy states that the practices, approaches and principles which have proved
their worth should not be abandoned but should be further expanded. There should be a
particular emphasis on the quality of the assistance. Key areas are governance, ‘sustainable
and inclusive economic development’, and the development of social protection systems
in developing countries.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Attainment of the Millennium Development Goals
by 2015 remains difficult. Since the adoption of the goals in 2000, the major changes
already apparent at the time have become more evident. Europe has made significant
changes regarding development cooperation, without, however, abandoning the practices,
approaches and principles that have proved themselves in the past. An essential aim is to
place particular emphasis on the quality of assistance and to exercise greater selectivity
when it comes to choosing partner countries. The EU is already the leading donor but it
also seeks to become the greatest. For this purpose, the EU should excel in three areas:
governance, ‘sustainable and inclusive economic development’, and the development of
social protection systems in developing countries.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We believe that some of the ideas in
this report are quite positive, such as ensuring that the primary aim of the implementation
of development policy is the eradication of poverty and exclusion, and the consideration
given to the problem of food security, to the right of developing countries to regulate
investment (particularly foreign investment), to the central role that public aid must continue
to play, and to the need to assess the results of cooperation policy, among other issues.
However, the report advocates an instrumental view of cooperation policy, involving its
export to developing countries and the imposition of models in the plan for the state’s
economic and social organisation, which we can only criticise.

Report: Paul Rübig (A7-0293/2012)

Martina Anderson (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  − Although this report includes some very
worthwhile points to consider surrounding SMEs, including the necessary cutting of red
tape and the need for a reduction in unreasonable administrative burden for small
businesses, I cannot support a report which calls for any extension of the Service Directive
and the consequent likely privatisation and liberalisation of our public services and utilities.
EU workers’ rights must be defended, especially in this time of austerity and I cannot support
any possible risk of them being further corroded.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) SMEs comprise the most important
economic sector of the European Union, they employ a significant number of European
citizens and contribute decisively to economic growth and development. Therefore, they
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must receive adequate support for research and development, an area that may contribute
to increased competitiveness across all European economies.

Given the impact of the economic crisis, it is essential to stimulate the competitiveness of
SMEs. This can only be done by abandoning protectionist practices, and supporting the
global competitiveness of SMEs. The Union and its Member States must act cohesively to
modify complex customs laws, eliminate unclear technical regulations and encourage free
and cheap access to information that may help SMEs to expand internationally. I voted in
favour of this report.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This report enjoyed widespread support within
the European Parliament and was adopted. In an effort to offer relief to small and
medium-sized enterprises, this text aims to make them more competitive. Having managed
a business myself, I am aware of the difficulties, particularly the administrative difficulties,
that are imposed on small businesses, and that is why I voted in favour of this text, which
is a step towards simplification. It also aims to reinforce the entrepreneurial potential of
young people, women and migrants. Any action that strengthens the competitiveness of
these businesses will put the European Union back on the path to jobs and growth.

Liam Aylward (ALDE),    in writing. – (GA) This is not the first time we have discussed
here in Parliament the importance of the 23 million small and medium-sized enterprises
in Europe. The biggest problem facing SMEs is how and where to access funding and small
loans. I understand, from small enterprises in my local area, that very little progress has
been made. The competitiveness and growth of the European Union could be enhanced
on the basis of our SMEs, which employ 75 million people throughout Europe, but for
that to happen the EU must implement a number of tough measures to tackle the problems
facing the sector. I support the proposal for a ‘mapping exercise’ of the local, regional,
national and European support schemes to help SMEs secure funding, in particular initiatives
facilitating access to loans for micro-enterprises. We have to match our words with actions,
reducing red tape and simplifying administration. We should apply the ‘one in, one out’
principle to single market legislation. This means that no new legislation that imposes
costs on SMEs can be brought in without the identification of existing regulations within
a given field and of an equivalent value that can be removed.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In Europe there are approximately 23 million
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) which represent 99 % of all businesses and
employ around 75 million people. Bearing in mind the impact that these enterprises have
on the European economy, it is important that policy makers look for opportunities to
exploit the dynamism within the sector to the wider benefit of European society. In order
for the European Union economy to be pushed back to growth, the EU must adopt measures
able to reduce the administrative burdens that SMEs encounter. This report, which merited
my support, advocates reinforcing industrial and SME competitiveness, which requires an
environment that favours new ideas and new businesses. The EU should also encourage
its SMEs to go international, mainly in the new emerging markets, and therefore stresses
the need to reduce some of the substantial obstacles faced by these businesses when they
attempt to launch themselves on the global market. Lastly, the need for the Commission
to continue and reinforce programmes such as ‘Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs’ and the
need to study the possibility of creating a programme in order to give talented entrepreneurs
the opportunity to acquire experience in centres of excellence outside the EU are also
supported.
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Sergio Berlato (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Europe’s small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) often lack information on the support services provided by the European Union
and as a result do not make use of the available resources and lose out on precious
opportunities for growth. I therefore welcome the contents of this report and in particular
the emphasis on the importance of carrying out a mapping of programmes inside and
outside the Union in order to provide SMEs with an up-to-date framework of the services
available. A European strategy alone, regardless of how ambitious and well-structured it
is, will not be sufficient to bring about significant changes. It must be accompanied by
strong action to provide better information to SMEs in order to raise awareness of EU
support services for internationalisation. Among tools for better information, a central
role will be played by the new online portal that should provide constantly updated
information about priority markets and sectors together with details of the various support
services available. I also agree with the report’s underlining of the need for better
coordination and synergy between different European, national, regional and local polices
and instruments directly addressing SMEs: fragmentation must be reduced in order to
ensure greater pooling and coordination of financial resources available at the various
levels.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I supported this report, because
it highlights and brings very practical solutions to the main problems faced by small and
medium-sized enterprises in Europe in order to boost their activity and development. It
also serves to encourage entrepreneurship. I agree, in particular, with the points made with
regard to financing, the simplification of administrative procedures, the need to reduce
the burden represented by the latter, and support for internationalisation and innovation,
which are set out in the manifesto my group drafted in order to support entrepreneurs and
enterprises of this kind.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I support Mr Rübig’s report aimed at creating a
policy of support to a vital aspect of the European and more in particular the Italian
economy: small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). In Europe they represent 99 % of
businesses and provide 70 % of jobs, employing almost 75 million workers. The only way
for Europe to emerge from the crisis, develop its economy and face the stiff competition
from other markets is to invest in and promote the consolidation, competitiveness and
internationalisation of SMEs, further simplifying the European regulatory framework in
order to reduce their administrative burden.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The global economic crisis that started
in 2008 continues to affect SMEs. Despite the hostile environment in which they now
operate, SMEs have retained their essential role in the European economy. The 20.7 million
SMEs represent over 98 % of European businesses and employ 87 million people. Most
SMEs (92.2 %) are micro-enterprises with less than 10 workers. Current estimates show
that SMEs account for 67 % of all jobs and 58 % of gross value added. The current trends
in the Member States are increasingly divergent and we need positive changes in the area
of job creation. In this delicate situation, decisive political action to help SME growth may
bring progress.

Vito Bonsignore (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Re-launching the system of small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) is essential for European economic recovery, considering
that SMEs constitute over 90 % of businesses in many countries. I vote in favour of the
proposal and wish to underline just some aspects of this extensive report. It is vital that
SMEs have access to credit for funding research and development activities, since
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shortcomings in this area are resulting in missed opportunities for technological and
industrial development. The recommendations contained in paragraphs 37-38 on
intellectual property rights and paragraphs 39-43 on a transparent regulatory framework
for international public procurement are particularly important. Finally I wish to call
attention to the central role played by the ‘one in, one out’ principle for new single market
legislation, since overregulation results in uncertainty as to rights and acts as a barrier to
investment. Finally I agree with the call for a new governance model for the Enterprise
Europe Network, and the proposal that a ‘mapping exercise’ of the large number of public,
local and private support schemes and incentives be undertaken in order to avoid
duplication and improve resource efficiency, contributing to better targeting and analysis
of expenditure.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs): competitiveness and business opportunities. The report
highlights important issues arising from the situation of SMEs in Europe: it underlines the
importance of the internationalisation of SMEs and the reduction of administrative burdens,
in particular for micro-enterprises, and is intended to boost the industrial competitiveness
of SMEs. In this context, I strongly support this report and encourage the European
Commission to promote the topic of social entrepreneurship immediately.

Jan Březina (PPE),    in writing.  −  (CS) I consider it important to create a simplified and
transparent EU regulatory framework for public procurement, so that small and medium
enterprises gain better access to such contracts both within the EU and in third countries.
Public procurement is one of the effective methods of supporting domestic small and
medium enterprises in achieving technical innovations and providing for the growth
needed for them to engage in internationalisation. I expect the Commission to take an
initiative to ensure that EU small and medium enterprises have access to public procurement
on third country markets on an equal footing with other companies. I hope that the recently
published motion for a regulation on the EU public procurement market will support
reciprocal openness, which would benefit EU small and medium enterprises. In this respect,
the EU should develop an ambitious common industrial policy based on support for
research and innovation using quite new financing arrangements, such as project bonds,
and supporting the development of small and medium enterprises, particularly through
access to public procurement, in order that they maintain their competitiveness vis-à-vis
new major players in industry and research. The EU should also enhance the value of
European production by providing consumers with better information on quality,
particularly through the adoption of the regulation on origin marking for products imported
into the EU (made in regulation).

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the Rübig report on the
competitiveness and business opportunities of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).
I am convinced that Europe must make use of the dynamism of these businesses. I also
believe that the European economy will only start to grow again if the Union is able to
boost the competitiveness of SMEs while also adopting measures to reduce the
administrative burdens to which they are subjected. That is why I subscribe to the report’s
recommendations, which emphasise the importance of the manufacturing sector, as well
as the need to promote entrepreneurial spirit. Finally, I welcome the proposals aimed at
encouraging international market penetration by European SMEs.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) are crucial to the European economy and represent 99 % of European businesses.
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In all, SMEs employ 70 % of workers in the EU and, between 2002 and 2010, these
businesses provided 85 % of the new jobs created in the EU. I voted in favour of this report
because I feel it is essential to minimise the administrative costs borne by SMEs and to
reinforce support for the internationalisation and competitiveness of SMEs.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) In the EU there are approximately 23 million
SMEs, accounting for 99 % of all businesses and 75 million jobs (70 % of all EU jobs). If
the EU manages to increase SME competitiveness and adopts measures to reduce
administrative burdens, the potential of European entrepreneurs will develop, and the EU
will again experience growth.

The EU should invest in programmes aimed at boosting entrepreneurship as a real
alternative to employment, especially for young people, women and migrants. Expanding
entrepreneurial culture through ad-hoc programmes and stimulus packages such as
favourable tax and fiscal benefits for SMEs may help people to overcome the fear of failure
and encourage entrepreneurial spirit. This would result in job creation, further innovation,
economic growth of all businesses, across the industrial, services and social sectors.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) In view of the current economic crisis, and bearing
in mind that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) form the backbone of the European
economy, given that they represent 99 % of all businesses in the euro area (23 million
enterprises) and provide 70 % of the total number of jobs (76 million people), it is vital to
adopt measures to reinforce the competitiveness of these businesses. The following will
therefore be necessary: more support policies in the EU; easier access to financing, mainly
in the initial investment and export phases; encouragement for businesses to go
international; improved management and operation of business support programmes;
more cooperation between business associations in the single market and in third countries;
greater efficiency in transposing EU legislation and reducing bureaucracy; and development
in the EU of high-speed broadband links in order to ensure maximum participation of
SMEs in a digitalising internal market. I therefore support this initiative, which proposes
investment in programmes addressing the entrepreneurial potential of citizens, enhanced
competitiveness of SMEs and micro-enterprises, and creation of a favourable environment
in which businesses can flourish and therefore create jobs.

Emer Costello (S&D),    in writing.  − SMEs are comparatively more prevalent in Ireland
than across the EU as a whole. SMEs in Ireland represent 99.7 % of all businesses and
account for 69 % of all jobs in the private, non-financial sector. Almost one third of Irish
SMEs are active in high-tech manufacturing and knowledge-intensive service sectors, which
are crucial for Ireland’s future competitiveness. SMEs in Ireland and all across Europe are
still struggling with the effects of the economic crisis. According to the Commission, the
number of jobs in the SMEs sector has fallen by more than twice the amount in the larger
enterprise sector. I welcome the concrete actions set out in the Rübig report to improve
the competitiveness of SMEs, to support and promote their activities outside the EU and
to reduce unnecessary regulatory burdens on SMEs and microenterprises and very much
endorse the call for an Erasmus-type programme for young entrepreneurs, though I would
have concerns about any proposals for a blanket exemption for SMEs and micro-enterprises
from EU health and safety rules and on workers’ rights.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) The presence of European SMEs on
the international market must be increased. In all, only 25 % of them operate within the
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single market while 13 % operate globally. In a globalised world, European SMEs must be
encouraged to expand to non-EU and developing countries whose potential is still untapped.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) have
everything to gain from the single market. Europe has everything to gain from an integrated
market in which SMEs can grow and trade without difficulty. Because this text is ambitious
and contains practical measures, I voted in favour of it. SMEs are the driving force of
European growth, and I particularly support the provisions aimed at promoting their
interests abroad, and increasing the mobility of entrepreneurs within the Union.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text, which promotes
the competitiveness of our small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Today, it is essential
to give our SMEs all of the tools they need to boost their competitiveness on an increasingly
competitive market. Supporting this network of SMEs means supporting the attractiveness
and economic development of our territories. By adopting this text, Parliament is showing
that its role is indeed to represent the interests of our citizens and our economic actors by
making their voices heard in the institutions. The measures proposed here, such as the
lightening of administrative burdens, offer a helping hand to our SMEs in these difficult
economic times.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) On 23 October 2012, the EP adopted a resolution
designed to support small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). SMEs are the driving force
of the European economy and represent one of our best chances to boost the creation of
welcome jobs in this time of crisis. I am therefore delighted that Parliament has voted in
favour of this resolution, which highlights a few essential measures for the development
of the European economic fabric: reducing administrative burdens, facilitating access to
loans of less than EUR 25 000, setting up an Erasmus programme for young entrepreneurs,
etc. As part of the negotiations for the new multiannual financial framework, the EP has
also decided to recommend an increase in the budget allocated to SMEs.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) The Commission has so far presented three
communications, namely: ‘Industrial Policy: Reinforcing competitiveness’, ‘Small Business,
Big World – A new partnership to help SMEs seize global opportunities’, and ‘Minimising
regulatory burden for SMEs – Adapting EU regulation to the needs of micro-enterprises’.
With these three pillars, the Commission aimed to help SMEs within the EU to remain in
business and strengthen their competitiveness. Approximately 23 million SMEs operate
within the EU, employing an estimated 75 million people, which represents 70 % of jobs
in the EU. To further enhance the competitiveness of SMEs, there is a need for structural
changes in the economy, technical innovation, resource efficiency and the creation of a
business environment that enables European SMEs to hold their own when competing in
the global market. A vital tool in this context is the governance model provided by the
Enterprise Europe Network, as are measures to reduce the administrative and regulatory
burdens on SMEs further and facilitate the provision of tailored support. Building
relationships with chambers of commerce and industry and other relevant stakeholders
is also essential.

Ioan Enciu (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of the report on SMEs: competitiveness
and business opportunities. I am convinced that SMEs play a central role in the EU’s
economic development. The EU should invest in programmes whose direction addresses
the entrepreneurial potential of European citizens as a real alternative to employment –
particularly in the poorest and most vulnerable countries of Europe. In order to encourage
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entrepreneurs to take the risk of starting their business, two key points should be
implemented: the entrepreneurial culture should be made more attractive through ad-hoc
programmes and the administrative and fiscal barriers that young entrepreneurs face should
be reduced. Finally, creating a business environment supportive of the sustainable
development of SMEs is fundamental.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The European Union has high
expectations with regard to the contribution that small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) can make to help Europe emerge from the economic and financial crisis in which
it is currently mired. Strengthening the competitiveness of SMEs, improving the
harmonisation of policies and encouraging greater internationalisation are all factors that
will enable Europe to exit from the crisis. SMEs account for 75 % of European business
activity and have been responsible for creating 85 % of jobs in recent years. It is therefore
vital to improve their capacity to go international and to facilitate their access to financing.
I therefore welcome the COSME programme to support the internationalisation of SMEs.
SMEs form the basis of our economy and are the drivers of sustainable economic growth.
If we want to achieve the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy, we must support SMEs
by promoting their excellence and improving their productivity and competitiveness. To
do that, we need to cut red tape, reduce the administrative burden and implement a fair
and competitive tax policy. I voted in favour of this proposal because it is a good initiative
by the Commission, given that SMEs are the engine of economic growth and vital to
overcoming the crisis.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report combines a lack of realism with
an ideological deception. It concerns a crucial element of the business fabric – small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) – and proposes certain measures that we support, such
as the dissemination and provision of information, and the creation of local and regional
export helpdesk networks. However, it ignores the current reality for SMEs, which are
being steamrollered by recessionary policies that are crushing consumption and investment,
by credit restrictions and, in short, by policies which are strangling SMEs, particularly in
terms of tax, at the same time as granting benefits to large economic and financial groups.
In Portugal, the Troika’s policies are ruining thousands and thousands of SMEs. However,
there is not one word on this in the report. The ‘internal market’ excuse is an attempt to
hide the consequences in terms of the monopolistic concentration in various sectors of
the economy. Entrepreneurship is again presented as the miracle solution to the problem
of unemployment. As a result, they are trying to shift the focus of society’s problem from
its forms of organisation to the individual.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) In the EU there are approximately
23 million Small and Medium Size Enterprises (SMEs), which represent approximately
99 % of businesses. The jobs created by SMEs represent 70 % of the total number of jobs
in the EU. They have a significant impact on the European economy. I am convinced that
it is important for policy makers to look for opportunities to exploit the dynamism in this
sector to the general benefit of European Union citizens and society. If the Union wishes
to overcome the crisis, it is essential to make efforts to enhance the competitiveness of all
European businesses. It makes sense to try to put new ideas into practice, to create suitable
opportunities and the conditions for the establishment of new businesses. The natural
consequence will be the creation of new jobs, more innovation and higher economic
growth of all enterprises, whether industry, services or socially oriented. I believe that these
are the steps which are both necessary and important for Europe as a whole.
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Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
are the driving force of the European economy, constituting 99 % of all businesses and
making a major contribution to employment. It is therefore evident that strengthening
SMEs can contribute to European economic recovery. I welcome the recommendations
of the report: our business can be strengthened by initiatives such as reduction of the
administrative burdens on SMEs, assessing the efficiency of existing support services and
developing forms of partnership as well as programmes offering training to young
entrepreneurs. I voted in favour.

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) Despite the genuine efforts on the part of both
the Commission and the Member States to improve the competitiveness of SMEs, further
measures are needed in this area. I still think any initiative aimed at ensuring more
appropriate use of EU resources to support SMEs or helping this sector to function smoothly
is vitally important. A good example of the latter is the SME test which was mentioned in
yesterday’s debate, and which would enable preliminary examination of the impact of
legislation on SMEs. In this context I could also mention the online portals for EU SMEs
proposed by Mr Rübig, which would enable programmes targeted at SMEs to operate more
effectively. A properly functioning single market creates a competitive environment in
which SMEs at present are still at a significant disadvantage, largely because they do not
have adequate information on business opportunities, and because lack of language
knowledge is a major obstacle. For this reason I believe that an EU strategy geared towards
better legislation is needed, and the ambitious proposals put forward by Mr Rübig are
crucial in order to make the European Union more competitive and more attractive to
investors and producers. I therefore voted in favour of this report.

Elisabetta Gardini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
represent 99 % of all European businesses. It is therefore evident that improving the
framework conditions in which they operate will help general economic recovery. SMEs
are the backbone of the European economy, offering the main opportunity for development
and the creation of new jobs. At this time of crisis, however, SMEs should be offered support
to internationalise: only 25 % of EU SMEs have been internationally active within the single
market while only 13 % have been internationally active outside the EU. In order to support
European SMEs, it is essential to provide a simpler and more streamlined regulatory
framework, avoiding the national-level bureaucracy that often hampers their activity. At
the same time the existing support schemes at national and EU level should be made more
effective, avoiding the type of duplication that often complicates and confuses business
activity.

Mathieu Grosch (PPE),    in writing.  −  (DE) According to figures from the Commission,
the 23 million small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the EU generated two-thirds
of private sector employment in 2010 as well as 59 % of the total non-financial business
economy value added. They also accounted for around 80 % of new job creation over the
past five years. This shows that SMEs are of key importance for the EU’s economic and
employment policy and thus make a major contribution to the Europe 2020 strategy.

For that reason, it is essential to strengthen the role of SMEs. This initiative by the European
Parliament is an important step. Among other things, it calls for the launch of a multilingual
online portal with information about legislation and administrative formalities in third
country markets and mapping of local, national and EU support schemes, which will
particularly benefit SMEs which operate transnationally. It also supports initiatives to
reduce administrative and management burdens. These are good approaches to strengthen
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the position of Europe’s SMEs, increase their competitiveness and thus benefit the internal
market as a whole.

Małgorzata Handzlik (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) There is no doubt that the small and
medium-sized enterprise sector holds crucial opportunities for the EU and it is precisely
to this sector that we should look for real chances of recovery from the economic crisis.
Small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) account for 70 % of all jobs in the EU, and,
accordingly, have huge significance for the European economy. We should recognise this
valuable potential and redouble our efforts to boost the competitiveness and business
opportunities of SMEs. The development of SMEs is, in reality, often hampered by
excessively complex administrative procedures, which create burdensome obstacles to the
expansion of SMEs in the EU.

I voted in favour of the proposal because I believe that it is vital to create an environment
favourable to the development of new businesses. We should ensure that companies have
the opportunity for internationalisation, for expansion beyond the borders of one country,
which also requires clear regulations, uniform technical standards, market information
and simple customs rules.

In debates, I have consistently stressed that it is also vital for SMEs to have easy access to
information, in particular about funding opportunities, and we must also recognise their
needs with regard to public procurement I believe that this report is an important step
towards the creation of a more coherent and coordinated policy on SMEs.

Brice Hortefeux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I am pleased that the European Parliament has
taken on a major issue that is vital to growth in Europe: the competitiveness of businesses
and industries. The Commission and Parliament share the same analysis: growth will only
be possible if we undertake structural reforms to modernise the European industrial system.
This aim of competitiveness should be at the heart of our public policies. That is why
Parliament supports the lines of action proposed by the European Commission: the
internationalisation of small and medium-sized enterprises (SME), a reduction of
administrative burdens and a strengthening of industrial competitiveness. Concerning the
internationalisation of SMEs, the European Parliament is calling for the launch of a
multilingual portal to facilitate SMEs’ access to essential information on the various
legislation and administrative systems in force in third countries. As regards the reduction
of administrative burdens, Parliament is in favour of a new net reduction target and is
calling for a strengthening of the role of the network of SME representatives. Finally,
Parliament considers that in order to boost industrial and SME competitiveness, it is also
important to maximise the entrepreneurial potential of young people, women and migrants.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcomed this document because only if the
EU succeeds in strengthening the competitiveness of small and medium-sized enterprises
(SME), and adopts measures that reduce the administrative burdens on SMEs, will the
potential of European entrepreneurs be developed and the EU economy begin to grow
again. Industry plays a key role in the European economy. The manufacturing industry
generates 25 % of the jobs in the private sector of the European Union and accounts for
80 % of private research and development. All agree that, if the EU wants to recover from
the crisis, it should enhance the competitiveness of EU firms of all sizes. For this an
environment that favours new ideas and new businesses is required. This kind of business
friendly environment is not well developed in Europe also because industrial policies in
the Member States differ significantly from one another. The reality, though, is that to
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achieve sustainable growth and to kick-start the economy, as requested by the Europe
2020 strategy, coherent and coordinated industrial policies from the Member States as
well as deep structural changes of the EU industrial system are very important and necessary.

Lívia Járóka (PPE),    in writing.  − Almost three quarters of all jobs in the European Union
are provided by small and medium enterprises and, furthermore, 85 % of newly established
work places between 2002 and 2010 were created by this sector. It can be clearly seen that
not only do SMEs play a key role in the European economy but enhancing their
competitiveness and helping them engage more people may also vitally contribute to the
recovery from the economic crisis and may reset the EU economy on a trajectory of growth.
The Union should develop and launch tailor-made programmes in order to boost the
entrepreneurial potential of EU citizens, especially targeting vulnerable groups excluded
from the labour market, for whom self-employment as an alternative may provide a way
out of poverty and marginalisation. In this regard, I would like to welcome the Commission’s
successfully implemented plan to reduce the administrative burdens by 25 % this year.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported Paul Rübig’s report on competitiveness
and business opportunities for small and medium-sized enterprises (SME). The report was
adopted by a large majority of the European Parliament at the sitting of 23 October and I
welcome this result. The report focuses on three points: the internationalisation of SMEs,
the reduction of administrative burdens and the boosting of industrial competitiveness.

Seán Kelly (PPE),    in writing.  − SMEs are the heartbeat of the European economy and I
am very pleased that we are placing them centre stage. The suggestions contained in this
resolution will go a long way, if implemented, to helping SMEs help the European economy
on the road to recovery and prosperity. If every SME in the EU added one more staff member
to their books, the unemployment crisis would disappear overnight, so it is incumbent on
us across all sectors to provide an SME-friendly environment, particularly in relation to
COSME, Horizon 2020 and access to credit.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) SMEs are the backbone of the economy
and an important factor in development, research and innovation that may result in job
creation and increased EU competitiveness overall. Unfortunately, they are also the most
affected by low competitiveness due to reduced market adaptability and limited access to
capital, technology and infrastructure. That is why we must prioritise their development
and facilitate their access to financing. SMEs must be considered eligible partners for
Cohesion Fund investments and must benefit from supplementary funding in the next
programming period for 2014-2020. In order to progress, SMEs should create partnerships
with similar organisations and universities.

Svetoslav Hristov Malinov (PPE),    in writing.  −  (BG) Every attempt to help small and
medium-sized enterprises (SME) in the EU is, in fact, an attempt to aid the EU’s economic
development and growth. That is why it is natural to support this report regardless of any
controversial aspect that are obviously the result of compromises between political groups.
However, there can be no argument over the common conviction that without strong and
competitive SMEs Europe will lose its economic prospects. We welcome the efforts to
make SMEs more international by creating a multilingual on-line portal that would help
entrepreneurs to become quickly and easily informed of the relevant legislation in third
countries. We also welcome the Commission’s intention to create a map of the local,
regional and national networks for assisting SMEs in Europe. Above all, we welcome all
efforts to ease the bureaucratic burden on SMEs. This report and its recommendations
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undoubtedly represent a crucial step in this direction. Growth and new jobs are what we
most need today, and the statistics showing that this is exactly what the SME sector offers
more than any other. Therefore, every new attempt by the European institutions to improve
the business environment for SMEs must be supported.

Bogdan Kazimierz Marcinkiewicz (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) I voted in favour of this
report, because I believe that the basis of a sound European Union economy, as the
rapporteur has noted, is to provide SMEs with the support they need. In my opinion, an
effective recovery from the present crisis should be achieved by boosting the competitiveness
of industry, the existence of which is largely dependent on SMEs. We must therefore create
the right conditions for implementing innovative solutions in existing and newly emerging
businesses. Unfortunately, the EU lacks a coherent and coordinated industrial policy.
Human capital is also vital to successful businesses, and closely tied to improvements in
their performance. An appropriately implemented, and above all, rational administrative
and fiscal policy will also help SMEs, and, consequently, the entire European Union
economy, to achieve more rapid growth.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this report. Only 25 % of EU SMEs in the
European Union have been internationally active within the single market while only 13 %
have been internationally active outside the EU. Since the EU needs to find new sources of
growth to provide employment and wellbeing for EU citizens it should encourage SMEs
to go international. The opportunity for future business growth outside the EU and
especially in the new emerging countries is high, even though, because of the large number
of small firms that are tied to local business, the unfulfilled potential within Europe’s SME
sector to go international should not be exaggerated.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) To support small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) is to invest in growth. For this reason, it is important to develop a
multilingual portal providing them with information on the legislation and administrative
systems of third countries. We also need a new qualitative, measurable and verifiable target
for a net reduction in administrative burdens, which too often hinder the growth of SMEs.
We must also make it easier for SMEs to obtain loans. Finally, when we talk about SMEs
and competitiveness, we should not forget the entrepreneurial potential of young people
and women.

Iosif Matula (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) In 1956, a former German Enterprise Minister,
charged with the economic design of West Germany stated that small and medium
businesses were ‘an expression of a state of mind and a specific attitude’. Decentralisation
in Member States was an important factor in SME development. SMEs actively seek
partnerships with regional authorities and financial institutions while local studies show
that small businesses develop relationships mostly with local actors.

We need integrated European policies for SMEs aimed at facilitating their access to financing
and research and development grants. This will give them increased access to global markets
and may help raise export levels. I am convinced that, at present, when we are outsourcing
more frequently, SMEs can improve on these risks. Their added value lies in the capacity
to adapt to relatively reduced costs.

The standardised European system must permit their participation in decision-making
processes, including the public-private partnerships between the Member States and the
Commission. IT standardisation and an integrated cooperation system are essential in
increasing their competitiveness.
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Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) We are very much in need of greater integration
of Union policies in favour of small and medium-sized enterprises, with particular reference
to innovation, growth, internationalisation, productivity, containing costs and reducing
bureaucracy, the quality of human resources, and social responsibility. I voted in favour.

Anthea McIntyre (ECR),    in writing.  − It is estimated that 40 000 EU citizens each year
are not represented in a third country and require consular assistance by consular
representatives of other Member States; the ECR Group recognises that all EU citizens are
entitled to consular assistance if they face difficulty in a third country where their national
consular or embassy is not present. And we see the value in EU Member States cooperating
in this area in order to help our citizens. The ECR Group understands that this right is
enshrined in law under Article 20 of the EC Treaty and we believe, therefore that this report
is unnecessary given the existing regulations and frameworks in place. We have concerns
that this report is significant in the on-going battle of some to further harmonise EU foreign,
consular and diplomatic services. We strongly support the sovereign power of Member
States to exercise and retain responsibility for their consular and diplomatic services and
hence oppose an extension of powers and funding to the EEAS for consular duties. The
ECR Group has therefore decided to vote against this report.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are the
engine of economies and are seen as important job creators (around 85 % of new jobs
created in the EU between 2002 and 2010 were created by SMEs). In a period of economic
crisis, it is vital to promote and support the economic activities of SMEs in the single market
and in third-country markets. However, the extremely diverse nature of SMEs must not be
forgotten, because the EU’s policies must take account of the different challenges facing
SMEs according to their size and sector. I voted in favour of the report.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted against this report, because, although
it contains certain elements that could be beneficial for this type of company, it fails, overall,
to provide solutions to the problems they are facing. The main cause of the collapse of this
type of company, which accounts for the majority of jobs in Europe, is the fall in consumer
spending by the middle and working classes, who are being impoverished by the austerity
policies championed by the European Union. Furthermore, the proposal includes aspects
that require the full implementation of the Services Directive, which seeks to liberalise and
privatise public services in keeping with the austerity policies, as well as the assessment of
students according to their entrepreneurial spirit. These are the reasons why I voted against
the report.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The communications ‘Reinforcing
competitiveness’ and ‘Small business, big world’ and the report ‘Minimising regulatory
burden for SMEs’ propose a ‘new’ industrial policy with the aim of reinforcing
competitiveness, to promote and support SMEs’ economic activities outside the European
Union and to set out concrete actions to minimise the regulatory burdens on SMEs and
micro-enterprises. For the S&D Group it is problematic to accept a premise of the
Commission thinking – namely those SMEs and micro-enterprises should be exempt from
European legislation on health and safety at work and on workers’ rights. Amendments
in committee stressed that health and safety at work and workers’ protection cannot be
considered administrative burdens, and that fundamental workers’ rights and occupational
safety and health should not be jeopardised by the reduction of documentation and
reporting obligations. I disagree with that, since the specificity of small enterprises does
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not provide an opportunity to guarantee social guaranties and protection for employees.
I voted against.

Claudio Morganti (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
account for 99 % of European businesses and employ 75 million people, or 70 % of the
total number of jobs in the EU. These figures alone do not adequately convey the importance
of protection and enhancement of this sector, which in the last decade created 80 % of all
new jobs in the EU. We have for some time now argued in favour of certain measures and
initiatives to support SMEs, including reducing administrative burdens and bureaucracy.
The international dimension is still relatively underdeveloped, and strengthening the
Enterprise Europe Network would certainly bring benefits in this area. Equally welcome
are the instruments for trade defence and intellectual property right protection in third
markets. In this regard, the helpdesk set up in China is a useful pilot experience that should
be developed and improved in order to make it more effective, before exporting the model
to other countries.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing. − (LT) I welcomed the document
adopted today because I am convinced that in the European Union we are still failing to
pay enough attention to promoting small and medium-sized enterprises. Precisely this
form of business, which has created by far the most new jobs recently, is at a
disproportionate disadvantage – both in the context of opportunities to obtain EU support
and with various administrative procedures that impede SMEs’ activities disproportionately.
I therefore join the voices calling for legislation regulating SMEs’ activities to be reviewed
as a matter of urgency, making it simpler and giving SMEs more opportunities to access
the EU single market.

Rareş-Lucian Niculescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) I welcome the rapporteur’s initiative
on the creation of a one-stop-shop for VAT, which would greatly simplify the operations
of trans-European businesses.

I regret that the Parliament did not debate this report, which is so relevant to the European
economy.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ET) I supported this report, which aims to improve
the international competitiveness of small and medium size enterprises (SMEs) and reduce
their administrative burden. Despite the fact that the administrative burden of businesses
has dropped year by year, the Member States are facing serious problems in transposing
EU legislation which causes an increase in administrative burden and costs. Therefore, it
is necessary to find ways of implementing legislation more effectively to avoid duplication
and the redirecting of operators between various authorities, which entail excessive costs.
The purpose of bureaucracy should be the efficiency and development of the whole of
society rather than merely the establishment of social positions for officials. In order to
enhance the entrepreneurial spirit of individuals – I agree with the rapporteur – the EU
should invest more in action plans aimed at introducing to citizens, especially young people
and women, the nature of entrepreneurship and the alternatives to employment that it
provides. The very foundation of the European economy should above all be enterprising
individuals, and expanding the administrative structures is not the solution here.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of the own-initiative
report which aims at the submission of proposals for strengthening small and medium
size enterprises. In Greece, SMEs and family businesses make up 98 % of all businesses.
The economic crisis, in addition to excluding them, essentially, from access to credit and
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liquidity, threatens their very existence. The European Investment Bank’s recent assurances
that it will grant them substantial amounts are significant, but do not altogether solve the
problem. Support for SMEs also means support for entrepreneurship, innovation and jobs.
In this proposal, the European Parliament calls upon the Commission and the Member
States to show even greater decisiveness in this direction. Amongst other things, it proposes
stepping up the entrepreneurial attitude in the EU and attracting more people into the
business world through EU programmes, and providing incentives such as SME-friendly
taxation systems and other tax incentives.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The rapporteur proposes concrete
measures to minimise the costs borne by small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and
to reinforce support for their internationalisation and competitiveness. These proposals
stem from the importance of SMEs to the European economy, as they represent 99 % of
European businesses and have provided 85 % of the new jobs created in the EU. These
aspects explain why I voted in favour.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In the EU there are approximately 23 million
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) that represent 99 % of businesses and employ
around 75 million people (70 % of the total number of jobs in the EU). It is therefore
important for policy makers to look for opportunities to exploit the dynamism within the
sector to the wider benefit of EU society. If the EU wants to recover from the crisis, it should
enhance the international competitiveness of SMEs, at the same time adopting measures
able to reduce the administrative burdens on them. An environment needs to be created
that favours new ideas and encourages the growth of an entrepreneurial culture. Calling
for the new strategies to be implemented as soon as possible, I voted in favour of the
proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The internationalisation of small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) is one of the aspects covered by this report, which calls on the
Commission to launch an online portal informing SMEs about the laws and bureaucracy
of third countries and to adopt a new governance model. The document welcomes the
local, regional and national mapping exercise and EU support schemes, and suggests
enhancing cooperation between the various business associations, chambers of commerce
and other private stakeholders in countries outside the EU. In short, the report redefines
the political priorities in the effort to reduce the administrative burden, and calls for
improvements to be made in the transposition of directives into national law.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Today we voted on Mr Rübig’s report. The
three Commission documents represent an important step towards a more coherent and
coordinated European small and medium-sized enterprise (SME) policy. They tackle different
problems that prevent SMEs from deploying their full potential. The report underlines that
the direction chosen for the future by the Commission is the right one, but hopes that the
implementation of the new strategies will be done as fast as possible. European economic
recovery is too slow and SMEs need the EU to act quicker.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. In the EU there are
approximately 23 million small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) which represent
99 % of businesses. All together SMEs employ around 75 million people (70 % of the total
number of jobs in the EU). Moreover, between 2002 and 2010 85 % of the new jobs created
in the EU came from SMEs. These data show the impact that SMEs have on the EU economy,
and stress the importance for policy makers to look for opportunities to exploit the
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dynamism within the sector to the wider benefit of EU society. Only if the EU succeeds in
strengthening SMEs’ competitiveness and, at the same time, adopts measures able to reduce
the administrative burdens that SMEs encounter, will the potential of European
entrepreneurs be developed and the EU economy will be pushed back to growth.

Oreste Rossi (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report since industry plays
a key role for the European economy. The manufacturing industry generates 25 % of the
jobs in the private sector of the European Union and accounts for 80 % of private research
and development. These data show the impact that small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) have on the EU economy and stress the importance for policy makers to look for
opportunities to exploit the dynamism within the sector to the wider benefit of EU society.
Only if the EU succeeds in strengthening SMEs’ competitiveness and, at the same time,
adopts measures able to reduce the administrative burdens that SMEs encounter, the
potential of European entrepreneurs will be developed and the EU economy will be pushed
back to growth. Public policies must support the development of professional skills in
SMEs and ensure they have free access to information. The natural consequence will be
the creation of new jobs, more innovation, and higher economic growth of all enterprises,
allowing them to achieve the Europe 2020 targets. The Italian economy has been stagnant
for years and cannot afford to waste the momentum provided by industry, in which SMEs
have always played a major part, relying on quality, tradition and good integration with
other industrial systems.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of this report because I
think that the proposal for a resolution highlights the crucial importance of SMEs to the
European economy, and it makes very sound proposals for interventions to remove
obstacles and develop entrepreneurship.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The large number of small
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and major industrial areas represents an advantage
that must be built on by internationalising SMEs through targeted policies. Recent years
have seen changes in key elements of competition, in turn requiring updating of traditional
recipes for success and rethinking of both the strategic models adopted in the past and the
basis for future business success. We must support all EU measures aimed at strengthening
entrepreneurship and assisting the access of SMEs to the single market and third markets.
I therefore voted in favour.

Monika Smolková (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) I regard coordinating Member States’
industrial policy as essential in improving the competitiveness of all European enterprises
and achieving sustainable growth in line with the Europe 2020 strategy. In this context, I
welcome the Commission communication on industrial policy, which talks about
strengthening competitiveness and identifies the areas in which it is essential to make
progress towards the objective of the Europe 2020 strategy. If the EU really wishes to
reduce unemployment, it must invest in programmes to support this. At the local level,
immediately transposing the Late Payments Directive, which will help enterprises’ liquidity,
implementing tax stimuli and educational and retraining programmes to encourage people
and remove their fear of entrepreneurship would constitute a useful instrument for
employment. Small and medium size enterprises have a huge potential to create jobs and
therefore support for them would be very effective. At EU level, I welcome the Commission
proposal to map support systems in European countries which might form the starting
point for a single European environment.
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Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) have
a decisive and increasingly important role to play in the relaunch of economic activity and
job creation, and merit special attention from the competent authorities. It should be
highlighted that around 85 % of all new jobs created in the European Union between 2002
and 2010 were created by SMEs and that 32.5 million EU citizens are self-employed. I
agree with this report as I consider that SMEs must target not only the European market
but also other international markets, and they must have improved access to the Market
Access Database and Export Helpdesk and to patent protection in the single market. I also
believe it is appropriate for the European Commission to establish partnerships and promote
business clusters in order to facilitate economies of scale and access to new international
markets. The entrepreneurial activities carried out by young entrepreneurs must also be
an integral part of the new education, training, youth and sport programme entitled
‘Erasmus for All’.

Inese Vaidere (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LV) I am pleased that the European Parliament
supported the report by Paul Rübig, which is very important in terms of fostering the
competitiveness of small and medium size enterprises (SMEs). However ambitious the
Europe 2020 strategy may be, we will not succeed in meeting the goals set out in it if we
do not provide adequate support to SMEs. Therefore it is important to facilitate access by
SMEs to capital, and to simplify SME financing instruments and programmes, in order to
reduce the administrative burden.

Just as important are the recommendations included in the report on the measures required
to help SMEs win new markets. The report says that only 13 % of SMEs have expanded
their activities beyond EU borders. Incentives must be put in place in order for Europe’s
SMEs to grow, increase their capacities for innovation and offer goods and services
worldwide. Within the framework of EU trade policy, and by also using other applicable
EU instruments, solutions must be developed to help SMEs have access to the capital that
is required in order to start financing export.

Similarly, SMEs must also be effectively protected from unfair trade practices, which they
quite often encounter. I also support the creation of a special internet portal, which would
provide SMEs with information on priority global markets, thus helping SMEs to carry on
their activities internationally.

Dominique Vlasto (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) As we witness an unprecedented phase of
deindustrialisation, with one redundancy plan after another, it is time to undertake structural
reforms to return to growth. It is vital that we give a sharp boost to the competitiveness
of our small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), which account for 99 % of businesses
and 70 % of jobs within the EU. Several levers are available to us to help us achieve this
goal, and in my view we must use them all at once if we want to make up the ground we
have lost. First of all, we must continue to reduce the administrative burdens on businesses.
Considerable efforts have been made in this regard, but I think that we can go further still,
particularly with regard to very small enterprises. It is also imperative to improve loan
activities to benefit the real economy and help to mobilise private capital to support our
SMEs. These firms create wealth and jobs, and should be able to benefit from reasonable
interest rates. Finally, I would insist on the need to reduce the tax burden, which weighs
too heavily on our businesses. These three proposals should ensure secure and flexible
entrepreneurship, which is vital if we want Europe to remain a region of production.
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Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) This report relates to the 23 million
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the EU which represent 99 % of businesses
and employ around 75 million people. Practical support measures should continue and
be expanded. It is also important to promote new businesses and entrepreneurship and
create a business friendly environment. In view of the present crisis, it was important to
vote for this report in order to promote opportunities for growth.

Hermann Winkler (PPE),    in writing.  −  (DE) With his report on Small and Medium Size
Enterprises (SMEs): competitiveness and business opportunities, Mr Rübig has focused on
an issue very close to my heart. We need objective, consistent and independent impact
assessments to determine how our legislation is affecting SMEs, whether positively or
negatively. We need better access to capital and better advice services, especially about
overseas markets. In this context, I would like to spell out once again what I regard as the
essential feature of good advice services for those of our SMEs that wish to do business in
overseas markets. A multilingual online portal containing legislation and information, as
proposed by the Commission and Mr Rübig, would certainly be helpful provided that it is
user-friendly. However, this can only ever be an add-on. What we need, first and foremost,
are advisory services for businesses at the local level. Doing business internationally is a
major risk for many firms, and to take this step, they must have confidence in their partners.
This is created through the provision of advice services locally – not at the EU level or,
indeed, in the third country markets – by organisations such as the Enterprise Europe
Network (EEN), which are already familiar to SMEs. The trusted partners must in turn have
partners who they can trust in the third countries which are companies’ target markets.
That is how good advice services can support access to overseas business.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) European small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) are often unaware of the support services provided by the European Union and
therefore do not utilise the available resources, missing important opportunities for growth.
At a difficult time for business due to the lengthy economic and financial crisis, it is vital
that the EU adopt measures to encourage the internationalisation of companies, pooling
SMEs and their ability to interface with the European institutions.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) We agree with this report in relation
to various measures associated with the dissemination and provision of information, and
the creation of local and regional export helpdesk networks, among other aspects. However,
this report clearly fails to put its finger on the real problem: in Portugal dozens of businesses
are closing every day due to the recessionary policies that the Troika is imposing, such as
increased taxes on these businesses and policies resulting in a fall in domestic consumption
and the loss of workers’ purchasing power. It is very strange that this report says absolutely
nothing about this aspect, and therefore neglects the real problems facing SMEs.
Furthermore, it continues to use the internal market excuse when it is clearly apparent that
it was precisely the monopolistic concentration in certain sectors of the economy, which
were possible due to the free movement of goods and capital, that condemned many SMEs
to disaster and bankruptcy. The report also perpetuates a huge ideological deception by
maintaining that the EU should invest in programmes aimed at addressing the entrepreneurial
potential of European citizens as a real alternative to employment. It therefore advocates a
paradigm which absolves the states of any responsibility, with which we vehemently
disagree.
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Report: Vital Moreira (A7-0321/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report, according to
which the EU and US leaders have established a High-Level Working Group on Jobs and
Growth to identify options for increasing trade and investment to support mutually
beneficial job creation, economic growth and competitiveness. This report welcomes the
ongoing joint discussion between the EU and the US on how to work collectively to ensure
long-term prosperity and employment, and agrees that a comprehensive agreement should
include an ambitious reciprocal market opening in goods, services and investment, address
the challenges of modernising trade rules and enhance the compatibility of regulatory
regimes. It also calls for progress in the removal of trade barriers, better market access,
better protection of intellectual property rights and the opening up of public procurement
markets. I voted in favour of this report because I consider that it strengthens bilateral
relations between two of the largest economic and political blocks in the world: the US
and the EU.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of the resolution on
trade and economic relations with the United States. The US and the EU are very important
trade partners: the two economies together account for about half of the global economic
output and nearly a third of world trade flows, making this relationship the largest economic
relationship in the world. Although the economic ties between the EU and the US are
among the most open in the world, there is a general consensus that the potential of the
transatlantic relationship is far from being fully exploited. Therefore it is important to
foster the ongoing joint discussion between the EU and the US on how to work collectively
to increase growth potential and financial stability. I support the rapporteur’s view that,
in order to ensure long-term prosperity and employment, a joint commitment and effort
is needed to create new opportunities for businesses both large and small, to promote
entrepreneurship and to capitalise on the advantages offered by the uniquely integrated
transatlantic market. In this regard, we, Members of the EP, emphasise that there are many
areas where progress would be greatly beneficial, such as the removal of trade barriers and
better market access.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This report aims to open negotiations on a
possible comprehensive trade agreement between the world’s two largest economic powers,
the United States and the European Union. To achieve this, one of the most ambitious
goals of the European Union’s trade strategy, it will be necessary to remove numerous
technical obstacles and overcome unnecessary differences and excessively rigid regulatory
requirements between these two parts of the world. While remaining very vigilant about
the coming negotiations and without prejudging the end result, I agreed to the opening of
discussions.

Sergio Berlato (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I fully support this agreement for free trade that
guarantees European enterprises, in particular those operating in the agro-food sector,
better access to the US market. Elimination of tariff barriers is important for the
strengthening of economic relations between the EU and the United States, provided this
does not have adverse effects on the remaining strategic sectors of the European economy.
For the purposes of future negotiations, I would like to draw immediate attention to
combating the so-called ‘Italian sounding’ phenomenon. In 2009, according to recent
official estimates, for every eight Italian-inspired products sold in US supermarkets only
one was actually produced in our country. I therefore call on the European Commission,
in the context of a free trade agreement, to take steps to ensure better protection of European
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food products, and in particular Italian products because they are more affected by
counterfeiting, as well as greater efforts by the US to combat this phenomenon.

Izaskun Bilbao Barandica (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (ES) I supported this report, because
it will help reap the benefits of trade relations between the United States and the European
Union. The report pinpoints the action needed to address the problems affecting trade,
such as the removal of trade barriers, the introduction of measures to ensure better market
access, including for investment, the protection of intellectual property rights, the opening
up of public procurement markets to ensure full reciprocity, the clarification, simplification
and harmonisation of rules of origin, and convergence on the mutual recognition of
regulatory standards

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of Mr Moreira’s report on trade
and economic relations between Europe and the United States. Its text finally solves the
problem of recognition and protection in the area of indications of origin, essential for
protecting quality Italian products. Under the current system of trademark registration in
the US, which prefers to protect registered trademarks rather than indications of origin,
the so-called ‘Italian sounding’ phenomenon has evolved, which misleads foreign consumers
and causes enormous economic damage to the exports of our enterprises, especially in the
agro-food sector. Other areas where the report considers that agreement between the
partners would be greatly beneficial include: the introduction of measures to ensure better
market access, the protection of intellectual property rights, the opening up of public
procurement markets to ensure full reciprocity since European small and medium-sized
enterprises are currently operating at a considerable disadvantage in this area, and the
convergence on mutual recognition of regulatory standards.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) The European Union and the United
States enjoy excellent trade relations with an unequalled mutual investment of up to
EUR 2 100 billion. The overall US investment in the EU is three times higher than that in
Asia and EU investment in the US is approximately eight times the value of EU investment
in India and China combined. Investment is the essence of the transatlantic relationship
and contributes to economic growth and job creation on both sides.

Given the current economic climate, I believe EU-US trade must be better utilised in
stimulating intelligent, strong and sustainable growth.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the own-initiative report
on trade and economic relations with the United States. It makes important
recommendations for a fruitful trade agreement between these two world powers. Trade
relations should be revitalised firstly by modernising the trade rules and secondly by
improving the compatibility of the regulatory regimes.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report because
it is extremely important to encourage negotiations between the EU and the US and other
partners on how to work collectively to tackle the environmental crisis and climate change.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The US is the EU’s main trading partner, with the
two economies together accounting for about half of the global economic output. Despite
transatlantic flows of trade and investment being quite considerable, the potential of the
EU-US relationship is far from being fully exploited. I support this report by Vital Moreira
because I consider that there is huge potential for the two economies to intensify their
trade relations: they both share common values, similar legal systems and very similar
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labour, energy and market standards, based on which fruitful agreements and synergies
can be developed. While the specific interests and sensitivities of both partners must be
safeguarded (such as European policies and guidelines on the environment, hygiene and
animal welfare, food safety, cultural diversity, social rights, etc.), there are many areas where
intensifying relations would be a win-win deal, in particular regarding the removal of trade
barriers, the introduction of measures to ensure better market access, the protection of
intellectual property rights, the opening up of public procurement markets, and the
clarification, simplification and harmonisation of rules of origin. Given the increasing
importance of e-commerce, in my opinion it is also essential to intensify relations with
regard to the data protection standards that are crucial in protecting customers both in the
EU and the US.

Lara Comi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Trade relations with the United States are extremely
important to the European economy, although the potential of the relationship has yet to
be fully exploited. I would like to congratulate the European Commission on its work in
the area of international trade, focusing on the most important areas for growth that
enterprises may exploit in order to relaunch the international economy. I regret that certain
questions that have for some time been on the agenda of multilateral negotiations are being
resolved bilaterally, but I am optimistic that a transatlantic solution may also help
deadlocked negotiations elsewhere. We must create the right conditions for enterprises to
be able to work, grow and stimulate economy recovery, and the present report is part of
that effort.

George Sabin Cutaş (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted in favour of the report on free
trade relations between the European Union and the United States as increased trade and
mutual investment between the two parties can stimulate job creation and economic
growth. However, we must remember that the EU and US perspectives on various aspects,
such as genetically modified organisms and animal cloning, are different.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I support the proposal to establish a
formal framework for the compatibility of the EU and US regulations that would facilitate
and reinvigorate transatlantic trade relations. Even if the regulation issues are not resolved,
setting a global standard will contribute to consumer product safety, above all.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The Union must constantly deepen its relationship
with the key partner that is the United States. This relationship can be a springboard for
Europe’s economic recovery. I support the approach adopted in this text, which encourages
reciprocal opening-up of markets, but without sacrificing our most important demands,
in particular with regard to genetically modified organisms and the protection of
geographical indications of origin.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text, which is an
attempt to satisfy Europe’s ambitions in our trade partnership with the United States. In
these times of crisis, the strengthening of trade between the world’s two main economic
powers is an important challenge if we are to return to growth.

Anne Delvaux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I am very happy about the signal that the EP has
sent out by giving the go-ahead for the negotiation of a transatlantic free trade agreement
between the EU and the US, which should give rise to an ‘ambitious and reciprocal market
opening’ between two partners who together account for nearly half of global GDP. While
remaining watchful to ensure that the EU does not sacrifice its values and interests
(particularly in agricultural and environmental matters, public health and workers’ rights),
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the prospect of such an agreement can only reinforce the stability and economic
development of the EU.

Ioan Enciu (S&D),    in writing.  − I have voted in favour of the report on Trade and
Economic Relations with the United States, as I welcome the ongoing discussion between
the EU and the US on how to work collectively to increase growth potential and foster
financial stability in order to create high quality jobs. Furthermore, I am convinced that
working closely with the Council, the Commission, the US Congress, the US Administration
and the stakeholders will make it possible to achieve the full economic potential of the
transatlantic economic relationship, in order to create new opportunities for businesses
and workers on both sides of the Atlantic and strengthen EU and US leadership in the
global economy. Nevertheless, there are still some problems that persist in the relations
between the EU and US, and which also affect the economic climate, one of the most
important being the visa-free restrictions for the citizens of four EU countries. Visa-free
travel should be granted equally to all EU citizens in order to increase mutual confidence
and to boost economic and trade relations.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This report by Vital Moreira concerns
the trade and economic relations between the European Union and the United States,
which are the two most important economies in the world. Half of the world’s gross
domestic product is generated by these trade relations as, on a daily basis, over EUR 2 billion
are traded between the two partners. I welcome the intensification of trade relations between
the EU and the US in order to create a genuine transatlantic market that will be highly
beneficial to both European and US consumers, not just due to its enormous growth
potential for the two partners, but also due to the collective action to overcome the
challenges faced by the global economy. Although some issues are still unresolved, such
as technology (motor vehicles), products resulting from genetically modified organisms,
food safety, meat from cloned animals, etc., I hope that these will soon be resolved and
that we can adopt this agreement as quickly as possible, as we will have much to gain from
its entry into force.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report tries to establish the basis for
intensifying trade relations between the EU and the US, claiming that closer economic
cooperation between these two countries may help to overcome the crisis. It welcomes
the commitment ‘to open trade and investment, expand markets and resist protectionism
in all its forms, which are necessary conditions for sustained global economic recovery,
jobs and development’. This is the usual list of arguments for the marvels of free trade, on
which they keep insisting, even though reality continues to contradict their wonderful
promises and make the true consequences of this approach ever more apparent: namely,
unemployment, business closure (particularly small and medium-sized enterprises),
monopolistic concentration, pressure on the workforce resulting in their devaluation, and
increased pressure on the environment and natural resources. The aspects in relation to
opening up the market in services and public procurement should also be highlighted, as
they are particularly worrying. Further attacks on public services are being lined up, with
private capital advancing into ever more new areas of social life, so that it can engage in
accumulation processes in an attempt to counteract the ever-deepening crisis.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The EU and the US are each other’s
main trading partners, the two economies together accounting for about half of the global
economic output and nearly a third of world trade flows. They are thus in the position of
the most powerful economic partnership in the world. There is a general consensus that
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the potential of the transatlantic relationship is far from being fully exploited. The EU and
US share common values, similar legal systems and high standards of labour and
environmental protection, and should exploit these synergies to secure the growth and
jobs both partners need. The moderate growth of global trade exchanges over the past
three years has significantly contributed to mitigating the negative effects of the economic
crisis, in particular in the EU and the US, proving that trade plays an important role in
determining growth and employment. I consider it important to continue to strengthen
transatlantic economic relations. I also believe that there should be close cooperation
between the European Parliament and Council, the Commission, the US Congress, the
United States Government and the stakeholders to achieve the full economic potential in
order to create new opportunities for businesses and workers on both sides of the Atlantic
and strengthen EU and US leadership in the global economy.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Although there are important issues to be
resolved in EU-US trade relations, such as differing views in the agro-food area, the European
Union and the United States are nonetheless each other’s main trading partners, and the
removal of half of the existing non-tariff measures and regulatory divergences would
translate into an increase in GDP on both sides. In the light of the reciprocal advantages
in this type of agreement for both parties and the significant amendments that will hopefully
be made to provisions on indications of origin, I voted in favour.

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) Ninety-eight per cent of trade between the
US and the EU is carried on without major problems or significant obstacles. Nevertheless,
controversial issues have a serious negative impact on the climate of bilateral relations. In
spite of frequent high-level consultations, many issues still remain unresolved, and indeed
new issues can also arise. I welcome Mr Moreira’s many recommendations aimed at
enhancing the development and integration of our knowledge-based economies and
promoting innovative technologies. The recommendations include for example designating
priority areas for cooperation on research, deepening policy dialogue and promoting
higher education exchange programmes. I voted in favour of the report since in my view
it addresses the commitments we have made at previous summits to develop a strategy
and practical recommendations with a view to creating a more open and more efficient
overseas market.

Elisabetta Gardini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In the current economic environment, with
high unemployment and a sharp fall in investment, assistance to small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) should be a priority of the European Parliament. Easier access for SMEs
to the US market could improve the situation of many of our businesses. Although for
decades now the United States has been Europe’s main trading partner, barriers persist,
mainly in the form of non-tariff measures, (such as quotas, subsidies and monopolies) that
prevent the potential of the relationship from being fully exploited. An EU-US agreement
leading to the removal of these barriers would represent a major step forward in transatlantic
trade relations and would open up a market for European enterprises. I hope that any free
trade agreement will offer better protection for products and greater efforts on the part of
the United States in the anti-counterfeiting area. Imitation that misleads consumers causes
great damage to our producers, in particular the Italian agro-food industry.

Philippe Juvin (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The own-initiative report by Vital Moreira was
adopted by a large majority at the sitting of 23 October, by 526 votes to 94, with 7
abstentions. The adoption of this own-initiative report will enable us to restart the debate
on the appropriateness of opening fresh negotiations on an ambitious and comprehensive
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bilateral trade agreement with the United States. My colleagues and I want the future
agreement to be beneficial to both parties, well-balanced and based on reciprocity. The
aim is to inject new life into our bilateral relations, but also our multilateral relations within
the World Trade Organisation.

Syed Kamall (ECR),    in writing.  − It has been said that no other economic relationship
in the world is as integrated as the transatlantic economy. You only need to look at some
of the statistics. The EU and the US economies together account for around half the entire
world GDP and for almost a third of world trade flows. Mutual investment is more than
EUR 2.1 trillion. Total US investment in the EU is three times higher than its investment
in all of Asia. Equally, the EU’s investment in the US is estimated to be eight times the
amount of EU investment in India and China taken together. There are also roughly
15 million jobs linked to the transatlantic economy. It is estimated that a third of the trade
across the Atlantic actually consists of intra-company transfers. There are issues that can
get in the way of other trade agreements such as labour and environment standards, which
should not be obstacles to an EU-US trade agreement. However, we should be careful that
any EU-US agreement is not seen to force standards and agreements on less-developed
countries. If we can guard against EU-US dominance, we should welcome a comprehensive
transatlantic trade agreement across the political spectrum.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − The EU-US economic partnership is a
key driver of global economic prosperity, representing the largest and most integrated
economic relationship in the world. Together, the EU and the US economies account for
49 % of world’s GDP and a third of world trade. The EU and the US are each other’s biggest
trade and investment partners, and the volume of trade in goods and services, taken together,
amounted to some EUR 667.8 billion in 2010 (up from EUR 610 billion in 2009). The
two partners trade more than EUR 1.8 billion per day in goods and services, while more
than 15 million jobs are linked to this relationship. I believe that the EU-US relationship
has not achieved its full potential and neither side can afford to ignore that a free trade
agreement would give us greater prosperity and economic stability. This why I voted in
favour of this report.

Elisabeth Köstinger (PPE),    in writing.  −  (DE) I support the Commission’s efforts to
commence negotiations with the US on a comprehensive trade agreement as soon as
possible. However, there are a number of sensitive issues still on the table which require a
general solution. Of particular importance, in this context, are the divergent views on the
issue of genetically modified organisms. We have a responsibility to protect our citizens
and our farmers from health risks. We should therefore be able to decide for ourselves
whether to accept genetically modified seed or not.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) My colleagues and I have given our consent to
the opening of negotiations in early 2013 on a possible trade agreement with the United
States. The strong potential for growth and jobs on both sides of the Atlantic could allow
us to create a real transatlantic market, although we must take care to ensure that the
interests of the European Union are protected, particularly in the agricultural sector. It is
important to remember that the EU and the United States have the largest economic
relationship in the world, with a trade volume of EUR 700 billion and a bilateral investment
stock valued at EUR 2.4 trillion in 2011. This agreement could increase the gross domestic
product of the European Union and the United States by more than EUR 163 billion by
2018, if half of the existing non-tariff barriers were removed. I am therefore in favour of
the opening of these negotiations, although we must be careful to ensure that we are on
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the same page in the agricultural sector with regard to geographical indications, genetically
modified organisms, animal welfare, food safety and all of the other subjects that we
consider to be fundamental, on which we must not compromise.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution which welcomes the ongoing
joint discussion between the EU and the US on how to work collectively to increase growth
potential and foster financial stability in order to create high quality jobs; it underlines that
in order to ensure long-term prosperity and employment, a joint commitment, and effort,
is needed to create new opportunities for businesses both large and small, to promote
entrepreneurship and to capitalise on the advantages offered by the uniquely integrated
transatlantic market; it calls for negotiations between the EU and the US and other partners
on how to work collectively to tackle the environmental crisis and climate change; it calls
also for more joint commitment to achieve financial market stability.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I support the opening of negotiations with
a view to a free trade agreement with the United States. The economic consequences of
such an agreement for the European Union could be considerable. If such negotiations are
opened, they must be accompanied by convergence and mutual recognition of regulatory
standards, as well as the protection of intellectual property rights. We must also be vigilant
when it comes to the dismantling of trade barriers and the opening-up of public
procurement.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) It is important to continue with the strengthening
of transatlantic economic relations, while supporting EU interests, in fields such as
environmental, health and animal protection standards, food safety, cultural diversity,
labour rights, consumers’ rights, financial services, public services or indications of origin,
among others.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report is an ode to the creation
of a great transatlantic market, which I oppose. Without a hint of embarrassment, it
approves all of the proposals of the high-level working group created last November without
citizens knowing anything about it. The report advocates the adoption of the most liberal
positions, the setting-up of an integrated transatlantic market (including in services and,
in particular, financial services), the removal of all tariffs in the near future, close cooperation
from the beginning on regulatory processes, a fight against protectionism in all its forms,
the ambition to establish ‘global standards’, and a proposal to create an integrated market
with the North-American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).

Everything is there. Nothing is missing, except, of course, consideration of the general
interest and consultation of workers’ representatives and national parliaments, the only
people forgotten in the much-vaunted transatlantic ‘dialogue’. I voted against this text.

Nuno Melo (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The largest economic relationship in the world is
between the EU and the US. Together they account for about half of the global economic
output. The current economic and financial crisis threatens the prosperity of these
economies, which is why efforts must be focused on closer economic cooperation between
the EU and the US, in order to overcome the obstacles created by the crisis, by developing
the conditions for global economic recovery, jobs and development. I welcome this motion
for a resolution, for which I voted.

Louis Michel (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) I fully support this resolution, which provides
a very concise description of the state of trade and economic relations between the EU and
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the United States. It underlines the importance of this bilateral relationship, the largest in
the world, and proposes a very detailed plan to address all of the aspects that need to be
improved. Indeed, the potential of this transatlantic relationship is far from being fully
harnessed. That is why I am in favour of the resolution. I wish to offer my support for the
removal of non-tariff barriers and regulatory incompatibilities, which would, amongst
other things, bring about a significant increase in the GDP of the EU and the United States,
and would obviously have a decisive impact on growth and jobs. In these times of crisis,
close cooperation between the EU and the United States is necessary.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Since the report calls for progress on removing
trade barriers, better market access, better protection of intellectual property rights, opening
up of public procurement but most importantly calls for progress on tackling trade barriers,
I voted in favour.

Claudio Morganti (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) At last, this report addresses and seeks to
provide a rapid solution to the long-term problem of failure to recognise indications of
origin and quality. The United States is by far the market worst affected by the ‘Italian
sounding’ phenomenon: there is nothing more Italian in 90 % of apparently Italian cheeses,
sauces and preserves that US consumers find on the shelf than their name or packaging.
The situation is slightly better for pasta, oil and confectionery, but still far from acceptable
in terms of protection of products and producers. We cannot continue to tolerate this
situation in a mature market that enjoys substantial parity with our own. Protection of
quality and excellence, which single us out from our US competitors, should therefore be
the basis of any future trade agreement with the United States.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour. As the
economic and financial crisis in the European Union and the US continues it is important
to eliminate existing barriers to bilateral trade. This would bring mutual benefits for the
budget revenues of both parties, help to mitigate the consequences of the crisis, and promote
growth, reducing unemployment, encouraging entrepreneurship and opening up new
opportunities for small and medium-sized enterprises. The economies of these two trading
partners represent more than half of the global economy, almost a third of global trade
flows and are the most ambitious economic relations in the world, but the potential that
exists offers hope of even greater mutual benefits and a positive impact on the global
economy. I therefore hope that the dialogue currently taking place between the EU and
the US will be productive and that concrete and broad proposals will soon be presented.

Katarína Neveďalová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) At last year’s summit, the leaders of the
European Union and the United States set up a working group with the objective of
increasing job creation, economic growth and competitiveness. The economic relationships
between the United States and the European Union are among the most open in the world.
Our markets are deeply integrated through significant flows of trade and investment with
a bilateral trade volume of EUR 702.6 billion and a bilateral investment stock valued at
EUR 2 394 trillion last year.

Despite this positive result, there is a general consensus that the potential of the transatlantic
relationship is far from being fully exploited. The European Union and the United States
share common values, similar legal systems and high standards of labour and environmental
protection. These synergies should be exploited as much as possible to secure the growth
and employment and achieve the objectives both partners sorely need in this time of crisis.
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Rareş-Lucian Niculescu (PPE),    in writing. – (RO) Geographical indications of origin
represent a significant bilateral problem, but I am convinced that the current impasse will
be overcome. A good example is the recent 1 June agreement on mutual ecological
certification for marketing in both the US and EU, which will increase mutual trade and
provide important commercial opportunities for both partners.

In the field of agriculture, trade relations are mutually beneficial, as the US is the EU’s second
biggest trading partner for agricultural products. I have reservations about the effects of a
complete cancellation of export refunds in EU-US agricultural trade, which warrants its
own detailed study.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) I voted in favour of this report
because it is extremely important to encourage collective action between the EU and the
US and other partners to tackle the environmental crisis and climate change.

Aldo Patriciello (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The EU and the US are each other’s main trading
partners, the two economies together accounting for about half of the global economic
output and nearly a third of world trade flows. The ongoing financial and economic crises,
both in the EU and in the US, are threatening the stability and prosperity of our economies
and the welfare of our citizens, while the lack of coordination of financial regulation is
causing unnecessary barriers to trade, calling for a closer economic cooperation between
the EU and the US, in order to make use of the benefits of international trade in overcoming
these crises. Therefore trade and foreign investment must be better used to stimulate smart,
strong, sustainable, balanced, inclusive and resource-efficient growth, leading to higher
job creation and increasing the welfare of people across the world. In line with these
objectives, I vote in favour of the proposal.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) This own-initiative report emphasises, with
appropriate realism and without ignoring the contextual difficulties, the huge potential
benefits of a comprehensive trade agreement. It is a balanced proposal, based on reciprocity,
in which both parties will emerge winners if the agreement is successfully concluded, as
it aims to encourage bilateral relations between the two powers and will ultimately stimulate
world trade, by forming new multilateral links that are currently being held back within
the World Trade Organisation. With the hope that the many technical disputes will be
resolved by the end of the year, particularly with regard to dealing with the divergences
and burdensome regulatory regimes, the report finally wishes for a favourable response
in relation to these two negotiations. Given the importance of this ambitious goal, which
aims to achieve closer transatlantic economic cooperation ‘in order to make use of the
benefits of international trade’, I voted in favour of the motion for a resolution by Vital
Moreira.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) By approving the proposal, Parliament,
in the light of the Joint Statement of the EU-US Summit issued on 28 November 2011,
and the Joint Statement of the EU-US Transatlantic Economic Council issued on 29
November 2011, stresses the importance of continuing with the strengthening of
transatlantic economic relations, while supporting EU interests, in fields such as
environmental, health and animal protection standards, food safety, cultural diversity,
labour rights, consumers’ rights, financial services, public services or indications of origin,
among others. Following careful and thorough preparation and consultation, negotiations
should be launched in the first half of 2013, building on the present political momentum,
and on the support of industry, to enable a swift and successful conclusion to the
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negotiations. It is essential that all stakeholders representing the business communities,
once these negotiations have been opened, organise themselves in such a way as to provide
maximum support, in a coordinated, broad-based manner, to underpin an open, transparent
dialogue to make progress on the initiative.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Against. Greens filed 18 out of the
123 amendments to the report. Our main goal at this stage is to go against the hype of a
fast-tracked FTA which almost certainly will result in failure and damage US-EU relations
even further. The obstacles for regulatory convergences and service liberalisation in
particular are so high that we demand a much more precise elaboration of what shall be
negotiated. Therefore, we want the HLWG to take all of the time it needs to make a sound
proposal of possible deliveries of any kind of trade agreement, after thorough consultations
with all stakeholders. We also warn against the hype that a comprehensive transatlantic
FTA could become the maker of new global trade rules, which we regard as a serious threat
to the survival of the multilateral trade system as embodied by the WTO. Except for a
couple of our amendments which were included in compromise texts, especially a hint to
the very different perceptions of the role and function of public services and services of
general interest, we lost all our amendments in the committee vote. As a result, Greens
voted against the report, together with GUE.

Tokia Saïfi (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Union and the United States are each
other’s main trading partners, the two economies together accounting for about half of
the global economic output and nearly a third of world trade flows, making it the largest
economic relationship in the world. A free trade agreement would clearly enable us to
consolidate our relationship. Studies are underway on both sides of the Atlantic, the final
results of which should be made public by the end of the year.

At this stage, we must determine the conditions in which such an agreement could be
mutually beneficial. That is why I voted in favour of this resolution, which highlights, in
particular, the fact that this potential agreement must not be limited to the dismantling of
tariff barriers. It also reiterates our concerns about the protection of geographical indications
and public services and about data sharing. These concerns will only be dispelled through
regular, detailed and open dialogue, both ahead of and during any negotiations.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted in favour of Mr Moreira’s report
because trade and foreign investment must be put to better use to stimulate the growth
that will lead to a greater increase in jobs and enhance the prosperity of peoples. I think
further steps should be taken in the direction of EU-US relations, as it is widely accepted
that the dynamic of transatlantic relations has not yet been fully exploited.

Matteo Salvini (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report on trade relations
with the United States by Mr Moreira. The US is undoubtedly an important trading partner
for Italy and Italian exporters, although I urge the European Commission to make greater
efforts to protect Italian interests on the question of indications of origin. I therefore
particularly welcome the report’s emphasis on the need to resolve this issue. Other
important questions are also dealt with, such as removal of trade barriers, the introduction
of measures to ensure better market access, including for investment, the protection of
intellectual property rights, the opening up of public procurement markets to ensure full
reciprocity and convergence on mutual recognition of regulatory standards.

Czesław Adam Siekierski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) The European Union and the United
States have always been important trade partners, while the United States aided the
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development of European countries in the years following the Second World War. Together,
the US and EU economies currently account for approximately half of global economic
output and their combined trade flows for nearly one-third of global turnover.
Consequently, Europe and the United States enjoy the largest economic relationship in the
world. Unfortunately, these relations do not yet extend to harmonised regulatory standards,
which presents a significant barrier that is particularly difficult for small and medium-sized
enterprises – on which our growth and employment must be based – to surmount.
Moreover, in view of the ongoing financial crisis, we must strengthen our relationship, as
it is the only way out of the crisis. As stressed by the World Trade Organisation, the open
and multilateral trading system in use among WTO member countries is the best means
of stimulating growth and improving the welfare of people around the world and we must
hold onto that if we wish to defeat the crisis. Another important issue is that of agricultural
trade, in particular as regards the recently announced US Farm Bill. The rules on subsidies
in the United States differ from those set out in the European common agricultural policy,
but are just as high. It is also worthwhile focusing on geographical indications of origin in
the context of bilateral trade in agricultural products, which could increase access to the
agricultural markets of the EU and United States.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The priorities with regard
to EU-US trade relations need to be redefined. Better use should be made of existing synergies
between the two sides through closer cooperation bringing numerous advantages in terms
of international trade in a time of continuing crisis. I welcome the strengthening of
transatlantic economic relations, since there is significant potential for increasing exchange
of goods and services, bilateral investment, and the high degree of interdependence between
the two economies. An open transparent trade system will have a positive effect in a number
of areas, such as increased potential for growth and living standards. I therefore voted in
favour.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing. – (PT) The EU and the US are each other’s main trading
and economic partners, and are deeply integrated through large flows of trade and
investment. However, there is a general consensus on both sides of the Atlantic that the
relationship between these two blocks could be intensified. In 2009, according to the
Commission, the existence of non-tariff barriers to trade translated into losses of
EUR 163 billion for both economies, excluding their potential growth in gross domestic
product. Consequently, there is huge potential for socioeconomic development and growth,
which could come from a trade agreement between these partners. I agree with the
rapporteur that this potential trade agreement should involve the total or almost total
removal of tariffs, mutual recognition or harmonisation of technical standards, reciprocal
rules, opening of the public procurement market, and so on. I regard as welcome all of the
proposals and measures that could develop from such an agreement with the US, which
represents an economic and historic opportunity for the European Union, with tangible
benefits for all its economic operators. For those reasons, I voted in favour of the document.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. – (RO) I voted for the motion for a resolution
on trade and economic relations with the United States based on the fact that the EU and
the US are each other’s biggest trading partners and the two economies together account
for approximately half of the global economic output and nearly a third of world trade
flows, making it the largest economic relationship in the world.

. EU-US trade and investment must be put to better use in order to stimulate intelligent,
strong, balanced, sustainable growth, focused on social inclusion and resources effectiveness,
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and ultimately job creation. We highlight the importance of a sustained consolidation the
of transatlantic economic relations while supporting EU interests in the areas of:
environmental protection, health, animal rights, food safety, cultural diversity, workers’
rights, consumer rights, financial and public services, and geographical indications.

We also welcome the initiatives adopted in respect of the key areas of technological
development, such as nano-technology, electric vehicles, intelligent networks and e-health.
Given the rising prominence of e-commerce, data protection standards also plays an
important role in protecting consumers in the EU and the US, which both need to tackle
international digital security threats in a concerted manner.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) At the present economic and historical moment,
efficient and effective use of trade and foreign investment is of the utmost importance in
order to stimulate growth in an intelligent and sustainable fashion in terms of resources.
To this end, the EU and the United States have a responsibility to make a joint effort to
create new opportunities for businesses both large and small, to promote entrepreneurship
and to capitalise on the advantages offered by the uniquely integrated transatlantic market.

The US is the main non-European destination for Italian exports but certain barriers still
prevent relations from being altogether free-flowing. The key to unlocking the potential
of the transatlantic relationship lies in the tackling of non-tariff barriers, consisting mainly
of customs procedures and behind-the-border regulatory restrictions. Priorities should
include protection of indications of origin for agro-food products, greater protection of
Italian products and greater effort by the US to combat counterfeiting.

Inês Cristina Zuber (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (PT) This report tries to establish the basis
for intensifying trade relations between the US and the EU by insisting on the failed
arguments of free trade, which would lead to unemployment, business closure (particularly
small and medium-sized enterprises), monopolistic concentration, pressure on the
workforce resulting in their devaluation, and increased pressure on the environment and
natural resources. We are also totally against the idea suggested in this report of opening
up the market in services and public procurement, which, if it went ahead, would represent
another attack on public and universal services.

President. −   That concludes the explanations of vote.

15. Corrections to votes and voting intentions: see Minutes

16. Composition of committees and delegations: see Minutes

(The sitting was suspended at 19.50 and resumed at 21.00)

IN THE CHAIR: OLDŘICH VLASÁK
Vice-President

17. Revision of the current data retention framework (debate)

President. −   The next item is:

– the oral question to the Commission on a revision of the current data retention framework,
by Alexander Alvaro, Sophia in ‘t Veld, Sarah Ludford, Renate Weber, Louis Michel, Jens
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Rohde and Nathalie Griesbeck, on behalf of the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and
Democrats for Europe (O-000124/2012 - B7-0355/2012),

– the oral question to the Commission on a revision of the current data retention framework,
by Judith Sargentini, Carl Schlyter, Jan Philipp Albrecht, Eva Lichtenberger, Amelia
Andersdotter and Christian Engström, on behalf of the Group of the Greens/European
Free Alliance (O-000125/2012 - B7-0356/2012),

– the oral question to the Commission on a revision of the current data retention framework,
by Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Sylvie Guillaume, Claude Moraes and Dimitrios Droutsas,
on behalf of the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the
European Parliament (O-000126/2012 - B7-0357/2012),

– the oral question to the Commission on a revision of the current data retention framework,
by Cornelia Ernst, on behalf of the Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic
Green Left (O-000128/2012 - B7-0358/2012), and

– the oral question to the Commission on a revision of the current data retention framework,
by Axel Voss, Manfred Weber, Simon Busuttil, Véronique Mathieu, Anna Maria Corazza
Bildt, Carlos Coelho and Salvatore Iacolino, on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party (Christian Democrats) (O-000154/2012 - B7-0362/2012).

Alexander Alvaro,    author.  −  (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
this is not the first time we have met to discuss this issue, although it may be the first time
that we have met at this hour. The question now arising, slowly but surely, is this: when
will our debate about data retention finally be at an end? A great many Member States and
their constitutional courts have decided that it is not compatible with national constitutions.
The Irish High Court referred the matter to the European Court of Justice, and countless
citizens in the Member States have not only expressed disquiet and incomprehension about
data retention but reject it outright.

I hate to say it, but our assessment all those years ago, when this issue was first discussed
in 2005, was correct. We have legal issues which are unresolved; we have economic issues
relating to data retention which are unresolved; and we have technical issues which are
unresolved. Above all, we have social issues which are unresolved. The Commission’s
evaluation report clearly showed the extent to which the approach to data retention,
procedures and use vary between the Member States. In some countries, for example, the
coastguard can access dossiers of retained data; in others, authorities can make a verbal
request. The evaluation report also showed that everything has been achieved, except for
harmonisation on issues of data retention. The question whether it is needed at all is still
unanswered.

In that sense, the authors are rightly asking when we can expect a new initiative from the
Commission. It is time to stop flogging a dead horse, which is what data retention is. I
would hope that we will have the opportunity to discuss a reform before the end of this
legislative term and, in particular, to hear the Commission’s proposals during this debate.
I hope we will find out more this evening.

I do not want to speak for too long, so let me finish by saying this: I am sure you will have
noticed from my comments that we are all getting very tired of this issue. I personally
would greatly welcome it if we could find a solution to this sorry state of affairs at European
level and perhaps even deal with the issue in an objective manner.
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Judith Sargentini,    author. −  (NL) The Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance
actually has a very simple question for you, Ms Malmström. When can we expect the
revision of the Data Retention Directive? Your answer could actually be very simple too:
‘very soon, Ms Sargentini, because Parliament has been waiting for it for some time’.

I am afraid though that you are not going to give me that answer and you seem to have
put the revision of the Directive on the back burner. The reason for this is rather harsh, I
think, and it is that the Member States cannot prove that the Data Retention Directive is
useful, but they are also reluctant to give up the right to store our telecoms and internet
data. In fact, they want to retain that right.

There is no European law that violates privacy on such a large scale as this law, which stores
European citizens’ data without them being under suspicion, without obtaining permission
from a court and without demonstrable results. While you dawdle over the revision of the
retention obligation, you have dragged Germany before the European Court because it
refuses to comply with this law. If no one can prove that it works, it is time to abolish the
Directive on storing data traffic and to replace it with an alternative, a quick freeze for
example, where a court is involved and where we record and store part of the data, targeting
a specific suspect. Targeted investigations, judicial control and no unnecessary violation
of privacy.

Therefore, Ms Malmström, once again, please confront those Member States, remember
what we saw with ACTA, that there are many people in Europe who cherish their privacy,
who are willing to use activism and who can help you to change these governments’ minds.

Sylvie Guillaume,    author. −  (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I
am happy that this debate on the revision of the 2006 Directive is taking place, even if it
is late, it is a little cold in here and some of us are hungry.

It is a debate that we have a duty to hold on behalf of the citizens, who are increasingly
asking questions about how their personal data is used in a number of fields. This Directive
is particularly controversial in a number of regards, as shown by the repeals of the German,
Czech and Romanian transposing legislation by the competent constitutional courts.

What is at issue here? The main problem is the intrusive nature of the Directive with regard
to privacy and data protection. While there is clearly no question of challenging the benefits
of collecting connection data for criminal investigation purposes, some issues, in particular
those raised by the European Data Protection Supervisor, remain topical as long as there
is no proposal for a revision on the table.

We would therefore like the Commissioner to provide some answers to assuage the concerns
that I think we share on a number of points, such as the need for a clear demonstration
that such a system is necessary and proportional, compliance with the principle of legitimate
purpose, which, as we know, is currently used extensively by some Member States, and,
finally, possible ways of keeping data in a less intrusive way than at present.

Here, as in many other debates, we must find a balance, however difficult that may be,
between security imperatives and the protection of freedoms.

In a society where information and communication technologies are omnipresent, the
protection of personal data, which is a fundamental right, must be strengthened and must
not remain a purely theoretical right enshrined in the Charter of Fundamental Rights.

395Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



Commissioner, this is the type of action that we would like you to take. Thank you in
advance.

Cornelia Ernst,    author. −  (DE) Mr President, this is a never-ending story. I have lost count
of the times we have discussed it here. It is a shameful situation that it takes an oral question
today to elicit information from the Commission about what it plans to do next with regard
to data retention. Let me be frank: instead of deluding itself, the Commission should stop
playing games and should face up to reality. That includes admitting that data retention
has failed.

The Commission’s aim of establishing uniform rules is quite simply misguided. One reason
is that some Member States, due to their constitutional arrangements, are not in a position
to transpose the European Directive. What’s more, we have a patchwork of arrangements
in the other countries which have transposed the Directive. Some countries store data for
six months, others for a year. Some only use the data when investigating serious crime;
others use the data to investigate minor delictions. It is a terrible mess, and I do not think
we have ever seen anything like it.

Now you are taking action against the German Government by referring the matter to the
European Court of Justice. Curiously, you argue that Germany’s failure to transpose the
Directive is likely to have a negative effect on the internal market and on the ability of the
German police to investigate and prosecute serious crime. What did you get that from?
How did you come up with that? No one can possibly know whether that claim is true. In
fact, studies have revealed a very different picture. The available information includes not
only the judgments of the courts and related studies. They also include activity reports
such as those produced by the German Bundestag’s Research Services, which is genuinely
above suspicion. In 2011, the Research Services found no significant evidence that data
retention offers any benefits for the investigation of crime. The reports such as that produced
by the Max Planck Institute in 2012 are also beyond reproach. That report states that data
retention is of no use whatsoever in the investigation of murders, robberies, child
pornography and internet crime.

Let me say this, Ms Malmström. If the Commission has nothing new to contribute here,
you should at least suspend the Directive pending the judgment of the European Court of
Justice. Aside from that, we are calling for a Europe-wide ban on the retention of
communications data where there is no reasonable suspicion of wrongdoing.

Axel Voss,    author.  −  (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, the tragic case of 15-year-old
Amanda Todd from Canada a few days ago has shown us once again that there are some
forms of behaviour on the internet which are harmful to other people. In this particular
instance, it was cyber bullying, which is on the increase here in Europe as well. However,
it is also about combating internet-based terrorism, crime in general and child abuse in
particular, organised crime, right-wing extremism, and phishing. The UN Office on Drugs
and Crime has now spoken out in favour of international standards for data retention. Of
course, overall, we need to achieve a balance between fundamental rights and sound law
enforcement by government authorities. In the case of Amanda Todd, the Anonymous
hackers’ group has pledged to identify the bullies, but this kind of vigilante justice on the
internet is not what we want either.

So those who say that data retention must be abolished are oversimplifying the matter.
The same applies to those who are opposed to data retention but offer no solutions to the
problem or fail to take proper account of the rights of the victims of internet crime. In my
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view, successful investigations, such as the identification of the person responsible for the
attack in Toulouse, demonstrate the need for data storage and for data retention.

In its present form, the Directive does not yet appear to have achieved the balance that is
necessary. That may be why it seems so important to bring forward a new and improved
proposal based on the recommendations made in the 2011 evaluation.

More generally, however, it is completely unacceptable for the unity of European law, or
indeed compliance with European law in this matter to be completely undermined by the
German Justice Minister. Only last Monday, the Parliamentary State Secretary in Germany’s
Federal Ministry of Justice stated during a meeting of the Petitions Committee that the
German Government would not bring forward a proposal for the transposition of the Data
Retention Directive. Until the issues of transposition and the reform of the Directive are
clarified, no such legislation will be forthcoming from Germany. My question is how much
longer this is likely to take. These statements make one thing very clear, however: the
infringement proceedings initiated back in May by you, Commissioner, are making very
little impression on the German Justice Minister.

I fail to understand how a Justice Minister can consider herself to be above the law. After
all, she of all people must know that every EU Member State is obliged to transpose
European legislation, and, what’s more, must do so by the specified deadline.

The Justice Minister’s argument that the transposition of the existing Directive is impossible
does not hold water. Perhaps you could make some kind of contribution to resolving this
issue. At any rate, the example of Austria shows that a Member State that resisted for a
very long time and refused to transpose the Directive can, in fact, create legislation that
can serve as a very good model, with regulations that are sound and constitutional.

((The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Alexander Alvaro,    Blue-card question.  −  (DE) Mr President, many thanks, Mr Voss, for
your input, which is very interesting, especially as regards the role of the Justice Minister.
Would you not say that it is the Justice Minister’s responsibility, if she sees that an item of
legislation is incompatible with the law and, furthermore – as noted by the Irish High Court,
which would not have referred the matter to the European Court of Justice otherwise –
possibly incompatible with EU law as well, to suspend the legislation until the matter has
been clarified, rather than transposing what is possibly bad law?

Sophia in 't Veld (ALDE),    Blue-card question . – I am rather surprised to hear my colleague
Mr Voss refer to the example of Toulouse as a ‘Fahndungserfolg’; I think it was a disaster.
Here is somebody who was already known to the intelligence services, who was on the
Americans’ no-fly list, who had been flying to Pakistan, who killed people – this was known
to the services – and who then killed again. What is your definition of a ‘Fahndungserfolg’,
and how does data retention relate to this?

Axel Voss,    Blue-card answer. −  (DE) Mr President, as regards the position of the Justice
Minister, the German Federal Constitutional Court has not said that the Data Retention
Directive is unlawful. The Federal Constitutional Court merely pointed out that the
provisions of the transposing law did not ensure adequate security of data storage and that
safeguard provisions in relation to the state’s access to data were too weak. These, and
nothing else, were the points on which the Court based its judgment. That being the case,
Germany must act on the commitments undertaken at the European level and transpose
the Directive.
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As for Toulouse, it is always important to ensure that cases stand up in court, and for that,
evidence is essential. If there is evidence of unlawful behaviour, then it is sensible to give
due consideration to any evidence that may have been gathered though data retention as
well.

Cecilia Malmström,    Member of the Commission . − Mr President, I also very much
appreciate that we are having this debate today and it gives me the possibility, hopefully,
to clarify a few issues and to explain our intentions.

The Commission is indeed, as has been announced many times (also in the evaluation
report from last year), planning to propose reforms to the Data Retention Directive, but
it will not be for this year. Ever since the Commission originally tabled this proposal in
2005, it has acknowledged that telecommunications data are an integral part of
evidence-gathering in investigations and prosecutions of very serious crime and that such
data may be crucial in serving the needs of justice and protecting victims against harm. It
was, and remains, necessary to guarantee that, within the bounds of proportionality and
subject to appropriate safeguards and controls, these data are available for a limited period
of time if police and prosecutors need to assess them.

The limitation and procedures for data retention should be as harmonised as possible to
minimise the negative impact on the internal market while, at the same time, respecting
the legitimate and varying requirements of national circumstances. It was also necessary
to have a solid European data protection level for this. All but two Member States have
now transposed the directive.

In the Commission’s evaluation of last year, evidence from Member States and Europol on
the value of the measures of combating serious crime was presented. We have continued
to press Member States to provide credible and comparable statistics and case studies to
demonstrate this, and we have received quite a lot of information. Law enforcement and
judicial authorities throughout the EU have repeatedly stressed the importance of knowing
that data will be available if there is a need. However, as has been pointed out by different
stakeholders – yourselves, different representatives of the data protection community, the
industry, NGOs and different professional groups including journalists and lawyers – the
Commission is also of the view that data retention has a significant impact on the right to
privacy and the protection of personal data.

There are a number of areas in the current directive that ought to be improved. These areas
are set out very clearly and in the evaluation report and they have been further examined
during consultation. For instance, a reduced and more harmonised data retention period;
a scope which is clear and exhaustive in terms of the type of data to be retained; and a
clearer purpose limitation for which the data may be used. We also need minimum standards
for access and use of the data, better accountability on the part of authorities for the data
which they access and the statistics they provide, stronger data protection and a consistent
approach to reimbursing the operator’s costs.

There is also – and this is very important – a need to be coherent between the obligation
to require data retention in this directive – the Data Retention Directive – and the possibility
that Member States have today to require, or to allow, data retention provided with the
ePrivacy Directive. It is necessary to ensure that Member States cannot use retained data
for other purposes than the ones in the Data Retention Directive. Currently Member States
have this possibility in the ePrivacy Directive, so this is a loophole. The Commission has
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already announced that we will analyse the need to review the ePrivacy Directive once
negotiations on the new general data protection framework are over.

So we are working towards a reform of the Data Retention Directive to be presented at the
same time as the future revision of the ePrivacy Directive. Given the technical and legal
complexity and the political sensitivity of this, it is likely to take some time, and I cannot
give you a concrete timetable today. But I would like to mention that we very much
appreciate your support and your input in this, which has contributed very constructively
to our work and that of the data retention expert group.

Agustín Díaz de Mera García Consuegra,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (ES) Mr President,
Commissioner, without ignoring the fact that data protection is a fundamental right
enshrined in Article 8 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union and
in Article 16 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, the current Directive
was born of the desire to harmonise national provisions on data retention, in order to
ensure the availability of those data for the purpose of the investigation, detection and
prosecution of serious crime, such as terrorism or organised crime.

This harmonisation is necessary because the inefficiency arising from the fragmentation
created by national provisions has been demonstrated in studies and through practical
experience. We therefore need to ensure the continued retention, at European level, of data
that are generated or processed.

A recent example of how these data can be used in a judicial context as a tool to fight crime
is the arrest in Spain on 4 October 2012 of a young man planning to imitate the Columbine
massacre by planting bombs at universities in the Balearic Islands. Following a police
investigation using data obtained from electronic communications, it was ascertained that
the young man had bought various explosive substances and items of equipment needed
to make homemade bombs. As a result, it was possible to prevent a real tragedy.

Nevertheless, I call on the Commission to present an urgent proposal for the revision of
the legal framework for data retention, because the importance and sensitivity of this matter
means that we cannot continue with a Directive that has technical shortcomings and
intrudes, sometimes disproportionately, on the right to privacy.

Juan Fernando López Aguilar,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (ES) Mr President,
Commissioner, I am one of the authors of this question to the Commission and therefore
share the concerns of my co-authors who spoke before me, because they are well founded.

We find ourselves with a Directive that, at the time, was justified as serving to help fight
organised crime, in particular terrorism, by means of data retention, with the attacks in
Madrid and London in 2004 and 2005 respectively cited as examples.

However, following legal proceedings, challenges before the Court of Justice, but also
rulings by various constitutional courts, which raised doubts about compliance with the
standards now enshrined in the Treaty of Lisbon, and the principles of proportionality and
necessity in all matters that may have a bearing on fundamental rights, which are enshrined
in Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights and Article 8 of the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union, it is clear that we need to succeed in revising
the Directive. It is also clear that we are justified in our concerns that this initiative, a precise
timetable for which has yet to be announced, should comply with the principle of minimum
intervention, that is, offer the least intrusive provisions from the point of view of
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fundamental rights and, therefore, the best guarantee of respect for the principles of
necessity and proportionality.

Sophia in 't Veld,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Mr President, this Directive has been
wrong from the very start. Let us go back in history and recall that the only reason that
this House got to vote on the proposal for data retention was that the Member States could
not agree. They had no unanimity, remember? There were many Member States which did
not want this. That is why we got to vote on it, that was the only reason. Until today they
have been trying to avoid parliamentary intervention.

Secondly, does it serve a purpose? Is it useful? Have we become safer since 2005 and 2006?
Despite the fact that the evaluation only came through after a long delay, there is not a
shred of evidence – not a shred – that it contributes to our safety. All the statements about
the necessity of this directive are based on assumptions and nothing else. We have yet to
see any figures.

Does it serve the purpose of harmonisation? Some colleagues have pointed out that it does
not. It does not. It was not meant to from the start, because the Member States chose to
compensate, or not, companies for the costs that they incurred.

It was then deemed a violation of the constitution in many countries. Some colleagues
may argue about this, but it is a technical point: only the implementation law was deemed
unconstitutional. It seems almost impossible to find a way to implement it in a way that
is reconcilable with the constitution.

In my own country, a report showed that there is widespread abuse and that data are being
consulted much more often by many more people than is allowed. Does anybody take
action? No.

So here is a law that was pushed through, that does not serve a purpose, that seems to be
a violation of the constitution and of which there is widespread abuse. So of course the
Commission and the Member States say ‘great law, let’s have more of it’. I say to the
Commissioner: we should not wait for a review. It should be repealed today.

Jan Philipp Albrecht,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (DE) Mr President,
Ms Malmström, ladies and gentlemen, let us remind ourselves of what is at stake here. We
are discussing the collection of all of the telecommunications data, all of the
telecommunications framework data, for all 500 million European citizens all of the time,
not in specific situations, not if there is reason to suspect any wrongdoing, but all the time,
on an ongoing basis. This amounts to the permanent surveillance of every individual!

Please use your imagination and consider what a major intrusion this is into the basic rights
of every citizen in Europe. This intrusion must be justified. Like the previous speakers, I
would like to know what evidence is available to show that this Directive – all this data
retention – is in fact necessary or a suitable means of achieving the objective, namely more
effective investigation of crime, especially internet-based crime. I have not yet seen any
evidence of that, or any indication that this is indeed the case.

Let us consider our real objective for a moment. Our real objective is to reduce crime rates
and prevent crime. Let me say this: the Data Protection Directive has made no difference
whatsoever. There is absolutely no difference in the crime statistics between the Member
States where data retention takes place and those where it does not. This even applies to
internet-related crime. Instead, we have invested vast sums of money in implementing data
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retention, which has proved to be extremely expensive. As a result, we have diverted funds
from other areas where it could have been put to good use, such as providing police stations
with internet access so that they can carry out case-specific investigations in the proper
manner. That is something you should think about.

Cornelia Ernst,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Voss, data
retention does not solve any problems. In fact, it is the problem. Let me offer an analogy.
Not long ago, I was walking through my home city of Dresden and happened to spot a
burglar breaking into a house. Let me ask you this: would you now act on this information
by passing a directive which states that women in my age group should stroll through
Europe’s cities at night in order to reduce the crime rate? I think we should be asking about
the benefits of the Directive.

We are nearing the end of this debate and I have just one point to make. Instead of flogging
a dead horse – to use your analogy – and filching millions of people’s data, I would suggest
that we proceed as follows. Ms Malmström, perhaps you could offer different advice to
the Interior Ministers of the EU Member States. You could tell them not to make cuts in
the police or law enforcement agencies in their countries. You could tell them to provide
decent training for the police and the judiciary and to tackle corruption, which is now
widespread. If we manage to achieve that in our countries, we would be making a valuable
contribution to combating crime, which would greatly benefit citizens.

Jaroslav Paška,    on behalf of the EFD group. – (SK) In the opinion of the European Data
Protection Supervisor and according to judgments of the German, Czech and Romanian
Constitutional courts, Directive 2006/24/EC, which directs telecommunications companies
to retain identification data on callers, callees and places and times of telephone calls or
emails for the purpose of possible investigation and prosecution of criminal offences for
a period of six months to two years, does not comply with the requirements laid down by
European law on privacy and data protection.

It is therefore necessary, Commissioner, to take the appropriate decision either to repeal
this Directive and leave it to Member States how to deal with this matter or, if there is
agreement that common Union rules are needed with a view to police and judicial
cooperation in such criminal matters, to prepare a new amendment, which should then,
however, correspond to the culture of today’s European legislation. You have had since
April of last year to respond to this matter and come to a decision, which I think is sufficient
time.

Carlos Coelho (PPE).   – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, Mr Díaz
de Mera has already recalled the circumstances under which this Directive was adopted.
The fact is that Member States have made use, in particular, of the period of retention of
data, with the six-month to two-year period clearly being one of the tools most used by a
large number of Member States.

Several speakers have already mentioned the problems we are having due to the Directive
having been transposed into national law in very different ways, and virtually all of the
speakers have rightly underlined the problems that we are having as regards the protection
of fundamental rights and the right to privacy. There is clearly an issue here that we must
tackle. I must say that I am with those who enjoyed the Commissioner’s answers. I appreciate
the Commissioner’s concerns about the scope of the Directive, the limitation of its subject
matter and the reduction of retention periods. Everything that the Commissioner has said
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is covered, in my view, by the efforts to revise this Directive, which we must work on
together.

What worries me is the time problem. I was convinced that the Commission was going to
present an initiative by the end of this year. The Commissioner has already said that this
will not happen by the end of this year, but she has also not given us any time horizon. I
fear that, at the end of this debate, we will all be thinking that in six months, a year, perhaps
two years, we will still be asking the European Commission when the revised Directive
will be presented.

Dimitrios Droutsas (S&D).   – Mr President, Commissioner, may I add my voice to the
arguments and complaints expressed by my colleagues who have already taken the floor.
I do not want or need to repeat what has already been said. May I just come back to the
question: when will the Commission present its proposal?

I do not know if I understood you correctly, but I think you said that you do not intend to
table your proposal this year. So I ask you, will it be next year? Next year is long; it is twelve
months long. Could you specify further when you plan to table your proposal?

I am saying this because I would like to remind you that, right now, we are dealing with
the personal data reform package. The European Parliament regards this dossier as a real
priority and is working in a very engaged way on both the proposed regulation and the
directive. I think we also need to harmonise the EU single market for telecommunications
in this respect, and it is also time to deal with the ePrivacy Directive you yourself mentioned.
So may I express the wish that the Commission take a more dynamic and determined
stance vis-à-vis the Members States, even when so-called sensitive issues for the Member
States are under discussion?

I would like to conclude with the following remark, Commissioner. In the European
Parliament you will always find an enthusiastic ally in your efforts to better protect the
personal data of EU citizens. But while you can always rely on our full cooperation and
support in this regard, at the same time let me emphasise that the European Parliament
will also always be prepared to fight for and defend its principles and beliefs in favour of
the protection of EU citizens’ rights, especially when fundamental rights are concerned.

Carl Schlyter (Verts/ALE).   – (SV) Mr President, Commissioner, you said that we should
have a proportional Directive, but it is difficult for me to see the proportionality in having
to monitor every electronic communication by every citizen. Where is the efficiency in
that? Even a child can avoid being caught by this Directive if he has criminal intent.

Not even George Orwell himself could have dreamt up this Directive in his worst
nightmares. Up to and including George Bush, no similar measures were proposed in the
US in the year of terrorism paranoia, but a freeze was proposed instead.

Instead of having a billion haystacks in which to find a needle, it is more intelligent to track
a specific suspect, in other words the needle, and see whether anything sticks to him. This
would be a more efficient use of our money. Having a spam-storage Directive like the one
we have today is really not efficient.

I really do hope that you will repeal this as quickly as possible. Please present a report
proving that this is not efficient, because I have not seen any evidence at all to show that
it is.
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Lena Kolarska-Bobińska (PPE).   – (PL) Mr President, Commissioner, before I ask my
question, I would just like to mention that, a week ago, the Polish Parliament passed a bill
amending Polish telecommunications legislation. The Commission has been waiting a
long time for this to happen. The new provisions will shorten the required data retention
period from two years, which was a very long time, to 12 months, allowing Poland to join
a group of European countries in which similar provisions are in force. We are currently
also working on a data retention law, in particular on provisions governing the type of
data retained and who will have access to it. It would therefore be good to know the
Commission’s plans as regards changes to European legislation, so that we can begin to
incorporate them into our work.

The changes in Poland are the result of the work of numerous non-governmental
organisations that wrote on this subject and exerted pressure on the authorities, in the
belief that the existing arrangements infringed citizens’ right to privacy. It is therefore
worth listening carefully, including at European level, not only to Members of the European
Parliament, but also to non-governmental organisations concerned with privacy issues. I
would like to use this opportunity to ask the Commission whether it has any figures,
reports, studies or information on the impact reducing the data retention period may have
on the effectiveness of the investigation, detection and prosecution of serious crimes,
because that is one of the main arguments in this issue. We are always talking about it, but
can we produce any evidence, for example, with regard to prosecutions for crimes such as
possession of child pornography? We are never short of statements or arguments, but we
have no hard data.

Birgit Sippel (S&D).   – (DE) Mr President, almost everything has been said that needs to
be said, so I will keep it brief. Why data retention? After all, food stocks have to be replaced
sooner or later. That means consuming or using the food and buying a new lot. At the
beginning, the debate about data retention focused on its use in anti-terrorism. In practice,
however, these data are available, so apparently they have to be used, and they are accessed
to investigate a very wide range of crimes, including minor or moderately serious offences.
Moreover, in the process, there is a growing data hunger that is driving the storage of types
of data that were not originally envisaged. The volume of data is growing. At the very least,
then, we must reduce the amount of data stored, the types of use, and the duration of
storage. We must protect data from abusive forms of access and use. We should be open
to discussing alternatives to the current practice, and we must be mindful of one principle
above all: that the rule of law and the protection of civil rights are key pillars of governance
in our countries and the EU. They must be respected and defended, if necessary by abolishing
the Directive.

Carmen Romero López (S&D).   – (ES) Mr President, when the Commissioner was
speaking about the reform, she mentioned that it would be within the bounds of
proportionality. No directive ever states that it is not within the bounds of proportionality;
the same thing happened with passenger name records. However, in practice, without a
directive that refers to exceptional cases, which are the only circumstances in which
fundamental rights could be violated, we find ourselves in a situation that cannot be
resolved. How can we settle on a definition of ‘serious crime’ if there are eight countries
that do not talk about serious crime in the context of data retention but any type of crime?

The volume of data and frequency of data retention involved make it completely impossible
to manage these data properly for the purposes of tackling crime. Even when pursuing
criminals and prosecuting crimes, it is not true that anything goes. The end does not justify
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the means. Only in exceptional cases can human rights be violated. We really need to
reconsider this Directive. We cannot legislate in this manner.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, the transposition of the Directive was a real
challenge for many Member States, some of which have yet to complete this step. The
reason behind this is the controversial matter of privacy protection. In Romania, the
proposed legislation was first considered unconstitutional, and only this year was the
transposition completed.

It is why I support a new act that addresses the more controversial aspects. The Commission
must consider the constitutions of the Member States when devising these proposals,
which must respect privacy rights. Even though the Commission announced last year its
intention to modify the Directive, this was not yet done. In my opinion, the new proposal
should be launched by the end of this year in order avoid other Member States appearing
in front of the Court of Justice.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D).   – (RO) Mr President, in June 2011 I asked the Commission,
via an open question, if it intends to revise Directive 24 of 2006 on data retention, so that
uniform regulations may be instituted at European level, and that they observe the
constitutions of the Member States, the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European
Union and not infringe on the rights to free movement and privacy.

In your response of 12 Aug 2011, you stated that the Commission’s consultations with
representatives of civil society bodies, implementing authorities, data protection
organisations, the Member States, and other relevant sectors and judicial authorities have
revealed different perspectives and suggestions, and that you would consider these in
assessing the impact of the directive prior to its revision. Is this impact assessment complete?
What does it contain and when will it be published?

Eva Lichtenberger (Verts/ALE).   – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, I am very
disappointed that once again, you have given us no indication as to when legislation will
be brought forward. Your predecessor in office has said that the Data Retention Directive
would not have been adopted nowadays in its present form. For me, that rings a lot of
alarm bells. The experiences which have been recounted here are also not particularly
convincing. There are fewer successes than promised and more frequent access than
anticipated. Something is wrong!

The new initiative was promised for this year, but as we see, this legislation offers no value
added, partly because the Member States are implementing the Directive in different ways
and because a lack of legal clarity is opening the door to abuse. This is an issue which will
determine the future of civil rights, Commissioner. Please present the amendment at last.

Christian Engström (Verts/ALE).   – (SV) Mr President, Commissioner, this is a failure
of a Directive through and through. As the Commissioner herself has said, it will have a
great impact on the right to privacy. There is nothing positive to balance this out. There
has not been any harmonising effect, and there is nothing to indicate that this would be
effective in fighting crime.

The Directive stated that the Commission should undertake an evaluation by no later than
15 September 2010, but this has never happened. To date, the Commission has not
undertaken any proper evaluation at all. Some little anecdotes have been presented to
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indicate that it might be quite a nice thing to have after all. Many of these anecdotes came
before the fact that data storage has been implemented. The Commission has not fulfilled
its obligations under this Directive.

Against this background, there is one thing that is very difficult for my voters in Sweden
to understand, namely how the Commission can fine Sweden for not having introduced
this failed Directive whilst at the same time the Commission itself completely fails to present
a proper evaluation as it is obliged to do.

Phil Prendergast (S&D).   – Mr President, data retention measures are always fraught with
sensitive problems in relation to the respect of citizens’ fundamental rights. Our privacy
is in jeopardy due to the misuse or loss of data, especially under a blind blanket instrument
for the collection of our systems and communications data. In the post-9/11 world,
executives and lawmakers have been under extreme pressure to show strength and
decisiveness in the fight against international terrorism and organised crime.

Mistakes and abuses have abounded in the process, but fortunately, in the EU, discussions
on the best means to address serious crime benefit from a calmer and less polarised
environment, especially in comparison to the US. Europe has not neglected its
responsibilities in this field; neither should it shy away from coolly assessing the effectiveness
and proportionality of any security measures passed in reaction to serious threats. The
rights at stake are no less serious. The Commission has committed itself to a review and
must conduct one as early as evidence-based assessment allows.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Cecilia Malmström,    Member of the Commission. − Mr President, honourable Members, I
really appreciate your engagement on this because it is an extremely important subject.
But we also need to realise that data retention is here to stay.

The Member States support this and will not accept any proposal to abolish it. The risk is
that we will then have 27 different versions for data retention in the different Member
States with no common standards in respect of privacy and purpose.

We did an evaluation in April 2011 which made use of evidence from the Member States
– you may call it anecdotal – but we had evidence on how they used this. Since then we
have received more evidence of how it is used. These are concrete examples of how data
retention has been used in order to crack down on criminal and drug networks and to
identify victims and persecutors in child abuse networks, etc. I would be happy to share
them with the European Parliament. We have already done so and we are happy to do so
again.

I understand the criticism here, and I share much of it, but we need to be honest: this is not
the mass surveillance of 500 million citizens. This is data that has been kept for commercial
purposes by companies. It can be accessed by police authorities under certain conditions
on an individual basis. It is not mass surveillance; we need to be clear on this. These practices
are subject to democratic and judicial controls in the Member States.

Having said this, there are problems with this directive which are clearly outlined in the
evaluation from April last year. I have mentioned them and Members have referred to them
in their speeches.

There is insufficient harmonisation and clarity on the scope, who has access, the definition
of serious crime, data protection rules and the retention period. We will seek to amend
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this and to shorten the data retention period. The revised proposal will also include a full
assessment of the directive’s impact on privacy and other fundamental rights.

Data protection is a very important issue – all the Members would agree on this. We in the
European Union need to have a coherent view on this, and that is why we need to do this
together with certain other things. We need to address the loophole that today exists in
the ePrivacy Directive, and which some Members referred to.

We must also make sure that the General Data Protection Regulation – and I know that
many Members here are involved in reforming it – is in line with what we are doing,
otherwise we will have divergences in legislation.

All this needs to be looked at together, and that is why I cannot give you an exact timetable
today on when we will do that. But the purpose is for us to have strong data protection
rules, and I will be more than happy to continue working very closely with the European
Parliament.

Carl Schlyter (Verts/ALE).   – Mr President, on a point of order: I have a question about
the rules. If we ask the Commissioner a question, we would actually like to have an answer.
One question the Commissioner has not answered so far is whether the freezing of data,
which they do in the United States, has been properly evaluated, because this is not clear
from anecdotal evidence. For example, if you have a drug network, it is quite clear that this
will have been suspected for some time, and a system of data freezing on individual grounds
could work just as well.

(The President cut off the speaker and asked the Commissioner if she was prepared to reply)

Cecilia Malmström,    Member of the Commission . − Mr President, sorry, I should have
mentioned that. A quick freeze, which many Members have referred to, is quite different
from data retention, and we are looking into this as well.

This is not considered as an alternative to data retention for Member States. We are
conducting a study on it which will be presented with the overall framework and the new
proposal on this.

President. −   The debate is closed.

Written statement (Rule 149)

Josef Weidenholzer (S&D),    in writing. – (DE) It is very welcome that the Commission
has finally come to the realisation that the 2005 Directive must be amended. The criticisms
made by the public, who have an interest in the protection of personal data, are clearly
more convincing than the usual unrealistic claims heard in some circles that the Directive
will improve security. The Data Retention Directive is an example of bad law. It does not
respond to national needs, it is disproportionate, and it erodes citizens’ confidence in the
rule of law. It is high time we remedied the situation. Ms Malmström should address the
reform of this legislation as an immediate priority. She undoubtedly has the requisite
sensitivity to do so, given that while serving as a Member of the European Parliament, she
voted against the Directive.

18. EU trade negotiations with Japan (debate)

President. −   The next item is the debate on the Commission’s statement on trade
negotiations between the EU and Japan.
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Karel De Gucht,    Member of the Commission. − Mr President, thank you for the opportunity
to speak on our trade relations with Japan and the future EU-Japan Free Trade Agreement.

I note with interest the adoption of the motion for a resolution on EU trade negotiations
with Japan by the Committee on International Trade two weeks ago. I hope that the
European Parliament, in its vote expected later this week in the plenary, will clearly support
the launching of EU-Japan FTA negotiations.

Japan is one of our main economic partners, and thus a decision to launch new FTA
negotiations has to be based on solid ground. On 18 July of this year the Commission,
after thoughtful consideration, decided to approve the draft recommendation to open
negotiations with Japan and transmitted this to the Council. The ground for this decision
has been prepared well.

We have an agreement with Japan on what both sides expect from the negotiations. The
so-called ‘scoping paper’ lays out the scope of our potential discussions. It is the most
ambitious paper of this kind that we have ever agreed with any trading partner. This gives
us comfort that all our priorities will be addressed.

We have also negotiated – again upfront – a dedicated package that addresses key regulatory
barriers, including for the car sector and railway procurement, which constitute the single
most important hurdle for EU economic activities in Japan. Japan has also accepted that
the phasing-out of tariffs can only take place strictly in parallel with the elimination of
regulatory barriers. This means that the dismantling of EU tariffs will only take place once
concrete results on the removal by Japan of regulatory barriers have been achieved.

To ensure that Japan continues to make progress in eliminating regulatory barriers, I have
suggested to the Council the introduction of a ‘rendezvous clause’ in the negotiating
directives. The clause would allow the EU to take stock of the progress achieved within
one year of the start of the negotiations and bring them to a halt in the event of our failing
to achieve meaningful progress.

I am pleased to note that many EU industry sectors have recently expressed their support
for the launch of FTA negotiations with Japan. These include IT, consumer electronics,
agri-foods and beverages, wholesale and retail distribution, chemicals, and services – all
of them key for the expansion of EU economic interests abroad.

Let us not forget that Japan remains a huge economy, with consumer spending power that
is still roughly twice as large as China’s. It is therefore crucial to unlock the potential
opportunities for EU companies to sell their products and services to a country that so far
has remained fairly protected by non-tariff barriers.

The FTA objective will be to eliminate these trade barriers and create a level playing field
for our companies to enter and sell in that market. According to the impact assessment
report of the future EU-Japan FTA, potential GDP growth close to 1 % is expected if we
conclude this agreement. This is a significant gain, which cannot be ignored – especially
at this time of economic difficulties. I hope we can count on your support in this endeavour.

Jarosław Leszek Wałęsa,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (PL) Mr President, the development
of cooperation between the European Union and third countries is of great importance
for economic growth and employment, particularly at a time of crisis. However, the
negotiating mandate should be economically balanced and politically strong. At the
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negotiating table, we should ask for clear results in respect of key demands, which is why
the bar should remain high.

Non-tariff barriers are still the main obstacle in bilateral relations with Japan. For that
reason, our demands should be clearly formulated and have been met within one year of
the launch of the negotiations. It is important to ensure that the negotiations are suspended
if a significant number of barriers are not eliminated within the first 12 months. The
presence of safeguards for both economies, in particular for sensitive sectors such as the
automotive and electronics industries, should be guaranteed. The chief condition for the
conclusion of the agreement should be the genuine and complete removal of the
aforementioned barriers, improved market access in public procurement for European
Union businesses and a comprehensive chapter on investment that covers investment
protection and market access.

I believe that the agreement should be comprehensive, ambitious and fully binding. The
free trade agreement should lead to genuine legal openness for European Union businesses.
The conclusion of a free trade agreement between the European Union and Japan is a
worthwhile endeavour, as the strengthening of cooperation and ties between the two
parties have the potential to bring positive results.

Vital Moreira,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, I must firstly welcome Mr De Gucht who has, at this quite opportune moment,
come to inform Parliament about the situation with the pre-negotiations, if we can call
them that, between the Union and Japan. It is an opportune moment because this week
Parliament will vote on, and in my opinion adopt, the report by Metin Kasak, who is
rapporteur on the relations with Japan on this same issue.

The Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European
Parliament supports the launch of negotiations and will therefore vote in favour of the
motion for a resolution, which fundamentally coincides with the ideas set out for us today
by Mr De Gucht. We believe that the potential of the economic and trade relations between
the European Union and Japan is clearly underutilised and that the difficulty, in the case
of Japan, is that the greatest potential for growth lies in removing the numerous non-tariff
barriers to trade and investment that currently exist in that country. We therefore support
an agreement with Japan, because that is the only way of effectively removing those barriers,
or at least most of them, and allowing access to investment in that country, including in
public procurement, which is an area in which these barriers are currently a real obstacle.

In my opinion, the scoping exercise which was conducted by the Commission and the
Japanese Government resulted in satisfactory guarantees, with the conditions being met
to begin negotiations with a good prospect of success. We need to be demanding on the
objectives, and Parliament will therefore vote this week, through the motion for a resolution
that I mentioned, on its recommendations with regard to the negotiating mandate that the
Commission has requested from the Council. This will give the negotiator, that is the
Commission, clear and more stringent guidance on what will make the agreement acceptable
to Parliament, without whose assent no international trade treaty can be concluded. We
now hope – and I am finishing. Mr President – that the Council will take due account of
our recommendations and that the Commission will follow them to the letter.

Metin Kazak,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Mr President, as the severe economic crisis
frustrates the EU’s common vision, the vote on the Japan trade resolution can take us a
step forward towards free trade negotiations with one of the biggest trading blocs in the
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world and benefit European citizens by maximising the jobs and growth potential under
the EU 2020 strategy.

We cannot accept that our two-way trade with the world’s third-largest national economy
amounts to only a quarter of our trade with the US or China. The potential gains are clear.
The Commission has estimated that nearly two thirds of such gains under the EU’s trade
policy would come from potential agreements with the US and Japan. However, we realise
that the negotiations will not be easy and that the Commission must be firm with its
Japanese partners. That is why, as rapporteur, I have tabled amendments for a binding
review clause within one year of the launch of negotiations to allow for a thorough
assessment of the implementation of the 31 roadmaps agreed under the scoping exercise.

Our chief incentive during negotiations has to be the implementation of the commitments
made by Japan to eliminate non-tariff barriers in various sectors, particularly the automotive
sector. To ensure this I included a provision that if Japan has not delivered on its NTB
commitments and has not demonstrated sufficient ambition in meeting the EU’s priority
demands, the Commission should stop negotiations, after consultations with the European
Parliament and the Council.

With this in mind, as rapporteur and representative of the ALDE Group, I urge the Member
States to cast their cautiousness aside. Now is not the time to say ‘let’s wait a few more
months’ or ‘we need more concessions’: now is the time to launch negotiations with Japan.
Dear colleagues, the ground has been prepared. Let us translate our ambition into action.

Reinhard Bütikofer,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – Mr President, we welcome the
effort to start negotiations with Japan on improving our economic partnership. But to me
the Kazak report seems to be an almost indecisive report. It gives me the impression of
someone who wants to put his foot on the gas pedal and the brake at the same time. We
should make up our mind as to whether we want to go forward or sit back for fear of
getting into trouble with some industrial players and some industrial sectors that play the
protectionist card.

We should strive, not only for mercantilist reasons but also for geostrategic reasons, to
make this effort with the Japanese a success. That success should reach beyond merely
trade-oriented aspects; it should, if possible, include issues like sustainability.

I do not believe that every single regulatory measure that does not please everybody is, for
that reason, a trade or a regulatory barrier. If we were to go by the yardstick of some
industrial lobbyists, a night flight ban for Tokyo airport would be considered a regulatory
barrier. The Commission was smarter than that and did not include that in its list, but it
shows to what extremes some people want to carry the case. We regret that the key car
category was considered to be a barrier rather than an opportunity.

One last point: we should go ahead with this Treaty and do so with more transparency
than we have done similar things in the past, and clearly with more transparency that the
TPP has been pursued with so far.

Syed Kamall,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Mr President, Commissioner, the European
Conservatives and Reformist Group have always been one of the most pro-trade groups
in this Parliament, if not the most pro-trade, and we have wanted as many trade agreements
as possible.

409Debates of the European ParliamentEN23-10-2012



In the absence of the WTO or any progress in the WTO and of my second choice, which
would be comprehensive plurilateral agreements, we have to fall upon bilateral agreements,
given that it is vital that we negotiate bilateral agreements with the largest economies of
the world. Japan clearly falls into that category.

One of the things that we should remember in trade – and I say this as a former lecturer in
international trade, to apologise for my former academic background – is that there is a
myth in trade. Countries do not trade with each other; it is people and businesses that trade
with people and businesses in other countries for mutual benefit. All that governments
can do is either facilitate by getting out of the way or get in the way with tariff barriers or
non-tariff barriers – and all too often we see governments get in the way with these barriers.
So surely it is time during this agreement – during the negotiations on this agreement – to
reduce as many barriers as possible. However, unfortunately – as other speakers have said
– politicians can sometimes be persuaded by entrenched interests, and we are all politicians
and are all susceptible to those entrenched interests. We have seen this happen over the
course of the last 18 months in discussions about these agreements.

Some industry players have talked about certain barriers, but as one of the previous speakers
said, one person’s health and safety standard is another person’s non-tariff barrier. So I
think we have to be sensitive to what is a non-tariff barrier and what is not. We have to
recognise that the EU-Japan agreement will be complex and that both sides will want to
feel that their consumers and their domestic industries are gaining. So my colleagues here
clearly wanted no agreement – or no start to that agreement – until we had overcome the
whole list of non-tariff barriers. Now that is unrealistic to expect of any trading partner,
and I am glad that the Commissioner has been a supporter – as have many of the other
groups –of going forward with this agreement.

It is essential that we negotiate all these barriers and perceived barriers, but actually we
know that, at the end of the day, we have the ability to stop this deal if we do not feel that
enough has been done. Therefore I am pleased, and I hope that we will continue the
momentum to launch these negotiations. If it helps – and I think it does help soothe some
of those industry concerns – I support the binding review clause which allows the
negotiating parties to step back after a year and to look at the agreement and consider
whether the other side has done enough. We, the European Parliament under the Lisbon
Treaty, have the ability to say that actually, enough has to been done. But at a time when
the EU continues to be crippled by an anaemic if not negative growth rate, when we are
burdened with debt mountains and when Japan itself has had two lost decades of growth,
surely what we should be looking for is an enhanced trading relationship with Japan which
is underpinned by a free trade agreement in order to generate a 1 % boost in the Union’s
overall GDP and up to 400 000 jobs.

Japan has other interests and other options it can pursue, and we have to be careful that
we are not played off against other parties negotiating trade agreements such as the
Trans-Pacific Partnership being negotiated between the United States, Japan and a number
of other countries. But overall, I think that the EU has a unique opportunity to lay a
foundation stone that could bring untold benefits to all of Europe. It is my sincere hope
that the European Parliament will show that it can be a responsible and trustworthy partner
in an institutional legislative process and will give its seal of approval for the start of
immediate negotiations with Japan.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))
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William (The Earl of) Dartmouth (EFD),    Blue-card question . – How very gracious, Dr
Kamall. You said in your speech – correctly, in my view – that countries do not trade with
each other; it is people and businesses that trade with each other. However, the leader of
your delegation, Mr Richard Ashworth, said on BBC Television that three million jobs in
the UK depend on UK-EU trade. On the basis of what you yourself have just said, do you
agree with Mr Ashworth?

Syed Kamall (ECR),    Blue-card answer. – I am not sure how to address the honourable
Member. Can I call you William, or the good Earl? I shall not call you the good Lord, for
fear of upsetting all those in this House who are religious, but what I will say to you is that
there is no inherent contradiction between those two facts.

It is quite clear, as I have said, that people and businesses trade with people and businesses
in another country for mutual benefit, but actually trade agreements can facilitate that and
lack of trade agreements can get in the way. But people still trade with people in other
countries, even though there may be no trade agreement, so actually there is no inherent
contradiction between those two statements. If you think there is I would be willing to
have a conversation with you afterwards, maybe over a cup of coffee.

Helmut Scholz,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, an intelligent agreement between the EU and Japan would lead to
stronger integration of the two economies. It goes without saying that 128 million potential
customers in high-wage Japan offer very attractive prospects for European companies and
their workforces in a range of sectors. Mutual integration of know-how in production
chains could improve the global competitiveness of thousands of supplier companies. As
you hear, I am using the subjunctive, because both your report this evening, Commissioner
De Gucht, and important paragraphs in the EP resolution now before us make no offer of
partnership; rather, they make unilateral demands to Japan. In my view, that is not a good
starting point for long-term cooperation that brings mutual benefits. What we are discussing
this evening is the mandate for the negotiations.

I am in favour of a clear, frank and open-ended discussion of the differences between the
EU and Japan around the negotiating table. A real partnership cannot be based on either
side dictating terms. That is why, as a Group, we have problems with the text of the
resolution. Let us have a look at it. There are large chunks of the text that appear to have
been written by the car industry. At a time when we are facing a climate crisis, how can
we seriously demand a commitment from the Japanese Government to abolish the special
treatment for electric and hybrid vehicles and the concessions for micro vehicles such as
Kei-Cars, just so that we can export more diesel-powered vehicles?

The resolution’s over-emphasis on the abolition of non-tariff measures also conflicts with
the findings of the Copenhagen study on trade between the EU and Japan. This study
recognises that many of these measures help to improve general welfare, especially in the
fields of health, the environment and consumer protection. We should therefore look at
what the proposed arrangements are intended to achieve and seek an outcome which
brings benefits to society but still promotes trade.

Furthermore, companies surveyed have mentioned other reasons why they are deterred
from investing in Japan. Above all, there is the language barrier, cultural differences, which
also affect consumer preferences, high taxes and wage costs. Anyone who is reluctant to
pay qualified translators, or to develop successful marketing strategies to promote their
goods in Japan, or to pay local wages and taxes should invest at home instead. These types
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of trade barrier cannot and should not be removed by an agreement. In this context, the
Committee on International Trade gained some very interesting insights last year into the
strategy pursued by IKEA, a very large company that has tailored its operations to suit
Japanese consumption patterns, culture and social standards.

We need an agreement with non-tariff elements of cooperation. Joint programmes can
bring together businesses and trade unions, consumer associations, academics,
administrators and young people from Europe and Japan. Let us work towards a new
culture of cooperation. That would also bring practical benefits for Europe’s SMEs in terms
of energy efficiency and high-tech cooperation.

William (The Earl of) Dartmouth,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – Mr President, in principle
we strongly favour a trade treaty with Japan, but it has to be fair to both sides. At the
moment Japan retains numerous non-tariff barriers. It is very hard for a foreign company
to acquire a company in Japan, and there can be undue political influence. The effect is
that, while Japan is always keen to export its own goods, it remains a complicated country
in which to do business.

Nonetheless, the gross domestic product of Japan is larger than that of France, Belgium
and Italy combined. A meaningful trade agreement would be good for everybody. However,
as my colleague Mr Schulz has mentioned, there are signs that the French and German
automobile manufacturers and their lobbyists are seeking to frustrate, or otherwise limit,
an EU-Japan trade agreement. That would be wrong.

This brings me to an important related point. Because there are so many different trade
interests in the 27 Member States, all of which have to be satisfied in some measure, it
actually makes it significantly more difficult for the EU as an entity to conclude trade
agreements than it would be for a single nation state on its own. Not easier, as is wrongly
- and often - asserted. That is why, for example, Switzerland, with a gross domestic product
less than one sixth of that of the UK alone, has had its trade agreement in place with Japan
since December 2009, while this evening we are just talking about one.

(The speaker agreed to take a blue-card question under Rule 149(8))

Syed Kamall (ECR),    Blue-card question. – I apologise, dear colleagues, for your not being
able to hear my very quiet voice.

I wonder whether I could ask you this question. You rightly said that Japan can be a very
complex country, and it can be difficult to access markets in Japan and also to take over
companies. But could not the same be said of some countries in the EU? Could it not equally
be said that it can be difficult to access some EU countries and take over companies in
different EU Member States? Therefore, are you not just another EU protectionist? I wonder
how you stand with regard to that accusation.

William (The Earl of) Dartmouth (EFD),    Blue-card answer. – Let me first of all assure
Mr Kamall that his tones, although soft, are both mellifluous and even sometimes musical.
To address the very important and interesting point that he made in the next 20 seconds:
yes, many EU countries are protectionist. We are concerned in our country that it is not
the level playing field that it ought to be, and that is one of the strongest arguments why
we in our political party believe that Britain should leave the EU, and that the EU in its
present form is unreformed and unreformable.
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Daniel Caspary (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the majority of us in
this House are firmly convinced that we need to launch this strategic partnership with
Japan as a matter of urgency and that it needs to be intensified. There are economic reasons
for this, and it is only fair and logical that after concluding a free trade agreement with
Korea, we should do the same with other countries in the region in order to avoid the
distortions of trade which would result from an agreement with Korea alone. I hope that
we can achieve a genuine free trade agreement. Let me be frank, however: I have serious
concerns as a result of the way the preparations have proceeded over recent months. For
example, I clearly remember how pleased we were, at the end of last year, when Japan made
concessions on railways, but we are still facing major difficulties in implementing these
commitments. That is my concern: are the Japanese genuinely willing and able to open
their markets? Or are they more interested in improving access to our markets for Japanese
car companies while doing nothing in return at home?

For that reason, I would ask for the first year until the review to be used to test whether
there is genuine interest on both sides in reciprocal market liberalisation and in the benefits
that this partnership affords.

Secondly, I have major concerns about the issue of resources. Commissioner, at present,
more than 30 international negotiations are under way in the field of external trade, and
resources are integral to that. We see this with the agreements where negotiations are, in
effect, at an end, such as the agreements with Central America or with Colombia and Peru.
Since the conclusion of the negotiations, it has taken 18 months to two years to reach the
consent procedure here in the European Parliament, because the translations take forever
and because the Legal Services take forever to complete their review. I would thus be most
grateful, Commissioner, if your Directorate-General could propose ways of speeding up
this process ahead of the forthcoming budget negotiations but also in view of the
restructuring of the Commission framework.

Gianluca Susta (S&D).   – (IT) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the resolution before
Parliament is an important policy document taking account of the ambitions and concerns
that European manufacturers have for some time held with regard to a country that is both
a great opportunity for our economy and a great problem.

The EU and Japan together represent more than a third of world GDP and more than 20 %
of world trade. These figures alone give us an idea of the importance of the upcoming
negotiations. I would have preferred Japan to send out stronger signals than it has done,
in my opinion. The most important question remains the removal of the numerous
non-tariff barriers (NTBs) by the Japanese as well as regulatory barriers that cannot merely
be ascribed to cultural differences. Such removal should be seen as a precondition for
reaching a mutually balanced and mutually advantageous agreement.

The outcomes on public procurement and the automotive sector seem particularly decisive
for a successful conclusion to negotiations. Japan should open up its market to the same
extent as the EU in a spirit of real reciprocity, in particular with regard to NTBs in the
automotive sector such as the ‘zoning regulations’ and special fiscal treatment for ‘key cars’.
The question of indications of origin for agro-food products including wines and spirits
is also important.

Parliament should also ensure that it is continuously informed on the progress of
negotiations and that the Commission carry out a second assessment of the impact of a
possible free trade agreement with Japan, in particular with regard to more sensitive sectors
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such as the automotive and electronics industries. This is the only manner in which to
provide proper protection to European manufacturing sectors at a time of crisis without
compromising our commitment to free, sustainable and fair trade.

Niccolò Rinaldi (ALDE).   – (IT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, the
tone of this debate has changed since June, when we were among the few voices calling
for a swift launch to negotiations for a free trade agreement. Japan has always been a very
complex case, more difficult to deal with, understand and decipher than many other
countries.

We now find ourselves under strong pressure from the Member States and many sectors
to move as slowly as possible in the direction of a free trade agreement, as if Japan were
enemy number one of European industry.

I urge the Commission to proceed with a dual approach. On the one hand, it must be firm,
since we have included several conditions in our resolution that are entirely advantageous,
with great emphasis on non-tariff barriers. However, an effort must also be made to ensure
that it is used as far as possible to provide opportunities for small and medium-sized
enterprises, to create the possibility of cultural cooperation with Japan – since as a country
it is an ideal candidate with great potential in this area – and to undertake joint scientific
research with one of the leading innovators.

The second approach should be to make the agreement a success, since it is much more
important than so many other agreements in geopolitical terms. It can serve to stabilise
relations with South Korea and our economic and trade relations with China. Let us recall
that we are dealing with a great democracy, and that this is one of the chief aspects of the
agreement.

Amelia Andersdotter (Verts/ALE).   – Mr President, the Pirate Party questions the
inclusion of intellectual property rights provisions in the Japan negotiation mandate.

The vision of the EU for intellectual property rights in free trade has already failed at
domestic level. ACTA was intensely disliked by citizens, and there are now additional
concerns about the negotiations the Commission is having with Canada in the
comprehensive economic and trade agreement. Why would we also want these
complications with Japan? In addition, Japan causes us no concerns in terms of intellectual
property rights. This negotiation exercise comes at a time when, at multilateral level in the
World Intellectual Property Organisation, we are for the first time ever advancing the rights
of citizens instead of the rights of rights holders in the deliberations on the treaty for the
blind. Is there a reason why we are choosing to set aside the multilateral system again at
this time and for this topic? Surely there must be better options for us.

Bastiaan Belder (EFD).   – (NL) In these worrying financial and economic times for the
European Union, the prospect of a promising boost is certainly most welcome, and that
presents itself in the coming trade talks between the EU and Japan. Paragraphs 2 and 3 of
the motion for a resolution clearly point to the significance and potential for the EU of
strengthening trade relations with the major global economy of Japan.

At the same time, the motion for a resolution is exceptionally realistic in mentioning the
major obstacles en route towards a free trade agreement between the EU and Japan. On
the Japanese side the main obstacles are the non-tariff barriers as well as barriers to accessing
the government procurement market.
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The fact that Parliament would like to keep its finger on the pulse during the Commission’s
trade negotiations shows commitment and responsibility, because a positive outcome is
what ultimately counts for our citizens. I wish the Commissioner success with the
forthcoming negotiations.

María Auxiliadora Correa Zamora (PPE).   – (ES) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
in May 2011 two of the largest trade areas in the world began negotiations with a view to
laying the foundations of a free trade agreement, an ambitious agreement that would
significantly deepen existing relations between both powers, strengthening their ties, and
would cover issues of great importance, such as the removal of tariffs and tariff barriers.

As a result of this agreement, both economies will be more effective and more competitive
in a much wider market. The abolition of tariffs and consequent elimination of customs
barriers will undoubtedly boost our trade relations.

However, the European Union must stand firm and not forget the commitments it has
obtained from Japan, such as the promise to remove non-tariff barriers, in particular those
affecting sectors such as the automotive industry or the obstacles to market access in public
procurement, commitments that must translate into results, which is the prerequisite if
the negotiations under way are to achieve their intended goal.

This is what the members of the Committee on International Trade stated in their motion
for a resolution, which will be put to the vote on Thursday. If these conditions are met, in
the case of these two mature economies, Europe and Japan, the future agreement will
undoubtedly prove a success for both parties.

Josefa Andrés Barea (S&D).   – (ES) Mr President, Commissioner, in a globalised world,
Japan and the European Union are strategic partners with mutual interests. These agreements
should be based on mutual trust and mutual responsibility. It takes time to consider an
option, but the rate of market penetration in Japan is one of the lowest of all of the
industrialised countries: 3 % compared to 30 % in the European Union. Japan must
undertake to lower its non-tariff barriers and to remove administrative obstacles to market
access in public procurement – such as in respect of leather and footwear – as just one day
a year is devoted to public procurement and the quota has not changed since 1996.

There are problems with plant health products, textiles and with the automotive sector.
In this agreement, the automotive sector is the main question to be considered, in particular
the utility vehicle sector. In Spain, it accounts for 10 % of GDP and 9 % of employment.

Japan therefore needs to work on reducing its tariff barriers, but also on transparency and
allowing the European market increased opportunities.

Kristiina Ojuland (ALDE).   – Mr President, Commissioner, I would like to congratulate
you on the successful conclusion of the discussions on the envisaged FTA with Japan and
the adoption of the recommendation for a Council Decision authorising the opening of
negotiations.

Mutual commitment to democracy, the rule of law and a free market economy creates a
fertile soil for upgrading trade relations. A deep and comprehensive Free Trade and
Economic Partnership Agreement would surely contribute to the emergence of new synergy
between the partners. Both sides would benefit from such a partnership, which would give
an impetus to their respective economies – in particular industry and innovation – at the
turbulent time in the world economy in which we find ourselves. Further integration of
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the European and Japanese economies is also needed to compete with aggressively-growing
BRIC nations. There is no time to lose, and I would hope that the Council decision will
ensure that you will very soon be able to start negotiations with the Japanese counterparts.

Alojz Peterle (PPE).   – (SL) Mr President, I congratulate both rapporteurs on their excellent
resolution, which reflects an awareness of the need to develop a strategic partnership with
Japan. Currently this is the most important trade negotiation that the European Union has
been involved in to date.

I share the conviction that a free trade agreement will contribute to strengthening the
economic growth of both partners, as well as to improving the balance of trade between
the European Union and Japan. Trade liberalisation remains the most appropriate method
of stimulating the economy.

The possible short-term turbulence brought about by liberalisation should be viewed from
the angle of the long-term positive effects of the agreement.

I support the clarity and decisiveness of the resolution regarding the elimination of non-tariff
barriers, including in the area of public procurement, and regarding proposals for the
sequence of essential actions, monitoring and the timetable. These proposals will only
enhance the credibility of the entire project.

I anticipate that this report will help generate the proper atmosphere to give the Council
a green light to start negotiations soon. I view the free trade agreement as an important
step towards a more comprehensive economic and political partnership between the
European Union and Japan.

Cristian Dan Preda (PPE).   – (RO) I wish to add my support for the Commission proposal
for a free-trade agreement with Japan, known as an important trade and political partner
of the Union and one of the world’s biggest economies. In addition, the Commission’s
relevant studies show that such an agreement would increase bilateral trade, with gains of
EUR 43 billion for the Union, and EUR 53 billion for Japan.

We must, however, ensure that the agreement addresses non-tariff barriers and I appreciate
the commitment of our Japanese partners in resolving this matter through internal measures
and reforms.

To cite a recent article in the Wall Street Journal by former Prime Minister Hatoyama, the
current leader of the Japanese delegation to the European Parliament, the European Union
and Japan can form a de facto single market. We share the Japanese opinion in this sense
and a common vision on the global markets. The free trade agreement would further
strengthen our cooperation.

The real benefits of this agreement – exports, job creation, increased growth and
competitiveness of the European Union – would most certainly outweigh the preventable
challenges, which we should tackle sooner rather than later.

Pablo Zalba Bidegain (PPE).   – (ES) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen,
I would like to begin by underlining my support for free trade agreements as a fundamental
means of stimulating the much-longed-for and much-needed economic growth and the
creation of jobs. These agreements also boost relations with our allies, in this instance
Japan.
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The former Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama recently stated in an article in the
Wall Street Journal that both Brussels and Tokyo had strong ties with Washington, but that
the ties between Brussels and Tokyo were not so strong. I agree with him that this agreement
could be an opportunity to redress this imbalance.

Nevertheless, at a time when we are considering launching negotiations to conclude a free
trade agreement with Japan, I believe that the European Union’s trade strategy should be
in keeping with its industrial strategy and I would like to know the Commissioner’s opinion
on this point.

In addition, if we want industry’s share of GDP to rise from the current 16 % to 20 %, as
proposed in the Europe 2020 agenda, it would make sense, in my opinion, to listen to the
concerns of industry itself when it comes to trade policy. The automotive industry is
undoubtedly of key importance in this respect. We should therefore listen to its concerns
and work with it to ensure that this agreement becomes a reality as soon as possible.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Free trade between the European Union and Japan has a lot
of potential, which has yet to be exploited and may be developed by this agreement.
Nevertheless, protective measures for key European Union and Member States industries
– such as the automobile industry – must be instituted. The car manufacturing sector is
important to Romanian companies, such as Dacia, which sees an increased market share
in Europe.

Other areas may benefit from a free trade agreement, which would be advantageous for
both European suppliers and consumers, the latter being given more choice.

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) I am aware that Japan, despite its technological and economic
maturity, is not very welcoming when it comes to opening up its own trading area. It is
nevertheless essential on our part to continue to make efforts to expand bilateral trade
agreements, especially with economically advanced countries, where trade is of advantage
to both contracting parties.

I am convinced that a balanced free trade agreement can bring economic profit both for
our producers and for the Japanese side. I therefore welcome the agreement reached on
the content of the open negotiations and it is to be hoped that the Japanese side will also
be interested in achieving progress in resolving sensitive questions such as regulatory
obstacles in the automobile industry or rail transport. Our position should be clear. The
European Union, like Japan, needs new and effective initiatives to support its economy
and well organised, open trade relations are the best way forward.

Catherine Bearder (ALDE).   – Mr President, we have a long tradition of trade with Japan,
and this free trade agreement is welcome. But the EU also has a proud tradition of human
rights and environmental protection in its international agreements. This free trade
agreement is an opportunity to demonstrate our joint commitments and concern for our
planet’s wellbeing.

Japan must be aware of our concerns about their continued whaling operations and, despite
their own forest protection, they remain the largest importer of illegal timber from Malaysia,
Indonesia and Papua New Guinea. So, before we can conclude any trade deals, they need
to know that we will expect them to clean up their act. We call on Japan to stop the whaling
and the Asian forest destruction.
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Franck Proust (PPE).   – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I do not
entirely share the optimism of the majority of my colleagues. Indeed, I fear that we are
going too fast. Japan is without doubt a major trading partner for the European Union,
but is it a partner that we can fully trust today?

For decades, the Japanese closed their market to us via ever more numerous and original
non-tariff barriers. With a view to concluding a free trade agreement with the European
Union, Japan promised to remove many of these, but its words were not always followed
by actions. Before opening difficult negotiations on a free trade agreement, I would have
liked us to be certain that a large number of non-tariff barriers had indeed been removed,
so that we could be sure of the willingness and capacity of our partner to play ball.

We are going too fast and we are once again going to begin negotiations that will not come
to anything, as was the case with India and Mercosur. I do not understand why we are
persisting with Japan, when some of its neighbours have shown themselves to be altogether
more open to the European Union, such as Taiwan, which is also an important partner for
the Asian region.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Karel De Gucht,    Member of the Commission . − Mr President, in repeated debates in plenary
and in committee, I have made it clear that I am a staunch supporter of a free trade
agreement with Japan, but also that such support is conditional. We have the scoping
exercise and we also have agreement on a number of non-tariff barriers that have to be
removed. These cannot be dissociated. It is very clear to me that Japan has to deliver on
those NTBs, and within a very clear timetable.

We have agreed on the roadmap, setting out how to do this. I must say that I am not very
pleased at the moment, in fact, because there were a couple of obligations Japan should
have fulfilled by the end of September, and we are now at the end of October. We should
stick to our timetable. I will say this very clearly to our Japanese counterparts; I did so as
recently as a week ago, and I will say it again. I will also say it to the Council, at the Council
meeting of Ministers responsible for trade that will take place on 29 November.

We have a clear understanding with the Japanese on the scoping exercise and on what
needs to be fulfilled and resolved, including for example the zoning problem that has been
mentioned by a couple of Members. We should take them at their word, and their words
should be followed by deeds.

I think the review clause that a number of Members of Parliament mentioned in their
speeches – especially the rapporteur, Mr Kazak – is an essential element. I do not want it
to be automatic, however; I do not believe that automaticity is a good negotiating tool. If
it should be demonstrated that Japan is not fulfilling its commitments, you should summon
me before your Parliament and ask me why I am not putting an end to the negotiations. I
do not believe, however, that it is realistic to expect automaticity to work in negotiations.

On sustainability, Mr Bütikofer, that issue will be part of the negotiations and it will be part
of the agreements, as by the way it is in the whole new generation of agreements that we
have been negotiating. I also believe that, in the case of Japan, there are a number of very
important topics in that area that we should address.

Mr Caspary mentioned – although I see that in the meantime he has disappeared – that the
only aim of the Japanese is to export more cars to Europe. I do not know about that. It is

23-10-2012Debates of the European ParliamentEN418



very interesting to look at their export figures to Europe, because they are gradually going
down, not up. They have gone from EUR 900 000 down to about EUR 600 000 over a
couple of years. It is also not true that Japan is just exporting smaller cars to Europe. Japan
is in fact exporting cars in the mid- and upper range, so we should take care that when we
discuss these matters we do so on the basis of the facts.

I have one last remark to make on industrial policy, which Mr Zalba Bidegain mentioned.
If I understand his reasoning, it is as follows. If we want industrial production to increase
from 16 % to 20 %, then we should take care with the Japanese. I believe this is a very
defensive strategy or tactic – whatever you want to call it – for a number of reasons.

First of all, the industrial production share of GDP is not going to go up from 16 % to 20 %.
That simply will not happen. To people who make this claim, my answer is to ask what is
going down in that case, to make up the full 100 %. What is going down? Services? I cannot
see that. Could it be agriculture? I do not think we would like that. Of course, in your
country at the moment the industrial sector’s percentage share of GDP is going up, because
you have seen a tremendous dip in real estate, which appears in the statistics as services,
whilst the industrial sector as such has not changed. What can go up is the output of the
industrial sector, and that is in fact happening. If you look locally at Europe, you can see
that is what is happening, but not, I believe, in terms of industrial production as a share of
GDP. Secondly, I believe the kind of economy that we have can only grow if it is in
interaction with the other big players on the world market. We have become very
interdependent, and that goes for the United States, Japan, China and also Europe. We have
to take that interdependence into account and make sure that our position in that global
arena is as strong as possible.

President. −   The debate is closed.

Vote: 25 October 2012.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Ivo Belet (PPE),    in writing. – (NL) The European car industry is good for 12 million jobs,
has been hit hard by the financial-economic crisis and by ever increasing competition from
third countries. Today we are facing the prospect of possible negotiations on a free trade
agreement between the EU and Japan. We must be very careful here not to put the car
industry under even more pressure. Just look at Ford Genk in Belgium, where there is
currently great social unrest due to the possible restructuring/closure of the factory. We
must ensure that the guarantee that we build in today, namely the eradication by Japan of
the non-tariff barriers that impact upon the car industry, will be complied with in the
future. This is the only way that our companies can compete fairly with Japanese companies.
We should come to a judgment about the abolition of the non-tariff barriers within the
year and on that basis take a decision on a future free trade agreement with Japan.

Béla Glattfelder (PPE),    in writing. − (HU) Japan is the European Union’s third most
important trading partner. Concluding the free trade agreement would bring innumerable
advantages for both parties. Europe would be able to increase its exports and thereby
generate new jobs. Hungary has a particular interest in the launch of free trade negotiations
as this could greatly facilitate Hungarian agricultural exports to this country in the Far East.
As a result of the agreement, the Japanese automotive industry could make further
investments in Europe and in Hungary, which would create new jobs.
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Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I remember, some time ago now, being one of
a handful of Members to criticise several entire sections of the Anti-Counterfeiting Trade
Agreement (ACTA). The text willingly ran roughshod over individual freedoms and rules
on the processing of personal data, among other things. When they heard our arguments,
many laughed in our faces, and Commissioner De Gucht told us that we had nothing to
worry about. There were just a handful of us but, through hard work, we managed to
persuade a majority to reject this freedom-destroying text. Next came the negotiation of
a trade agreement between Europe and Canada: the Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA). Imagine my surprise when I found that the agreement contained entire
paragraphs from ACTA. Commissioner De Gucht told me not to worry about it. It should
be noted that the text has been amended since, but it still contains some delicate passages.
You will thus understand why I am concerned that the new agreement between Europe
and Japan that we are talking about today may contain another Trojan horse, with fresh
attempts at policy laundering thrown in. European citizens would be grateful if you could
allay their fears.

19. Written declarations included in the register (Rule 123): see Minutes

20. Forwarding of texts adopted during the sitting: see Minutes

21. Dates of forthcoming sittings: see Minutes

22. Adjournment of the session

President. −   I declare the session of the European Parliament adjourned.

(The sitting closed at 22.55)
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