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IN THE CHAIR: ROBERTA ANGELILLI
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1. Opening of the sitting

(The sitting opened at 8.30)

2. Documents received: see Minutes

3. Transfers of appropriations: see Minutes

4. Convention on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction (motions for
resolutions tabled): see Minutes

5. Forthcoming World Conference on International Telecommunications
(WCIT-2012) of the International Telecommunications Union, and the possible
expansion of the scope of international telecommunication regulations (motions
for resolutions tabled): see Minutes

6. Elections to the European Parliament in 2014 (debate)

President. −   The next item is the Commission statement on the elections to the European
Parliament in 2014.

I would like to remind Members that we are not using the catch-the-eye procedure in this
debate.

Algirdas Šemeta,    Member of the Commission.  − Madam President, elections to the European
Parliament are always a highly significant moment for the Union and the 2014 elections
come at a particularly critical time. The Commission has always supported every effort to
reinforce Parliament’s legitimacy. This is not only in the interest of all EU institutions, but
above all in the interest of EU citizens. The direct representation brings a crucial element
of legitimacy for the actions of the EU. What we need today more than ever are
pan-European debates, a better understanding of what is at stake, higher voter turnout and
also a more direct link between the election result and the leadership of the Commission.

In his State of the Union address in September, Commission President Barroso called on
European political parties to present their candidates for the post of Commission President
at the European Parliament elections in 2014. A commitment from the political parties to
take this step would further reinforce the European dimension of these elections. This can
be done without a Treaty change, as the Treaty says that the European Council, when
proposing a candidate for Commission President to the European Parliament, must take
the elections to the European Parliament into account. This is therefore something which
should be put into practice with immediate effect.

Concerning gender balance, you know that the Commission actively promotes gender
equality; however, you address your call for gender balance in the next College to the future
Commission President, therefore you will certainly understand that it is not for this
Commission to discuss the future President’s actions.
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Regarding the precise dates of the European elections in 2014, it would be unfortunate if
they negatively affected the turnout. If the Council adopts a decision proposing a different
date for the European Parliament’s elections, the Council and Parliament, which has to be
consulted in line with the amended Electoral Act of 1976, should ensure that clarity about
the date is provided as soon as possible.

The need for a stronger political Union with more accountability and democratic legitimacy
of decisions taken at European level is and must remain at the centre of all debates on the
future of the EU. The role of this Parliament is of crucial importance in this context.

Carlo Casini,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen,
the motion for a resolution that we will vote on contains three points, as the Commissioner
has underlined. The first deals with bringing forward the date of the elections: the proposal
is aimed at ensuring that the Commission will be in a position to start work at the end of
the summer. We must verify whether this is feasible – as the Commissioner has pointed
out – to ensure that the date chosen will affect turnout positively rather than negatively.

I believe that the most important proposal, however, is for nominations by the political
parties of candidates for the Commission Presidency, and I prefer to speak of ‘political
parties’ here rather than ‘political families’, precisely in order to underline the need for the
creation of genuine European political parties. This is very important if Europe is to capture
the imagination of the European electorate. The declining turnout is due also to the fact
that during the European elections various national rather than European matters are
discussed. The European elections are seen as nothing more than a test of the domestic
political situation.

During the election campaign we must talk about Europe, and the citizens must be firmly
convinced that their votes count for something in terms of European policies. I think that
nominating candidates for the Commission Presidency would help to convince the citizens
of this. Europe will certainly be discussed more than in the past in these upcoming elections,
because the economic crisis has focused attention on the basic debate of whether there
should be more Europe, less Europe or even an end to Europe. It is absolutely essential to
give citizens the opportunity to choose the government of Europe and the President of the
Commission.

The third question has to do with the make-up of the Commission, apart from the question
of gender balance: we are debating whether it might not be better for a quota of future
Commissioners, established in numerical terms or in some less determined manner, to be
drawn from among MEPs. This would also give the electorate the feeling that their vote
makes a difference. For these reasons, I think that we should support the resolution.

Roberto Gualtieri,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (IT) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, the current crisis is not just an economic crisis, it is also a political crisis that
has to do with the contradiction between the prevalence of the national political sphere
and the need for the euro to have a European government founded on European institutions
that have democratic legitimacy at European level. For this reason, the resolution is of great
importance.

Andrew Duff,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – Madam President, the political party is
clearly the missing link of our transnational democracy. I think if we are going to reverse
the declining trend in turnout, we need to convert our European political parties into
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serious campaigning organisations willing to articulate an ideology to make political
choices and to win votes.

This motion starts that process by calling on our political families to step forward and take
responsibility for building the democratic polity of our more federal Union. The nomination
of party champions as candidates for the Commission Presidency, as well as the drawing
of Members of the College from the Parliament, follows the logic of the Treaty of Lisbon,
whereby Parliament will elect Mr Barroso’s successor. Our success will be measured in just
how the personalisation and dramatisation of the election campaign captures the public
imagination, fuelling debate about serious questions in front of the next Parliament, such
as the character, gender balance and strength of the Commission; the pace and depth of
integration; the size and shape of the budget; and of course the size of Union membership.
The year 2014 is our chance to transform European democracy and this Parliament ought
to seize that with confidence and strength.

Gerald Häfner,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (DE) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, Europe is not a random structure. Europe is a democracy. Our aspiration is to
make Europe one of the world’s strongest democracies, and the principle which lies at the
heart of every democracy is that all power emanates from the people. Every polity needs
strong institutions and strong decision-making, but what matters is that these should be
based on the will of the people and how this is achieved. The more successful this is, the
stronger the democracy.

Our task today is to ensure that the European elections play a stronger role in deciding
Europe’s political future. It is about strengthening the connection between the choice of
the voters and the policies adopted and implemented at European level in the years
thereafter, and making this connection more visible to citizens.

My question – and it relates to one specific person – is this. Where did this Mr Barroso
come from? He was conjured out of the hat after the election, but had never previously
been nominated as a candidate for the European Commission. Is this a case where we can
say to citizens: ‘We set out the policies very clearly and it was your choice, your decision’?
The answer to that is no. Citizens have the sense that they are casting their votes but have
no influence over what happens afterwards.

We need to strengthen this connection. At the same time, we must also make it clear that
political parties and families have a responsibility to make the European elections genuinely
European, instead of misusing them as a means of promoting their own purely national
political agendas. They must put up European candidates with European programmes.
That is what we are seeking to achieve with this motion for a resolution.

In future, we want the political families, in advance of the elections, to state which candidate
they are nominating for the post of Commission President, the most powerful position in
our common Europe. To that end, we want them to meet and present their programmes
and put a face to their political visions for a common Europe during the elections. All this
will help to reinforce legitimacy as well as strengthen political debate about the various
positions in Europe.

We want the future Commission President then to be appointed from these lead candidates
on the basis of the election results: in other words, he or she should come from the political
family that performed best in the elections. We also want at least 50 % of the Commission,
in future, to be composed of Members of this House, and we are also calling for a number
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of other measures to enhance citizens’ influence over the composition of the Commission
and therefore also on European policy.

Ashley Fox,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Madam President, may I thank Mr Cassini and
my fellow committee members for their work on this resolution, which contains several
good suggestions. We all agree that we need to improve the procedures of the next European
elections. We should try to encourage greater participation in these elections by our citizens.

I support the change suggested to bring forward the elections from June to May 2014. This
will allow Parliament more time to scrutinise the new Commission President. In the United
Kingdom, holding the election in May will make it easier to tie in the European elections
with our local elections. This will save the taxpayer money and should increase participation.
I was pleased that the paragraph which called for at least half of the Commissioners to be
drawn from Members of the European Parliament was removed in committee. We should
not restrict the right of Member States to choose whom they wish to be their Commissioner.

I hope that the new Commission contains both men and women of real talent. They should
be appointed on merit, and merit alone. I do not support the demand in this report that
the European political parties nominate a candidate for the Presidency of the Commission
who should lead the campaign. The Member States in Council will choose the new
Commission President. I ask Members here this question: if centre-right parties form a
majority in Council in 2014, do you really think that they will appoint a socialist – perhaps
like Martin Schulz – to be the Commission President, just because socialist parties hold
more votes than EPP parties in the European elections? In my view, that is not going to
happen. For that reason, my Group cannot support this resolution.

Søren Bo Søndergaard,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DA) Madam President, we
in the Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left support the call
for an end to the scandalous gender composition of the Commission in the next period.
If all of the EU’s words about equality are to be taken seriously, this must be reflected in a
balanced gender composition.

However, it also seems to me that the most positive thing has been said about the motion
for a resolution that we are discussing. Take, for example, the proposal that the European
political parties should nominate the candidate for the post of Commission President. The
question is: Where does the idea come from? Is it something that will be raised with the
EU citizens? Is it something that appears on the banners carried by demonstrators in Athens,
Madrid and Lisbon? No. It is a proposal that comes from above. We have heard this from
Mr Barroso, among others, who turned it into a big number in his speech on the State of
the Union here in Parliament. However, real democracy and the development of democracy
come from below, and if the European parties want to put candidates forward for the post
of Commission President, they can simply do it. It is entirely possible. They have the
opportunity, regardless of whether Mr Barroso thinks so or not. The problem of the
enormous democratic deficit in the EU will not be solved by making the European political
debate presidential and personal.

Instead, we need more democracy. Our group has therefore proposed calling on Member
States to introduce electoral systems that ensure that political parties will be represented
in relation to their size. What sort of democracy excludes parts of the population from
being represented politically? We say, as the rebels did in the American War of
Independence, ‘No taxation without representation’.
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Unfortunately, this motion for a resolution does not reflect this sort of clear democratic
requirement. This is frustrating because – as has been said – the EU does not need more
presidents, it needs more democracy.

Roberto Gualtieri,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (IT) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, I said that the crisis currently affecting the euro is not exclusively economic
but is rather a political crisis based on the growing contradiction between the fact that the
national dimension prevails in politics yet the policies needed to face the crisis are European.

This resolution aims to bring about a reform that does not require changes to the Treaties
or secondary legislation. It is an important political and institutional reform because it uses
the mechanism of nominating a candidate for Commission Presidency based on the model
of parliamentary regimes, although we are obviously not dealing with a direct election.
Nomination is by the European parliamentary parties, recognised by and present in the
Treaties. We are therefore applying the spirit and the letter of the Treaties, which state that
the President of the Commission is elected by Parliament and that the appointment of the
President should take into account the result of the EP elections. At the same time, we are
introducing a reform allowing the citizens to participate directly in choosing the political
government of Europe. This brings genuine democratic legitimacy, based on a real European
political sphere for the European institutions, which is a precondition for the effectiveness
of their actions of government, as well as for their democratic legitimacy.

On the other hand, this reform does not, in my opinion, contradict the independence of
the Commission. This is because Article 17 of the Treaty of Lisbon on the independence
of the Commission refers both to the fact that the Council should propose a candidate,
acting by qualified majority, and that the proposal should take account of the results of
the elections to the European Parliament, clearly demonstrating, as is the case in ordinary
democratic regimes, that the democratic legitimacy of a governing body does not necessarily
conflict with its independence.

The question here is one of democratisation and politicisation, in order to strengthen the
action of the Commission and, overall, to build a more legitimate, stronger European Union
that is closer to its citizens and therefore more capable of providing a response to the
extraordinary crisis that we are experiencing. Indeed, with reforms such as this, the crisis
might well be the opportunity to take another step on the road to a political Europe.

Nicole Sinclaire (NI).   – Madam President, is it not deeply ironic in a debate about
democracy that this Parliament is using rules to actually stifle debate? We are not allowed
to use blue cards or catch-the-eye, which means that very small entities such as the
non-attached Members get no speaking time at all.

Of course we will all be standing in elections in 2014. You did say at the start of the debate
that there would be no catch-the-eye, but you did not say, and it has not previously been
put in any of the material or by e-mail, that there would be no blue cards. I think that is a
real breach of this debate and shows the EU to be what it is: it talks about democracy but
it does not want to let everyone have their say or even their vote.

President. −    (IT) I said at the start of the debate that we would not be using the
catch-the-eye procedure because this was agreed between the political groups on Monday
when this item was added to the agenda. The procedure is thus that only one Member
speaks on behalf of each group. No non-attached Members indicated that they wished to
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speak. The President may, however, give the floor to Members who indicate that they wish
to put a blue-card question.

Algirdas Šemeta,    Member of the Commission.  − Madam President, as President Barroso
said in his State of the Union address before this House, we need a European public space
where European issues are discussed and debated from a European standpoint. We cannot
continue to try to solve European problems just with national solutions and debates. The
MFF is a case in point. Therefore the Commission values your engagement to enhance the
European political process and to enable EU citizens to also become genuine EU political
actors, be it in the context of the European elections in 2014 or beyond. The presentation
by European political parties of their candidate for the post of Commission President at
the European Parliament elections in 2014 would be an important step.

For the choice of Commissioners, the most important aspect is that
Commissioners-designate are chosen on the grounds of their competence, their European
commitment and their independence. The Treaty provides a clear mechanism for the choice
of Commissioners. Within this framework the European political families are always free
to look for the best way to ensure the best candidatures. In any event, Parliament hears all
Commissioners and must give its consent to their appointment.

There are many other elements that EU institutions, European political parties and Member
States can use to promote the European project with our citizens. It is now for all of us to
take the appropriate and sometimes bold decisions in the run-up to the elections in 2014.
It is with this in mind that the Commission will come up with proposals to enhance the
democratic legitimacy of our Union.

President. −    (IT) I have received one motion for a resolution (1) in accordance with
Rule 110(2).

The debate is closed.

The vote will take place today at 12.00.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Alajos Mészáros (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) In 2014 the citizens of the European Union
will once again be able to go to the urns and decide who they want to represent them
directly in Brussels, the centre of EU affairs. Even if we have not managed to recover
completely from the crisis by then, we must still concentrate our energy on giving Europe’s
citizens hope for the future. I believe that it is only by adhering to democratic values that
we can create a Europe that is both competitive and demonstrates solidarity. The task that
falls to the political parties at European level is to promote greater European political
awareness and translate the will of EU citizens into action. As this will come about at the
next elections thanks to the Treaty of Lisbon, I am confident that the political legitimacy
of both Parliament and the Commission will be genuinely reinforced by having a more
direct link between the election of these two institutions and the votes of the European
electorate. It falls to Parliament to ensure that appropriate preparations are made for this
process and that citizens are duly informed. The electorate needs to understand clearly
why and for whom they are voting in two years’ time. They need to see the changes that
have been made as regards European political cooperation, and they especially need to see

(1) See Minutes.
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how this will have a more positive impact on their own lives. I hope that the new European
Parliament and European Commission will take shape in 2014 in line with
Christian-democratic principles and with due consideration for European solidarity.

7. Presentation of the Court of Auditors’ annual report - 2011 (debate)

President. −    (IT) The next item is the debate on the Annual Report of the Court of Auditors
for 2011.

It is my great pleasure, on behalf of the House, to welcome the President of the Court of
Auditors, Mr Vítor Manuel da Silva Caldeira.

Vítor Manuel da Silva Caldeira,    President of the Court of Auditors . − Mr President, it is a
great honour for me to present to this Parliament today the annual report on the
implementation of the 2011 European Union budget. I will start with its main conclusions.

The 2011 accounts present fairly the financial position of the European Union, the results
of its operations and its cash flows for that year. Revenue and commitments for payments
were free from material error. However, payments were affected by material error, with
an estimated error rate of 3.9 % for the European Union budget as a whole. The estimated
level for 2010 was similar at 3.7 %. Put simply, the Court found too many examples of
European Union spending not hitting the target or being used sub-optimally.

This Annual Report’s message is consistent with previous years. Despite an overall fall in
the estimated error rate over the current programme period, there remains scope to spend
European Union money more efficiently and in a better targeted manner in many different
areas and schemes and expenditure programmes.

Overall, the control systems examined by the Court were found to be only partially effective
and not realising their full potential to prevent or detect and correct errors. The two areas
– or ‘policy groups’ – with the highest estimated error rate were ‘Rural development,
environment, fisheries and health’, where the error rate was estimated at 7.7 %, and the
policy group ‘Regional policy, energy and transport’, where the error rate was estimated
at 6.0 %.

In these areas, as in all areas under shared management, national authorities operate the
first – and most important – line of defence in protecting the financial interests of EU
citizens. But the Court found many instances of control failure at Member State level. For
example, in the majority of transactions in regional policy where the Court found errors,
sufficient information was available for the Member State authorities to have detected and
corrected at least some of those errors before claiming reimbursement from the
Commission.

That said, the Court also found similar problems in certain areas directly managed by the
Commission, including the policy group ‘research and internal policies’, where the Court
estimated the error rate to be 3 %.

The Court notes in this report that the Commission’s directors-general have also recognised
a high risk of error in rural development, cohesion and research. They increased their
estimate of the spending at risk of irregularity from EUR 400 million in 2010 to
EUR 2 billion in 2011.
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There have been improvements over the current programming period, but there is still
some way to go before European Union financial management is up to standard in all areas
of the European Union budget. Many of the problems we have identified in the past still
remain, albeit to a lesser extent. In fact, the fall in the Court’s estimated error rate for the
European budget as a whole under the current framework shows that improving the rules
and design of spending schemes from one period to the next does make a difference. And
now, with legislative proposals for the next framework period under discussion, there is
a golden opportunity to address their underlying causes.

For many years, the Court has called for single schemes with clearer objectives,
easier-to-measure results, and more cost-effective control arrangements. This year’s Annual
Report confirms this message.

Member States and Parliament must now agree better rules for how European Union money
is spent, and Member States and the Commission must enforce them properly. In this way,
the European Union budget could be used more efficiently and effectively to deliver greater
added value for citizens.

At the same time as considering the legislative proposals for the next financial framework
period, European institutions and Member States are also engaged in setting up new
European systems, mechanisms and governance arrangements in other domains related
to public financial management, notably regarding the supervision of the financial system
and the coordination of fiscal and economic policies.

The success of these initiatives will depend also on ensuring that the necessary democratic
legitimacy and accountability arrangements are in place. In the Court’s view, appropriate
public scrutiny and audit of all public funds put at stake to meet the European Union
objectives is a key component that must be clearly safeguarded from the outset of such
initiatives.

Ensuring sound public finances has never been more important for the European Union.
The Court is committed to contributing, as best it can, to the European Union’s efforts to
achieve this important goal, through our work and the Annual Report that I have had the
honour to present to you today.

Algirdas Šemeta,    Member of the Commission.  − Madam President, President Caldeira,
Mr rapporteur, honourable Members of the Parliament and of the Court of Auditors, the
Annual Report of the Court of Auditors is published at a time when the legislative and
budgetary authorities are about to finalise the design and the resources for the next
multiannual financial framework.

Drawing lessons from previous budgetary discharge procedures, new management and
control mechanisms were proposed for the future programmes. The new Financial
Regulation introduces considerable reforms, focusing strongly on European added value
and simplification. The Commission proposals for the next programming period aim also
at strengthening the accountability of all financial actors. Finally, cost-effective control
mechanisms were proposed throughout all EU programmes. These measures are likely to
address effectively the weaknesses and errors which are currently observed.

At the presentation of the Court’s Annual Report in the Budgetary Control Committee
earlier this month, Members of this House asked themselves what they could do to improve
further the situation. I would like to stress that you – this Parliament – have already
substantially contributed to that goal.
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Firstly, getting the error rate from 7.3 % in 2006 to 3.9 % in 2011 can be explained largely
by the follow-up given by the Commission to your recommendations. It serves to
demonstrate the usefulness and added value of a constructive dialogue between the
Commission and the discharge authority.

Secondly, the substantial improvements in the new Financial Regulation would have been
impossible to achieve without the very strong cooperation between our two institutions.
Thirdly, we still have to get the other proposals adopted by the co-legislators, including
programmes under shared management. The Parliament, as discharge authority and
co-legislator, has a crucial role to play in promoting sound financial management principles
in this context.

The Council shares with the Parliament the responsibility of putting in place a solid legal
framework for the next financial period which will guarantee that the sound financial
principles are respected. But the Council will also issue a recommendation to the Parliament
on the discharge. This is a unique opportunity to look at what the Member States can do
specifically, with the Commission, to improve the performance of the programmes under
shared management. Therefore, I call on the current and future Presidencies to organise
extensive discussions with the Member States on these important issues.

Let me now pass to a few points regarding the Court of Auditors report on the financial
year 2011.

Firstly, for the fifth consecutive time, the Court of Auditors has issued an unqualified
positive opinion on the annual accounts of the EU. Secondly, the overall error rate for all
payments made in 2011 remains stable compared with 2010, even though the risk profile
of the transactions increased in 2011.

Thirdly, commitments and revenues for the entire budget are free from material errors.
So, moreover, are the payments for external aid, development, enlargement and
administrative expenditure. Fourthly, following the increased error rate for rural
development, a thorough action plan is being implemented to identify, in collaboration
with the Member States, the root causes of these errors and to address the weaknesses
under the current and future programming period.

Fifthly, the error rate for internal policies increased, up to 3 %. The Commission is looking
into the cases in order to prevent the occurrence of similar problems in the short term. In
the longer term, Horizon 2020 will lead to further simplification and fewer errors.

Finally, in cohesion policy the error rate significantly decreased from 7.7 % in 2010 to
5.1 % in 2011. The report of the Court is a clear signal that more has to be done. The
Commission will focus its supervision and assistance on the riskiest areas and partners,
and it will pursue a strict management and control policy for the programmes under its
direct responsibility. But the Member States have to step up their efforts as well.

According to the Court, more than 60 % of those errors identified for the Regional Fund
and 76 % for the European Social Fund should have been detected by the national authorities
before they sent their claims to the Commission. The room for improvement there is very
clear indeed. There will be no let-up in the efforts of the Commission’s services to reduce
further the risk of errors. I believe, nonetheless, that it is appropriate to put the estimated
error rate into perspective, bearing in mind the main financial responsibility of the
Commission: to defend the EU’s financial interests.
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It is essential to stress that the weaknesses identified by the Court do not lead to massive
loss of money or fraud. This becomes clearer when taking into consideration the
multiannual dimension of the spending programmes and their preventive and corrective
mechanisms.

The Commission has recovered or corrected EUR 1.84 billion in incorrect payments in
2011. Even if those amounts also relate to payments made in previous years, in financial
terms these financial corrections and recoveries represent 1.4 % of the payments made in
2011. This figure does not yet include amounts recovered or corrected by Member States
in the area of cohesion following their own audits and controls.

The Commission will endeavour to get more reliable data from the Member States in order
to be able to present next year a more complete picture of the corrective measures
implemented at EU and national levels.

Following past discharge recommendations of this House, the Commission has taken
major steps in order to prevent further errors. In cohesion, the Commission decided in
2011 to initiate 13 suspension procedures and to interrupt the deadlines for 105 payments
amounting to a total of EUR 2.75 billion. These instruments will also be strictly applied
in the future. From 2014, they will hopefully be complemented by the net correction
mechanism proposed for all programmes under shared management.

Honourable Members of Parliament and of the Court of Auditors, the Commission takes
its responsibility seriously and will continue its work to achieve better results in the future
for the benefit of EU citizens and taxpayers. It will take all necessary measures to address
the weaknesses observed by the Court and intensify its cooperation with the discharge
authority to bring about the anticipated improvements. The role of the Member States is
essential in this respect, as is their commitment to assuming their responsibility and
obligations under shared management. As I have said, I count on the current and next
Presidencies to contribute actively to this goal in the Council.

Markus Pieper,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (DE) Madam President, Commissioner,
Mr President, unfortunately, the Court of Auditors’ annual report, notwithstanding all of
the progress made, gives no cause to silence the alarm bells. The error rate is rising again,
with a second consecutive increase in 2011. There are surprisingly high anomalies in rural
development and the Cohesion Fund. What I find especially annoying is that 62 % of the
errors found by the Court of Auditors should in fact have been detected by the Member
States themselves, and this is on the increase. Ladies and gentlemen, this is not the way to
build trust and confidence. However, the fact that the Court of Auditors steadfastly refuses
to publish a breakdown of its statistics on the errors made by each Member State is not the
way to do so either.

In my view, there are three lessons to be learned from the report. Firstly, it is clearer than
ever, in my view, that EU funds should only be channelled to properly functioning
administrations. In other words, what is needed here is more supervisory responsibility
for the Commission, but as another logical consequence, there must be conditionalities in
relation to the Structural Funds and the agricultural funds. European funds should only
flow if European legislation – for example in the field of competition law and procurement
– is genuinely being implemented. There should be no cash for unreliable governments
and poor administrations!
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The second lesson is this: surely the error rates must be more transparent, based on a
country breakdown? There is still a lingering impression that there is something to hide,
and that is not a good signal to send out at a time when we are seeking to build trust and
confidence in the EU.

Thirdly, Parliament should do more than simply act as a referee between the Court of
Auditors and the Commission. Now, for the first time, we share the responsibility of putting
in place a legal framework, notably in respect of agricultural and structural policy, which
are the largest areas of the budget. However, do we genuinely have the capacity to exert
effective budget control? In other words, are our capacities commensurate with this newly
acquired responsibility?

The Court of Auditors, the Commission and the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) are
powerful and well-established structures. If we genuinely want to exert independent
parliamentary control, the European Parliament must have more authority. Exactly where
is something that we need to discuss in the discharge procedure.

Jens Geier,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Madam President, President Caldeira,
Commissioner Šemeta, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to begin by thanking the Court
of Auditors for presenting this annual report, our most important tool in the discharge
procedure for the Commission’s budget. My sincere thanks for this transparent report,
which I believe will do much to help us more forward.

This report makes it clear that for the 18th time in succession, there can only be a limited
statement of assurance for the work of the Commission, and as Mr Pieper has already said,
the trend towards an improving error rate year on year has stopped.

This House abides by its demand, however: what we want to see is a clear trend towards
an improving error rate in the implementation of the EU budget. We are not prepared to
accept the present situation.

The Court of Auditors’ annual report also sends out a clear message to the Council, however,
which is meeting this evening in order to find a compromise for the multiannual financial
framework. Poorly functioning management and control systems in the Member States,
overdue financial corrections at a high level, unnecessarily complicated rules in the Member
States: anyone who wants better spending and does not use this as camouflage for cuts
can start here.

Anyone who wants better spending must improve the controls in the Member States, not
cut the budgets. Anyone who wants better spending must also do their homework in their
own country, for in Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, the control
systems, according to the Court of Auditors and the Commission, are only effective to a
limited extent.

What concerns us about budget management in 2011 is that in some areas of the budget,
the figures have got worse, as Mr Pieper has already pointed out. In research policy, for
example – an area of the budget that is, in fact, directly administered by the Commission
– the error rate has doubled from 1.4 to 3 %. Here, we must demand a plan of action from
the Commissioner for Research, setting out how the Commission intends to reduce these
error rates.

In the common agricultural policy, the error rate generally hovered around the materiality
threshold of 2 %. Now, the Court of Auditors estimates the error rate in rural development
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to be an incredible 7.7 %, meaning that spending on rural development has by far the
highest error rate of any area investigated.

We cannot be consoled by the explanation that the programmes in the Member States
have now reached full maturity, or by the explanation that the number of development
projects is also increasing, so the errors are rising as well. No, what we want to see here is
a remedy, and the Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development and
Commissioner Cioloş should be resolute in their efforts to move Member States towards
better controls, as has already been achieved in regional policy. This is a good example of
how tackling the causes can have a positive effect.

The figure of 6 % for erroneous payments as a proportion of the total is still too high but
the trend is moving in the right direction. The action plan adopted in 2008 has done much
to improve the situation by greatly increasing the Commission’s supervision of the national
management and control systems. Commissioner Cioloş should therefore start by seeking
ideas for his own action plan to reduce the growing error rates in agricultural policy as
well.

There is room for improvement in regional policy too. We want retrospective projects to
be removed from funding at last. We want the Directorate-General for Regional Policy to
take the same robust action as the Directorate-General for Employment by suspending
and cancelling funding programmes if Member States cannot guarantee proper and lawful
control, and we want net corrections: Member States should only be able to transfer funds
to other projects if they themselves detect errors in project management. If they are unable
to detect the errors themselves, as is so often the case, the funding should revert to the
Commission.

Jorgo Chatzimarkakis,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (DE) Madam President, President
Caldeira, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, I would like to thank the Court of Auditors for
the important work that it undertakes on behalf of the European taxpayer every year.
Mr Caldeira, you and the Court are and will remain a valued partner for us as Members of
this House, the representatives of the European Union’s discharge authority.

A year ago, as we sat here discussing the Court of Auditor’s previous report, I said that the
Court’s report presented a positive picture, but there were some grey areas. The picture is
becoming steadily brighter, but there are still some spots of grey. The sum of
EUR 130 billion was available in 2011, and of this figure, EUR 5 billion should never have
been disbursed. That is an error rate of 3.9 %. Compared with previous years, that is an
improvement, but it is still much too high. I am at a loss to explain how these figures can
possibly be justified in view of the budget constraints throughout the EU.

However, there are some positive aspects. The instruments that Parliament, in its discharge
reports, has given the Commission, especially in recent years, are being utilised at last and
are working. This is happening to an exemplary – extremely exemplary – degree in the
field of employment and social affairs. The Directorate-General for Employment, Social
Affairs and Inclusion and its Commissioner, Mr Andor, have since 2008 applied a consistent
policy of suspending and discontinuing payments if current projects simply do not work.
As a result, the error rate here has fallen to 2.2 %. I would like to congratulate you,
Commissioner Andor, on these consistent efforts, which show how it should be done. I
would like to extend these congratulations to Commissioner Šemeta as well, for he is of
course involving in overseeing these efforts.
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I myself, as one of the previous rapporteurs for the budget discharge, together with my
parliamentary colleagues, reminded the House that funds that have been disbursed without
justification must be recovered. This measure is also being used to an increasing extent,
and I would like to congratulate you on this as well. My perusal of the Annual Summaries,
which we Members are now permitted to inspect, has convinced me that this instrument
is working.

As regards efficiency, there are still some problems here. The evaluation report has rightly
been criticised by the Court of Auditors for being too vague. I would like to offer Mr Geier,
who is reporting on the budget discharge this year, the support of the House as a whole in
order to ensure that the procedure is improved.

Bart Staes,    on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group. – (NL) Madam President, Commissioner,
members of the Court of Auditors, ladies and gentlemen, the book in front of us does not
present a pretty picture. For the eighteenth time in a row it has not been possible to give a
statement of assurance and the margin of error has increased again, albeit slightly, to 3.9 %.
The Court of Auditors found errors in a great many policy areas: agriculture, rural
development, fisheries, research, health, regional policy, energy, transport. That is no trivial
matter. Every one of these policy areas are under the joint management of the Commission
and the Member States.

Mr Šemeta stressed it once again in his speech. He reiterated the figures from the Court of
Auditor’s report: 60 % errors in the Regional Fund, 76 % errors in the Social Fund. The
Member States should have taken action on this. They knew it but they did not do it.

I therefore ask the Court of Auditors: would it not be useful to be clearer in your report on
which Member States are at fault? Which are doing it right and which are doing badly?
That would be useful for our exercise with rapporteur Geier, because we could then tackle
the poor performers more forcefully, give better guidance and get them to face up to their
responsibilities. Then we might be able to avoid much of the criticism.

I have one final point: I think that we also need to pay far more attention to our own
resources, particularly VAT. VAT fraud is estimated at around EUR 100 billion. That is not
a trivial matter, certainly in times of crisis. When everyone is having to make savings, I
think it is extremely important that, in the fight against fraud, we focus more intensely on
combating the criminal organisations that make off with vast amounts of our taxes.

Andrea Češková,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (CS) Madam President, overall I think that
the findings of the European Court of Auditors as worrying. I am of the view that the
greatest problem is the error rate in the distribution of Union resources under shared
management at Member State level. In view of the fact that there are two areas with an
alarming error rate, it is essential to adopt a regime that would enable the Commission to
evaluate Member States’ individual difficulties and to react to them in a timely manner.

Financial resources were expended in 2011 in many areas of EU policy in contravention
of the rules. The examples mentioned in the Court of Auditors’ Annual Report are often a
sad picture of the way in which public resources are handled. Farmers are taking subsidies
for more land than they are actually farming and the data in land registries often differ
from reality. The employment and social affairs policy has paid out for inappropriate costs,
there has been overestimation of personal costs and unsuitable participants have been sent
for training. Recipients of Union resources have claimed unjustifiable or unspent costs.
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The reason for the errors is overestimation of costs on the part of recipients and non-existent
supporting documentation.

A considerable number of errors are also associated with the way in which the selection
and award procedures are handled. There have been contraventions of conditionality and
incorrect data have been provided by both recipients and Member States. The question
arises as to whether the rules are actually too complicated or are these shortcomings the
result of a reluctance to become thoroughly familiar with them and to be guided by them,
or the result of other less honourable intentions. For example, in the regional policy
programmes, more than half of the audited operations were beset by errors, even though
the Member States’ authorities had sufficient information to be able to detect and correct
most of the errors prior to the submission of certified expenditure to the Commission.
Indeed, this problem affects not only regional policy, but also other areas of European
Union policy.

It is clear that control in the Member States is failing. I believe that the competent authorities
in Member States should work more efficiently and bear more responsibility, since this
has been under discussion for a long time now. The control systems in most areas of
European Union policy have been considered only partially fit for purpose, and we know
that it is essential to put in place transparent rules and strict controls at all levels. Apart
from formal controls, however, it is also vital to direct financial resources correctly and to
invest in meaningful projects. Even if a given project is formally in order, it need not always
be of benefit for European citizens.

Marta Andreasen,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – Madam President, this is now shamefully
the 18th year in a row that the auditors cannot clear the EU budget. Worse, 50 % of the
samples taken by the auditors show irregularities. The excuses the Commission puts forward
are always the same: it is the fault of the Member States: they commit the irregularities. But
taxpayers entrust their monies to the European Commission, which abjectly fails to perform
essential controls before it hands the cash over to the Member States.

This House is also to blame by continually rubber-stamping the EU budget on the basis
that ‘error’ does not necessarily mean ‘fraud’. Well, if a farmer gets money for the welfare
of his 150 sheep and the auditors find that he does not have any, in the real world this
would be considered fraud. The point is that if the Commission refuses to take responsibility
for taxpayers’ money and blames Member States, why does it ask for more money to fund
those same Member States? This is yet another reason why the EU budget should be cut.
What are we waiting for?

Søren Bo Søndergaard,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DA) Madam President, I
would like to thank the Court of Auditors for a good report. Unfortunately, as has been
said, it documents the fact that things are moving in the wrong direction. From 2006 to
2009, the incidence of errors in the EU accounts as a whole fell to 3.3 %. This was a good
development, but the error rate has increased since then. In 2010 it rose to 3.7 %, and in
2011 it was 3.9 %. It is also interesting to see that the number of errors in the transactions
tested has increased considerably, from approximately 33 % in 2010 to 40 % in 2011.
This is not good enough.

When things were going in the right direction, the Commission took the credit, and, as I
said at the time, I do not hold a grudge against the Commission for that. However, it is also
clear who is responsible when the error rate increases. Since that time, two years ago, the
error rate has risen two years in a row, and it is not right that the Commission deflects the
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blame onto everyone else, because ultimately it is the Commission that is responsible for
the money paid out from the EU budget.

Next year will therefore be crucial. If we see an increase in the error rate for the third year
in a row, it will be impossible for us parliamentarians to justify it to our voters. We can
live with it going in the right direction, albeit slowly and from an excessively high level.
However, we cannot live with it going in the wrong direction year after year. If so, the
voters will punish us hard – and with good reason.

Nicole Sinclaire (NI).   – Madam President, my constituents will not be too surprised to
learn that their hard-earned money taken by taxes and passed on to the EU is being
negligently handed out by the net recipients of the EU budget. In a week when many
Member States are seeking an increase in the EU budget to just over EUR one trillion, my
constituents in the UK say this is unacceptable in a time of austerity. The blame for the
failure to have the audit signed off for the 18th year lies firmly at the door of the unelected
bureaucrats of the EU. They have failed the taxpayers of Europe once again.

I note that 60 % of the errors found by the Court could have been detected by Member
States, yet it is the quagmire of rules and unnecessary complications that is at fault. And
what is the EU doing to correct this? It is not even notifying the Member States concerned
of the direct problems.

One of the examples of the billions wasted is the EUR 700 million to establish the rule of
law and reduce corruption in Kosovo, but the results are poor according to the report. Staff
delegated were not even sufficiently trained, yet the EU thinks that by throwing in taxpayers’
money without reasonable constraint it can solve the problem. And what about
pan-European parties? What about public financing of political parties such as the
right-wing extremist parties to which some UKIP Members have signed up, some Nazis –
what about the financing of that? A colleague of mine talked about confidence. Well, the
people of the UK have less and less confidence in the EU, which is why we need an in-or-out
referendum, sooner rather than later.

Eva Ortiz Vilella (PPE).   – (ES) Madam President, I would like to thank the President of
the Court of Auditors for his presentation and the Commissioner for his statement.

The figures show that a number of issues need to be examined and we all – Parliament’s
Committee on Budgetary Control, the President of the Court of Auditors and the
Commission – need to attend very carefully to our own areas of responsibility, to ensure
that we always achieve the best possible results.

Furthermore, the Member States have a very important role to play and must take on a
task that, in my opinion, is vital if we are to succeed in ensuring that the results achieved
and the image we convey when allocating funds are as good as they can possibly be. It is
all the more important that money is spent soundly since that is why we are all here.

Georgios Stavrakakis (S&D).   – (EL) Madam President, first of all I would like to thank
President Caldeira for his presentation of the annual report by the Court of Auditors for
2011.

In the context of the current economic and financial crisis, pressure on public finances is
now even greater and, consequently, the effective use of public money is more important
than ever.
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According to the information in the report by the Court of Auditors, the combined error
rate for regional policy in transport, energy, employment and social affairs decreased
significantly in comparison with 2010, from 7.7 % to 5.1 %. We must ensure that the
European Union’s money is spent more effectively; this does not call for spending cuts,
but better control.

The national authorities must commit themselves to better management of the European
Union’s funds, given that according to the Court of Auditors, more than 60 % of the errors
noted in the course of implementation of regional policy could have been identified by the
Member States if appropriate audits had been carried out.

Jan Mulder (ALDE).   – (NL) Madam President, first I would like to apologise to the
President of the Court of Auditors and the Commissioner that I was not able to be present
at the beginning of the debate. I had another important meeting.

It has no doubt already been said in many ways by many others: it is the eighteenth time
that the Court of Auditors has not given an unqualified statement of assurance. If Parliament
nevertheless discharges the Commission of liability for the seventeenth time, this will be
very difficult to defend in the eyes of the general public.

I think that the Commission must come up with strong proposals to improve the controls.
We have tried many things over the years: higher fines, stopping payments. I think we have
tried all of the available options.

There is only one thing that we have not tried yet, despite the fact that Parliament has been
pressing for it for years. That is that if we give money to the Member States, there must be
greater political accountability in the Member States that make the most errors. Parliament
has tried all kinds of ways to get a Member State statement. These efforts resulted in the
annual summaries, as they are called in the Interinstitutional Agreement. I ask myself
whether they are effective; I think not.

The new Financial Regulation enables Member States to make a statement voluntarily. I
think that the Commission should pursue a very active policy to promote that. The Member
States who do that should get obvious benefits as a result. If the European and national
audit bodies judge everything to be in order, if their statement is good, the Commission
should reward those countries with fewer audits, less bureaucracy, and so on. The Member
States should gain from making a political statement on how they have spent the money
from Europe.

Oldřich Vlasák (ECR).   – (CS) Madam President, anyone reading the European Court of
Auditors’ annual report gets the feeling that someone somewhere has made a big mistake.
According to the auditors, the budget is not credible, the error rate is high, controls are
failing and individual programmes have such shortcomings that no added value can be
demonstrated for the European Union.

One of the areas where drawdown has been most criticised is regional policy. According
to the auditors, 59 % of the operations assessed in this area are beset by errors. The most
common error is contravention of the rules for the award of public contracts and
inappropriate payments for projects. Indeed, this is where I see the main problem. The fact
is that it is not that recipients of European funds are committing fraud or falsifying projects.
Recipients simply do not know their way around the extremely complex rules and
bureaucratic procedures. They often carry out work in good faith and subsequently find
out that they had been barking up the wrong tree and undertaken work which was not
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allowed or that the Union flag on the facade was the wrong size and so they would have
to return the money.

The Court of Auditors recommends improving this area by issuing more instructions,
closely monitoring the implementation of Union rules, exerting more control and enforcing
penalties. This is the wrong way, however. The only way to make a radical reform of the
bureaucratic rules is to simplify the whole process and strengthen the participation of end
recipients in the projects to be implemented. We should then all be able to implement
more simply projects which make sense to us, because they are not cheap.

Lucas Hartong (NI).   – (NL) Madam President, once again the Court of Auditor’s report
for 2011 makes splendid reading for our citizens. Here is an example: a farmer gets a
subsidy for 150 sheep, the Court of Auditors discovers that the recipient did not have any
sheep at all and so the payment was unlawful. That is clear reporting. I congratulate the
Court of Auditors on its work.

Unfortunately, this is just the tip of the iceberg and for the eighteenth year in succession
it turns out that Member States in the east and south of the Union especially are somewhat
casual when it comes to applying for subsidies and are not too fussy about their auditing
when it comes to taxpayers’ money from the citizens of northern Europe. Thriftiness is
lost on them, it seems, so naming and shaming please.

I will just mention a couple of striking observations by the Court of Auditors: first, that it
is difficult to determine the added value of the EU and, second, that economy and efficiency
appear nowhere in the reports. The PVV has been saying this for years and it is gratifying
to note that our point of view has now been confirmed by the Court of Auditors.

Ingeborg Gräßle (PPE).   – (DE) Madam President, President of the Court of Auditors,
Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I feel ashamed for others’ behaviour this morning.
Firstly, I am ashamed that the Council is not here, despite claiming that it has a role to play
in this discharge procedure and insisting that we must respond to its recommendation.
Now it is conspicuous by its absence. Secondly, I must say that some of the comments
made by fellow Members today are of lamentable quality.

(Applause)

I do think that, for once, we should talk about the aspects where we have not voiced any
criticism, at least so far, namely the 96 % that was executed without errors. We need to ask
ourselves which policy goals we have achieved. We have mass demonstrations throughout
Europe. What have we achieved in relation to youth unemployment with the money that
we provided through the European Union? What have we achieved in relation to jobs with
the funding for innovation and research? What have we achieved with everything that we
are doing in the Member States? I would like to talk about that. I would like to hear more
about that, quite frankly. In view of the present situation in the European Union, it could
have been a positive moment, when we drew attention to the EU’s positive achievements.
That is my first point.

I think that we should focus on the discharge procedure and on what we have actually
done and what the outcomes are, and what we have to show the EU’s citizens and taxpayers.
The other aspect cannot be achieved without good administration in the Member States,
and it cannot be achieved in the EU either. Commissioner Šemeta, what are we doing, if
only one payment in every five in the context of the Cohesion Fund is now correct? Last
year, it was one payment in four.
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In my view, we urgently need a report from you that offers an overview of how the financial
crisis is impacting on public administration in the EU Member States, because we can see
that this financial crisis is having an effect here. What should we do then? How should we
react? How must we react? I would like us to give some consideration to this issue, and
that means the Commission as well: it should consider how to influence the rules in future.
After all, the rules determining the type of projects that are eligible for assistance from the
Structural Funds are made by the Member States. If the Member States then opt for eligibility
criteria that cannot be monitored by us later, we are shooting ourselves in the foot. This
means that the Commission must work very closely with the Member States to avoid the
minor disasters that we lament here in the House every year.

Derek Vaughan (S&D).   – Madam President, as rapporteur for the report on protecting
the financial interests of the European Union, I certainly welcome the Court of Auditors’
Annual Report. As colleagues have heard already, the annual rate estimated is 3.9 %,
however, I do think there are some other things which need to be said as well. For example,
I think it is important that the Court has pointed out that there is a difference between
error and fraud. Only about 0.2 % of payments are subject to fraud.

I think the Court of Auditors perhaps needs to look at its systems and methods here. For
example, overpayments and underpayments are categorised in exactly the same way, minor
errors in terms of providing information and filling in documents are also classified as
errors. I just wondered if in future the Court might find it possible to make a distinction
between those different types of things.

I also think it is important that, for the first time, the Court, in Chapter 10, has started to
look at the improvement assessment of the Commission as well. I know the Court says
that this does need to be improved. I think it is a good start, because I think part of the
Court’s function should be to look for improvement. I think, indeed, we all need to look
for improvements, whether in the Court, in Parliament, in Member States or in the
Commission – improvements in terms of the procurement policy, in terms of simplification,
maybe having a more risk-based audit in the future: these are all things which can lead to
improvement. At the end of the day audits are good, but audits should also lead to
improvements in our systems.

Martin Ehrenhauser (NI).   – (DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I think we are
going round in circles. Every year, we hear about similar error rates. Every year, we hear
that a positive statement of assurance cannot be issued, in the same area. Every year, we
are forced to note with regret that the Commission President, Mr Barroso, has not met the
target he set in January 2005.

Our progress can be measured in millimetres. One problem is surely that the EU budget
is, in a sense, the European Union’s Achilles heel. It is also the source of so many unnecessary
disputes; this can clearly be observed in Brussels or, indeed, here in plenary today. There
is a massive and fundamental need for action as regards the reform of the European budget,
on both the revenue and the expenditure side.

On the expenditure side, and this has already been mentioned, it is important for the
Member States to take responsibility at last, firstly for the error rate in the administration
of funds, and secondly as regards the recovery of funds. For the revenue side, it is essential,
in my view, to make the abolition of the national contributions our long-term goal and to
replace them with key instruments such as the financial transaction tax. This could avoid
unnecessary conflicts over the EU budget at last, and, above all, put an end to the ceaseless
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debates about rebates and rebates of rebates. I think that would be an important step
forward.

Inés Ayala Sender (S&D).   – (ES) Madam President, we are once again in the paradoxical
situation of having succeeded, on the one hand, in monitoring and keeping free from error
96 % of the EU budget, in one of the most complex financial years from the point of view
of the allocation, implementation and amount of funding, while that budget continues,
on the other hand, to remain below 1 % of the European Union’s gross domestic product.

In spite, then, of having managed to operate one of the most complex, refined and advanced
control systems, thanks to the fruitful dialogue between the Court of Auditors, Commission
and Parliament, the results of which will be seen, moreover, in the discharge exercise
overseen by my colleague Jens Geier, we are again complaining about not having broken
free of a sort of cycle of victimisation.

Nevertheless, I think that, this year, the focus of our concerns should be far more tangible
issues, namely the errors made by Member States, for instance, with regard to rural
development. We knew that, by abandoning direct assistance for rural development under
the common agricultural policy, we would increase the risk of errors in the Member States.
However, we also know, from our experience with regional development, that when we
exercise firm control and step up our demands, as has been the case with cohesion policy,
the Member States react. We therefore need to refine and develop this control further in
respect of the Member States; one day, perhaps, we will also have to scrutinise what their
audit authorities are doing. Ms Sinclaire should take note: there will surely be some
interesting surprises in store for us.

As regards the Commission – and Mr Šemeta has a certain responsibility in this respect –
we are greatly concerned by the errors affecting research policy. As this very policy is one
of our weapons for defeating this crisis, he needs to explain to us how we can go about
rectifying these errors.

Tamás Deutsch (PPE).   – (HU) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, first of all I would
like to thank Mr Caldeira and his staff at the Court of Auditors for this annual report. It is
a very good starting point for Parliament to carry out the discharge procedure over the
coming months.

Second, according to a well-known Hungarian saying, two people may be talking about
the same thing but one says that the glass is half full and the other says that it is half empty.
I fall into the camp that thinks that the glass in this case – rigorous implementation of the
European Union’s budget – is half empty. It is unacceptable that not only has the downward
trend in the error rate disappeared, the error rate has actually increased for the second year
running. My voters would not accept that European money has been spent less optimally
in recent years than before. They would not be able to support this report.

Third, allow me also to make the point that it is unacceptable that Council representatives
are absent from Parliament when we discuss this issue. For nearly three years now the
European Council has had a permanent President, but both he and his staff have been
constantly absent. The European Council always has a President-in-Office, but the staff of
the President-in-Office are also consistently absent. If 62 % of the errors identified for
cohesion policy should have been detected by national governments, the Council should
be present here in Parliament to represent those governments.
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Last but not least, I agree that the trend is better as far as the use of cohesion resources is
concerned. The error rate fell from 7.7 % in 2010 to 5.1 % in 2011. I think this is a good
message to send to the European Council summit which gets under way today, and where
the key issue is whether it will be possible to uphold one of the EU’s fundamental principles,
that of solidarity, in the seven-year budgetary period by way of sustaining cohesion funding.

Mojca Kleva (S&D).   – (SL) Madam President, the fact that as much as 60 % of the errors
identified in the implementation of regional policy could and should have been detected
by Member States is extremely worrying.

It is vital for greater attention to be focused in the future on preparing projects with clear
objectives, which will truly bring European added value and thus ensure efficient spending.

I join with those who have mentioned today that the situation needs to be monitored in
all Member States.

It is vitally important that cohesion policy, which is one of the most important tools for
promoting economic growth and new investment, remains in the coming seven years a
strong and financially supported European policy.

For this reason it is all the more important at this point to highlight the fact that we will
not achieve better spending by cutting funds, but only through effective control and specific
commitments from Member States to better management of funds.

Jean-Pierre Audy (PPE).   – (FR) Madam President, President of the Court of Auditors, I
would like to start by thanking you and all of the members of the Court – including
Ms Kaljulaid, who is here with you – for the work you do and in particular for the attention
you pay to Members of the European Parliament. You pay us a great deal of attention and
I really wanted to thank you for that. I would also like to thank Commissioner Šemeta,
who, following on from the remarkable work of his predecessor, continues to improve
the auditing of our accounts and the quality of special reports. I would like to apologise
on behalf of my colleague, Bogusław Sonik, who has been detained by other parliamentary
commitments. I too regret the absence of the Council, which is the budgetary authority.

Mr President, this report comes too late. That is not your fault. I tabled amendments to the
Financial Regulation to change the timetable. The European Commission must present
the accounts before 31 March each year, the Court must publish its report before 30 June,
and Parliament must vote before 31 December.

It is inconceivable that today, in November, we should still be talking about matters
concerning 2011. I suggest that the working group that I have proposed should meet to
change this timetable.

I would like to make a few observations: Article 323 of the Treaty suggests that Parliament
should ensure that the necessary financial means are made available to the European Union.
I wonder if the Court could not play a role in raising the alarm about the Union’s cash
position: we have learned that we had a shortfall of EUR 9 billion and we are incapable of
paying our bills. I would therefore suggest that the Court can help us to monitor the
functioning of the Union.

A final word about shared management: I think that we need to take another look at it
here. I wonder about the independence of the audit authorities and about relations with
our national audit institutions, and I think that the shared management system – which
has proved useful in its time – should be re-examined. I wonder if we should not create
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our own finance function at Union level and get rid of this system of shared management,
which contains a lot of errors, is very expensive and the efficiency of which merits
re-examination.

Iliana Ivanova (PPE).   – Madam President, allow me to join my colleagues in welcoming
the European Court of Auditors’ Annual Report on the implementation of the budget
concerning the financial year 2011. I would like to briefly comment on some aspects of it
that I find particularly important.

Firstly: shared management. The report states that the highest error rates were found in
policy areas under the shared management arrangements, namely in rural development
and regional policy. If we want to improve the efficiency of control systems, all stakeholders
should take their responsibility – including the Commission – but also, and especially, the
Member States.

Secondly: direct management. 20 % of EU money is spent directly by the Commission,
and the findings of the Court state that the error rate for research and other internal policies
increased from 1.4 % to 3 % in 2011. Like my colleagues, I would be curious to learn the
reason for this increase and what measures are being considered by the Commission to
remedy this situation.

Thirdly: the link between inputs and results. I really welcome the new Chapter 10 of the
Annual Report entitled ‘Getting results from the EU budget’. I believe that it is a step in the
right direction. The EU budget should shift from a compliance-oriented to a
performance-oriented model of spending – a model that looks at the results achieved. We
need clear indicators, base lines and target levels in order to assess the achievements of
these EU policies. The Court of Auditors’ report states clearly that there is scope for
improvement. The Union faces a very important challenge: to do more with less money.
Therefore, it is all of us together – Commission, European Parliament, Member States –
who should find a way to spend every euro in a more efficient and effective way, to bring
maximum results in these times of austerity. This is what European citizens are expecting
from us.

Finally, please allow me, since this is my last speech in plenary, to use this opportunity to
thank all my colleagues from the European Parliament – especially the colleagues from
the Budgetary Control Committee and our secretariat – for the excellent cooperation we
have had throughout the years. I am grateful for these years full of dynamic and lively
discussions from which I have learned a lot, and I hope we will continue this cooperation.
You can rest assured that dialogue with this Parliament will be a key priority in my future
work.

(Applause)

Catch-the-eye procedure

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE).   – (HU) Madam President, in general, we can say that the European
Union has spent the money at its disposal, some EUR 129 billion, better than in the previous
year. Although the Council and Parliament decide jointly on the annual budget, it is
primarily the Commission that has to ensure that the money is used properly and, let us
be honest, there is room for improvement there. The 2011 report shows that we are moving
in the right direction but the error rate is high, as we have discussed. Indeed, in the area of
research and development expenditure the error rate is on the rise, but it is very significant
under the agricultural and cohesion headings, which make up 80 % of expenditures.
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Inaccuracy is on the increase in other areas too, and there are also inappropriate payments.
Responsibility for this is shared of course between the Commission and the Member States,
but it shows that the problem is systemic. The Commission mechanisms are only partially
effective and, sadly, these resources are increasingly failing to reach their intended targets,
or could not be used effectively. I agree with the Commissioner that we need added value
and simplification. The task ahead is clear: with an increasing deficit paired with reduced
resources we need to reform our system in this way and monitoring will be much more
effective.

Chris Davies (ALDE).   – Madam President, I would like to know what excuses Member
States are offering for failing to keep their accounts in proper order. I wonder whether they
compare with the excuses being offered by Mr Nigel Farage, the leader of the UK
Independence Party, for failing to keep his personal accounts in order. He has made a
commitment to complete transparency, but you take one look at his website and you can
see that the accounts are unaudited make-believe. By way of excuse, he said that he has
lost his receipts, but then, on another occasion he said ‘I have an awful lot of receipts that
aren’t there’ – whatever that means. He has gone on to say that he has not had the time to
sort out his expenses, despite employing his wife to do these things, and then he said ‘there
were some receipts lost, but so what! ‘

Can the President of the Court of Auditors tell me whether any Member State has ever
come up with an excuse quite so pathetic as ‘we have lost the receipts, but so what’?

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Algirdas Šemeta,    Member of the Commission.  − Madam President, the debate clearly
shows that shared management is still one of the main topics also for this year’s budgetary
discharge procedure. But there remain issues for the funds under direct management by
the Commission.

I can assure you that the Commission will carefully analyse the Court’s observations and
that it will implement its recommendations in due course. The work has already started
and I would like to draw your attention to the annual activity reports of directors-general
of the Commission which for the first time in their history almost completely correspond
with the assessment of the Court and on the basis of those annual activity reports and on
the basis of reservations made by the Director-General of AGRI, the Director-General of
Research and other directors-general, they have to produce concrete action plans on how
to improve the situation in the areas under their management.

I believe that my colleagues, Commissioner Cioloş, Commissioner Geoghegan-Quinn,
Commissioner Hahn and others will participate in the discharge procedure and will explain
what concrete actions they will implement in order to address the problems reflected in
the reservations of their directors-general. I would like also to draw your attention to one
aspect, which is that when we talk about complicated rules it is not only complicated rules
at an EU level; and as I said in my introductory statement, we made proposals for the next
financial period to significantly simplify EU rules. It is also very problematic that Member
States introduce even more complicated rules and quite a significant amount of errors are
caused by complicated rules at Member State level. This issue, I believe, has to be addressed
very thoroughly.

Bart Staes raised the issue of own resources and VAT fraud and the Commission is working
very hard on this subject and we tabled a proposal on a fast reaction mechanism. We are
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looking forward to a swift adoption of this proposal by the Council which will significantly
reduce the risk of fraud on VAT and next month I will come with a package of proposals
on how to fight tax fraud and evasion, including measures on further improvements in
the VAT area. I hope that these measures will provide sufficient tools in order to improve
the situation in the area of VAT collection.

The rapporteur also mentioned the issues related to net corrections and I think that it is
very important that the legislation which is currently on the table includes the net
corrections for the next financial programming period and as I understand it we are moving
in this direction. I hope that finally legislation will be adopted containing this very important
provision.

I count on your support during this discharge procedure and expect close cooperation
with the Council Presidencies to ensure that issues highlighted in this discharge procedure
will be given the necessary attention by the Member States.

Vítor Manuel da Silva Caldeira,    President of the Court of Auditors . − Madam President,
let me first thank the honourable Members for their kind words to me and to those working
in the Court of Auditors. Rest assured that we do our utmost to contribute to the effort
that addresses the key priority we face today: to ensure sound financial management of
public finances in the European Union.

I have been asked whether, if receipts are missing, an auditor can accept a reply of ‘So what?’
I would say probably in some instances the receipts are not there, and you can go to our
report and see that we have identified the problem and said there is a missing receipt and
we have to draw the consequences. An auditor cannot accept ‘So what?’ as a reply.

Those responsible, like those in this House, also have a role to play in addressing the
underlying courses of the problems. Many Members have stressed the need to improve
from where we are. But we should remember where we were at the beginning of this
framework programming period and note where we are today. This shows improvement:
what the Court is saying is that to make the best use of the funds available, there is scope
to use them more efficiently and in a better targeted way. But here, indeed, the national
authorities have a key fundamental role to play, because they are the first line of defence
in terms of the best use of these funds. Of course, if you add complexity because you devolve
to national authorities the eligibility conditions for payments to be made, then you may
end up with 27 different sets of eligibility conditions. That will certainly lead to complexity.

But now, whilst we are addressing the future regulations for the next framework period,
we have a golden opportunity to address the causes of the problems. Systems are there for
a period, so we would not expect that error rates or the most likely error will move from
0 to 10 or from 1 to 100. No: systems are there; if you do not solve the causes of the
problems we cannot expect huge changes afterwards.

Our recommendation, honourable Members, is clear: for a long time we have been calling
for simpler schemes for using the funds, and for action on defining them and assigning to
them clear objectives and cost-effective control systems. We should also aim to be in a
position to see whether we want to tolerate the risk of error in some situations. That is a
task this House and the Council were invited to reflect upon by the Court of Auditors in
2004.

Our task, as auditors, is to address the risk areas. This is a matter of priority for us. We draw
up clear recommendations for improvements. That is our role and we are doing that as
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much as we can. We are also aware, Mr Vaughan, that administrative errors may occur
and if they are there they indicate that we have a potentially high risk in the system that
will materialise afterwards in quantifiable situations which may put all of the money at
risk.

I fully share the view of Mrs Gräßle that Member States and the Commission need to work
together to make things revolve when they have a shared responsibility, and I want to
reassure Mr Audy that I have taken good note of his suggestion of the Court’s rôle d’alerte.
There is scope to make an effort to bring problems to the attention of this House. My
colleagues and I will duly consider that request.

President. −    (IT) The debate is closed.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE),    in writing. – For 2011, 30 agencies, with a total budget of
more than EUR 1.3 billion, will have their accounts reviewed. This is six more than for
2010. Last year, the Court delivered no comments for most of the agencies. I am glad to
see that this year this is no longer the case: the Court took its responsibilities more seriously.
This will help the discharge authority to fulfil its duties although our work goes far beyond
stamping the Court’s reports. I am concerned that procurement procedure rules are not
always respected. This led to a qualified opinion on the ECDC’s accounts due to irregularities
over a EUR 9 million framework contract. Twenty-two agencies still need to improve
transparency of their recruitment procedures. In general the newly-created agencies face
the greatest challenges, especially concerning budgetary and financial management. I
encourage them to get-up-to-speed quickly. I commend that the conclusions of the Court’s
Special Report on conflict of interest have been integrated in the reports on EMA, EFSA,
EASA and ECHA. I note that one comment in the EEA report relates to the issue. The work
started on conflict of interest during the 2010 discharge will continue and progress will
be monitored.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing. – (DE) It is shameful that the Court of Auditors, for the

18th time in succession, cannot give a positive assessment of the management of EU funds.
Most errors have, once again, occurred in the largest areas of expenditure, namely agriculture
and cohesion. Once again, the Court of Auditors has uncovered the blind spots in the EU’s
cohesion policy. Vast amounts of funding have bypassed their original target. The Court
of Auditors’ report is, therefore, hardly a glowing testimonial for the Commissioner for
Regional Policy, Dr Johannes Hahn. Like many Austrians, I would have expected Dr Hahn
to take steps to correct this unhappy situation, instead of making the error rate worse. In
the context of the Cohesion Fund, for example, not even one payment in five was correct
in 2011, whereas the previous year, at least it was ‘only’ one in four! The amount of funds
not paid out also reached record highs, even though some Member States are funding their
projects entirely from the EU. In difficult economic times, the EU needs efficient investments.
Turning on the financial taps is not enough, however. As regards Greece in particular, the
Commissioner should dispense with this creed. In Greece, a great deal of money trickles
away into dubious channels due to a lack of structural reforms; even Dr Hahn has admitted
that billions of euros have failed to reach their intended target due to the inefficiency of
the Greek authorities.
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8. Granting delegated powers for the adoption of certain measures relating to the
common commercial policy (debate)

President. −    (IT) The next item is the report (A7-0096/2012) by Jörg Leichtfried, on
behalf of the Committee on International Trade, on the proposal for a regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council amending certain Regulations relating to the
common commercial policy as regards the granting of delegated powers for the adoption
of certain measures (COM(2011)0349 - C7-0162/2011 - 2011/0153(COD).

Jörg Leichtfried,    rapporteur.  −  (DE) Madam President, I would like to begin my speech,
at the end of this dossier, by taking this opportunity to thank everyone who helped to
make this Omnibus II report a report that the Committee on International Trade could
discuss and vote on with no problems, and I hope that the same will now apply to the vote
in Parliament as well. My sincere thanks go to the shadow rapporteurs, the committee
secretariat, and also the secretariat of our Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists
and Democrats in the European Parliament (S&D Group), which always gave us outstanding
support. I would particularly like to thank the member of staff responsible in my own
office. These activities create a heavy workload, and I think it is important, for once, to
recognise this with thanks and give credit where it is due.

Under the Treaty of Lisbon, the European Parliament’s rights of codecision now apply to
the area of trade policy as well, and we are already witnessing the benefits of this for trade
policy itself. However, it also means that various items of legislation must be amended,
with the old comitology procedure being translated into a new procedure. The Omnibus I
and Omnibus II reports have ensured that matters previously dealt with in the comitology
procedure can now dealt with through delegated and implementing acts. Omnibus I focused
on implementing acts. Omnibus II, my report, deals with delegated acts. Of course, we
cooperated very closely in order to achieve a good result.

What has happened now, however? We wanted to enter into negotiations with the Council
in order to bring the matter to a swift conclusion. The Council is doing nothing. The Council
is not here. Its seat, as usual, is empty. The Council has taken no further decision and its
position on this issue, which concerns legal technicalities, is the same as it always is on
major issues. It stalls on issues where it really should be providing impetus and moving
things forward. That is to say nothing of the budget, where we are experiencing incredible
difficulties. However, it is a mirror image of what has happened with Omnibus as well. Let
me say this, even though this is not directly related to the matter at hand: if we continue
to have a situation in which national egotism and the vanity of the heads of state and
government massively impede normal operations here, we will face major difficulties.
There are already murmurings in some Member States about a return to a national currency
or the introduction of a ‘northern euro’ or some such nonsense. That is where we are now,
and I hold the Council primarily responsible. I urge the Council to reflect and adopt a
serious approach to its work on all matters, and that includes this dossier as well.

As to content, the matter at hand is to decide on the delegation of decision-making powers
to the Commission. In which areas should the Commission be able to adopt delegated acts,
and where should the European Parliament be involved? I think that we have found a
sensible middle way here. At my initiative, Parliament – firstly in committee, and I hope
now in plenary – has agreed to limit in time the conferral of powers on the Commission.
We are proposing to limit the delegation of power for a period of five years. I believe this
is a sensible approach, as this five-year period enables us to exercise better control of the
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Commission’s activities. In other respects too, we have sought to achieve the right balance,
especially as regards the powers of Parliament and the areas where, due to its large number
of experts and its technical capacities, the Commission should make decisions, and I think
we have found the right way forward here.

I hope that this legislation will be supported by a large majority here in plenary so that we
can send out a clear signal that Parliament as a whole is united in its backing for this measure.

Algirdas Šemeta,    Member of the Commission.  − Madam President, let me start by excusing
Commissioner De Gucht, who is at this moment negotiating with his Canadian counterparts
on the Free Trade Agreement with Canada.

The Commission is very grateful to Mr Leichtfried, the rapporteur, to Chairman Moreira,
and to the other honourable Members who worked on this report, and for the overall
support for the Commission’s proposal. The European Parliament has proposed many
amendments, most of which we can accept. In particular, the Commission can accept the
change to the period of time of the delegation, from unlimited to a five-year period with
tacit renewal.

However, certain amendments are not acceptable to us. Some of them deviate from the
Common Understanding on delegated acts that the three institutions have committed
themselves to respecting. This concerns, for example, amendments which impose specific
obligations on the Commission in the preparation of delegated acts. Other amendments
prolong the period for objection to a delegated act. We cannot accept this, unless the
extension of such a period is justified by the specificities of the regulation concerned.

As for those amendments on which we have different positions, the Commission is
confident that we will be able to have constructive discussions in the trialogue, with a view
to finding an acceptable solution.

Let me conclude by registering the Commission’s appreciation of the work done on this
issue. We look forward to working with Parliament to bring it to a conclusion by reaching
an agreement in the trialogue.

George Sabin Cutaş,    of behalf of the S&D Group. – (RO) Madam President, I welcome the
proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council, which aims to
modify 10 regulations relating to the common commercial policy to bring them into line
with the Treaty of Lisbon. I wish to congratulate my colleague Jörg Leichtfried for his work
on this technical report, which is essential for good interinstitutional procedures.

It is well known that in the EU’s interinstitutional relations, the European Parliament and
the Council are responsible for adopting legislation. Nevertheless, the Treaty of Lisbon is
the first to introduce delegated acts, through Article 290, which states that the European
Parliament and the Council may delegate to the Commission the power to adopt
non-legislative acts and give the Commission certain competences that would ensure a
more efficient decision-making process.

On the other hand, the two co-legislators retain the right to revoke this delegation at any
time and express their objections within a certain period of time. I share the rapporteur’s
opinion that Parliament’s experts should participate in the Commission’s own expert
meetings to prepare and implement the delegated acts under the common commercial
policy regulations.
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I also agree with limiting the delegation powers of the Commission to a maximum of five
years. This will enable the European Parliament to monitor more closely the decisions of
the European executive.

Matteo Salvini,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen,
procedure is one thing: we delegate choices regarding trade policy to the Commission, and
that is only right. However, the substance of the matter is something else. What we, the
group of the Northern League, representing the regions of Northern Italy, are worried
about are the decisions on trade, the progressive reduction of duties, the lack of any
industrial policy, and concession of advantages to multinationals.

In other words, it is acceptable that Parliament should delegate decisions to the Commission
at a technical level, but it is not a good thing that we are slaves and victims of the outdated
economic and industrial policy of the World Trade Organisation, which favours the large
foreign powers, making no effort to defend our manufacturers. I am not sure if you are
aware of the number of small and medium-sized enterprises that are closing in Lombardy
and Veneto due to trade agreements that offer no protection to our products.

It would be a mistake to believe that research and innovation alone will take us very far.
There is a real risk that we will become like the countries of Eastern or Northern Europe,
the United States or Asia, where all of the shopping malls now belong to the large
multinationals. Therefore, as Parliament, we should delegate the power to adopt these acts
regarding trade policy to the Commission, in the hope, however, that the Commission will
revise, modernise and defend a manufacturing and trade system that will otherwise
disappear.

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

Jörg Leichtfried (S&D),    Blue-card question. – (DE) Madam President, perhaps I have
misunderstood. Is the Member suggesting that the European Union should withdraw from
the World Trade Organisation (WTO), or is it his view that we should revert to a situation
in which the individual Member States conduct the WTO negotiations and that this would
be preferable? I am a member of the House’s WTO working group and I can assure you
that by presenting a united front, the European Union is a much stronger force in WTO
negotiations than the sum of its parts, and we achieve much more by acting together.
Moreover, nothing that is negotiated in the WTO should be decided by means of a delegated
act. Such matters are decided by the European Parliament and that is a good thing.

Matteo Salvini (EFD),    Blue-card answer. – (IT) With all due respect for your work and
that of others, I invite you to come and see for yourself the extent to which agreements
with the World Trade Organisation have a positive or negative effect on enterprises in
Northern Italy.

In half an hour we will be speaking about the Chinese photovoltaic industry. I think that
Europe, as it is structured today, counts for little or nothing. I do not know whether the
individual states would count for more. What I do know is that the trade policy pursued
in this regard by the European Commission is a complete failure for our enterprises. A
completely free market is of no use to anyone.

Helmut Scholz,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group  .   –  (DE) Madam President,
Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I too would like to start by congratulating the
rapporteur, Jörg Leichtfried. In my view, he has succeeded in devising a way forward which
all the groups can support. I know from experience that the negotiations that lie ahead
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will not be easy, especially as a number of Member States have what I can only describe as
an allergic reaction to the issue of delegated acts.

Despite the lip service paid in fine speeches to the importance of the European Parliament
and how it should be granted more powers, these same government representatives are
refusing to recognise Parliament’s equal role to the Council, as an legislator with equal
rights, when it comes to amending the legislative procedure. As a legislator, however, we
are prepared to delegate powers to the Commission in specific cases, subject to a limit in
time, while retaining a right of veto.

The Council is no longer the only institution to sit at the table with the Commission. I
therefore urge the Council to stop dragging its feet. Due to this issue, we have already lost
far too much time on a number of important dossiers.

Godelieve Quisthoudt-Rowohl,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (DE) Madam President,
Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, Omnibus II – alongside Omnibus I, for which I am
the rapporteur – is the second procedure intended to bring European commercial legislation
into line with the new provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon. Delegated and implementing
acts are now to be incorporated into commercial law as well.

As regards delegated acts, one issue of general importance to me is to ensure that Parliament
can fully exercise its rights in this respect. However, calling for staff from the parliamentary
administration to participate in the Commission’s preparatory meetings sends out the
wrong signal. What is needed is direct political control by Members of this House.

The Commission must ensure that Members are informed about any planned delegated
act at an early stage. I hope that the deliberations in the Council will be concluded soon so
that we can commence compromise negotiations on Omnibus II swiftly.

On a broader point, my view – and this issue has been discussed frequently with the
rapporteur for Omnibus II – is that Omnibus I and II are a package and should be negotiated,
as far as possible, in parallel. I would therefore like to express my particular thanks to
Mr Leichtfried, firstly because we have been able to table his report here in plenary – and
that was also discussed between us, because I think a vote in plenary puts us in a better
position – and secondly, because from now on, we will indeed be able to work together in
parallel.

I should like to make one final comment. I completely agree with the view of our Social
Democratic colleagues as regards the role of the European Union and the European
Parliament in the WTO Parliamentary Assembly. Twenty-seven countries acting together
are stronger than 27 individual voices. The dual role – national and European level – comes
into play very effectively in the WTO, in my view, and we should use this as a model for
our representation in other international bodies as well.

Gianluca Susta (S&D).   – (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, let me first thank
Mr Leichtfried for this document. It is important because it provides better definition of
the interinstitutional relations between Parliament and the Commission on an extremely
sensitive question: Parliament’s powers have been extended in the area of trade, which was
not part its competences under the ordinary legislative procedure. There is therefore a
fundamental problem, not with the Regulations we are amending today, which are being
adapted to a new regime, but in terms of the relations between the European Parliament
and the Commission.

22-11-2012Debates of the European ParliamentEN28



In this regard, although I welcome Mr Leichtfried’s report, I am not at all pleased with the
views expressed by the Commissioner in this House. The relationship between Parliament
and the Commission is still overly technical. There is an evident and continuous effort by
the Commission and the Council to reduce relations with the European Parliament to their
pre-Lisbon level and we cannot allow this to happen.

Limiting the powers of the Commission is an important step that should result in more
parliamentary control and make the Commission act in a more focused manner. Only in
this way can we respond to the problems raised by Mr Salvini: I completely agree that the
EU’s exclusive competence in the area of trade policy should be maintained, and that the
EU’s power should be increased over that of the individual Member States. However, we
must also be stronger within the World Trade Organisation, in the knowledge that unless
we pay more attention to the real economy, we will never emerge from the current crisis.

Algirdas Šemeta,    Member of the Commission.  − Madam President, on behalf of the
Commission, I would like once again to thank Parliament for its work on this file. I would
recall that a number of the amendments which are a matter of concern to the Commission
relate to matters which are covered by the framework agreement between the Commission
and the Parliament. The Commission is, of course, fully committed to implementing the
2010 revised framework agreement between our institutions and believes that this
agreement offers the best place to address Parliament’s concerns, rather than this particular
piece of legislation that we have discussed today.

In any event, I took careful note of your remarks and I will pass them on to Commissioner
De Gucht. The Commission looks forward to engaging in discussions with you in the
trialogue, with a view to finding an agreement on this proposal. I can assure you that it is
a priority for the Commission.

IN THE CHAIR: ALEJO VIDAL-QUADRAS
Vice-President

Jörg Leichtfried,    rapporteur.  −  (DE) Mr President, trade policy shows one thing very
clearly. We may not agree with some of the decisions taken at the WTO level, and I myself
take the view that there are many things that should be done differently, but one thing is
very clear. Our combined strength is much greater than that of the individual Member
States. Anyone who fails to grasp this point and lets their country go its own way, if it
wishes to do so, will ultimately lead their country into the abyss. The European Union’s
trade policy also shows that a policy field can function if everyone adopts a unified and
unanimous approach, unlike the situation in other policy areas that are dominated by the
Council, which is still not here and is still not listening. I think that is obvious.

I have a message for the Commission. It is all well and good for you to say that you accept
this but you do not accept that. The European Parliament is the legislator. If we agree this
today, then that is what we have agreed and this constitutes a legislative act. However, I
am also convinced that in the negotiations in the trialogue – should the Council condescend
to reach a decision on that – we will achieve a good outcome which moves us in the right
direction. Once again, I would like to thank everyone for the good cooperation.

President. −   The debate is closed.

The vote will take place tomorrow at 12.00.
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9. Measures to protect the EU market from unusually low priced imports of Chinese
origin, especially photovoltaic panels (debate)

President. −   The next item is the oral question to the Commission by Vital Moreira, on
behalf of the Committee on International Trade, on measures to protect the EU market
from unusually low-priced imports of Chinese origin, especially photovoltaic panels
(O-000162/2012 – B7-0366/2012).

Vital Moreira,    author.  −  (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, China
poses the biggest challenge to European Union trade policy. I am quoting the
Directorate-General for Trade. China has quickly become the world’s second largest
economy and biggest exporter in the global economy. It therefore offers huge opportunities,
but also significant challenges to the European economy. In just two decades we have gone
from a situation where our commercial ties were virtually non-existent to the current
situation of forming the second largest economic partnership in the world.

Our businesses can take advantage of the incredible business opportunities offered by the
growing Chinese market. However, access to this market continues to be difficult in many
ways, even though it has improved in recent years. Foreign businesses face a series of
commercial barriers in China, which do not exist in the European Union. Conversely,
Chinese exporters have benefited hugely from the European Union’s open market. The
successful Chinese penetration is particularly due to low prices. At times the prices are
abnormally low, which cannot be explained solely by equally low wages and environmental
standards in China.

The state subsidisation of exporting industries, extensive infringement of industrial property
rights and dumping are surely part of the explanation, as apparent from the report adopted
in this Parliament last May entitled ‘EU and China: Unbalanced Trade?’ Obviously, that
report by Marielle de Sarnez answered that question with a ‘yes’.

Both the European Union and China clearly have much to gain from intensifying their
trade relations, provided that this occurs in accordance with the rules of the game, under
conditions of fair trade and reciprocal treatment. However, concerns about China’s less
fair trade practices have been on the increase and have resulted in the European Union
adopting anti-dumping measures, as recently happened in the ceramics sector.

Yet the issue of abnormally low prices does not exist solely in those sectors regarded as
traditional. On the contrary, the devastating Chinese competition is also affecting some
of the European Union’s most innovative industries, including the solar panel industry,
which has seen a huge rise in imports of Chinese products, leading to serious concerns
about the economic sustainability of that European industry.

On that basis, the Committee on International Trade, which I chair, decided to ask an oral
question about China, which it is my job to convey to this House and to the Commission.
I must therefore ask, on behalf of the Committee on International Trade:

First, is the EU prepared to respond in an appropriate and timely fashion to these concerns?

Second, can the Commission confirm that the number of cases of imports from China
being sold at abnormally low prices is increasing? Which cases have been brought to the
Commission’s attention?
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Third, the European Union and the United States are the main markets for photovoltaic
applications due to public support schemes for renewable energies. Is it likely that United
States anti-dumping measures will have consequences for the European Union market,
that is through a diversion of exports to the European Union? Can the Commission provide
statistics on the mutual ownership of companies based respectively in the European Union,
the United States and China in the solar sector?

Fourth, what is the Commission’s assessment of the situation of the photovoltaic sector
and of the polysilicon exporting sector in the European Union? Does it think increased
imports from China could injure industry in the European Union?

Fifth, can the Commission explain how it intends to adapt the instruments at its disposal
to an EU-wide strategy to develop the renewable energy sector and European Union exports
in this sector?

Lastly, moreover, how does the Commission intend to develop a common industrial
strategy with Member States in order to maintain the competitiveness of the European
Union?

These are the questions that my committee approved. These are the questions on which I
await an answer from the European Commission.

Olli Rehn,    Vice-President of the Commission.  − Mr President, Commissioner De Gucht
very much regrets not being with you today, despite attempts to hold this debate earlier.
He is in Brussels for negotiations with his Canadian counterpart in what we hope will be
a conclusive set of talks.

Turning to the oral question at hand, allegations of Chinese unfair trade have been around
for a long time, as we know. It is a fact that China accounts for the largest proportion of
EU trade defence investigations and of measures imposed. China is Europe’s largest trading
partner. Some of the increase in Chinese export volume has been achieved through the
use of unfair trade practices such as dumping and subsidisation. As a result, it is not
surprising that there should be a relatively large number of trade defence cases involving
China.

However, the reason why the spotlight is increasingly on this issue is the size and strategic
nature of the sectors now being affected by low-priced Chinese imports. Sectors in which
Europe has so far had the upper hand in terms of technological advancement and
sophistication are now increasingly facing Chinese competition.

The European Union is the most open market in the world and we welcome competition
for its potential to stimulate technological improvements and lower consumer prices.
Where competition is unfair, as happens to European companies either because of foreign
exports on the EU market, or market access restrictions for EU exports to foreign markets,
the Commission has a role to play in accordance with internationally agreed trade rules.
So, if European industry brings forward evidence of unfair trade, the Commission will
investigate the matter, whether this concerns China or any other trading partner. We have
both a duty and a legal obligation to restore the level playing field so that European industry
can compete on fair terms, provided that measures are in the overall interest of the Union.
This includes an assessment of the possible impact of measures on downstream and
upstream industry.
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On 6 September this year, the Commission initiated an anti-dumping investigation into
imports of solar panels from China following a complaint by the European solar panel
industry. Two months later, the Commission also initiated an anti-subsidy investigation
in relation to the same product. The initial evidence presented by the European industry
indicates that Chinese exports of solar panels are sold at dumped and subsidised prices,
and imports have increased dramatically at prices which appear to heavily undercut those
of EU manufacturers. These investigations cover solar panel imports with a value of more
than EUR 20 billion annually – a record value in the history of EU trade defence. The alleged
dumping and subsidies will be investigated in line with our legal procedures, in accordance
with our WTO obligations.

The European solar panel industry is facing difficult times. To establish to what extent this
situation is due to Chinese unfair competition is the very purpose of the ongoing
investigations. The oral question put to the Commission by Professor Moreira refers to the
fact that the United States imposed definitive anti-dumping and anti-subsidy duties on
imports of solar panels from China on 7 November – just a few weeks ago. In our
investigation, we will examine whether US anti-dumping and anti-subsidy measures will
lead to a diversion of Chinese exports to the European market. But it has to be borne in
mind that US imports from China are around USD 3 billion per year, far lower than the
EU’s.

To conclude, the Commission will thoroughly investigate all of the relevant aspects of the
case and will, at the latest by June next year, issue its provisional findings. As always,
interested parties will be given the opportunity to comment before a definitive conclusion
is drawn.

Daniel Caspary,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
the global market for solar cells has obviously collapsed, a situation which in my view has
undoubtedly been caused first and foremost by dumping and subsidies in China.
Overcapacity has now reached such a dramatic scale that in 2011, according to Goldman
Sachs, production capacity stood at 45 gigawatts in China alone, compared with only 28
gigawatts of new installations worldwide. I am firmly opposed to protectionism, but in
this instance, the dumping is obvious.

My first request to the Commission is this: we should do our utmost to ensure that the
maximum nine-month period for the preliminary investigations is not utilised to the full.
The Commission should do everything in its power to speed up the investigations so that
they can be concluded well before the maximum nine-month period expires.

Secondly, there are signs that at present, the warehouses are being emptied at a very rapid
pace in China, with shiploads of solar modules now already being transported to the
European Union. I therefore request the Commission to look at the issue of pre-registration
as well. We must do our utmost to ensure that this anti-dumping instrument, should it
enter into force, can achieve at least a modicum of effectiveness.

That brings us to the issue at hand. I have serious doubts that we can solve the problem by
means of the anti-dumping instrument and negotiations. What the Chinese have done
here, particularly in recent months, is unbelievable! My greatest concern is that the Chinese
Government is clearly exerting massive pressure on many companies in the European
Union.
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We cannot have a situation in which companies – and not just a few, but large numbers –
come to us in Parliament and say: ‘Please do everything you can to ensure that this
anti-dumping case does not go ahead. Please help us, because if it does go ahead, we must
expect massive restrictions in the Chinese market’. For that very reason, it is time we sent
a clear signal to China at long last that the situation that has prevailed over recent years
cannot continue. We have sheathed our claws for far too long in these dumping cases. It
is time to stop knuckling under!

My problem is as follows. Companies are coming to me and saying that this case should
not be taken forward, there is nothing more that can be salvaged, and we would do better
to focus on the next case. However, when the next case comes around, it will be the same
scenario and we will hear exactly the same arguments being put forward. I would be very
grateful if the Commission could investigate this anti-dumping case swiftly and then act
fast to take effective measures, if there is clear evidence that dumping is indeed taking place.

Bernd Lange,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, what are we dealing with here? We are dealing with an issue which concerns
fair trade. This is not about protectionism for European products. There is one issue, and
one issue alone, at stake, namely ensuring that our trade relations are based on fairness. I
therefore believe that the threat scenario that China is now creating is completely
inappropriate. Let me make it very clear: we want transparency in the investigations, and
we do not welcome attempts by China to obstruct these investigations by creating threat
scenarios, in which European companies are put under pressure with the threat of
countermeasures that are supposedly in the pipeline. No, that is not part of the discussion!
We intend to investigate the matter. In reality, however, it is about the following issue.
Under what kind of working conditions are the solar panels produced in China? Which
direct and indirect subsidies go towards supporting their production? What about the
value chain as a whole? There are many different aspects which need to be investigated
very carefully.

There is undoubtedly overcapacity. We cannot have a situation in which dumping is used
to reduce overcapacity, at the expense of European jobs and industry. That is why we need
to achieve transparency here. Hence my question, and this is also addressed to the
Commission: does this transparency exist on the Chinese side as well? Does the Commission
have the opportunity to look at all of the relevant facts? That should have been China’s
immediate reaction: instead of making threatening gestures, it should have created
transparency. Secondly, are you willing to pursue this process to the end, even if China
were to yield at the last moment? We do not want a situation like the ethanol case with the
United States, when the procedure was shelved at the last minute! I urge you to pursue it
right to the end.

Marielle de Sarnez,    on behalf of the ALDE Group. – (FR) Mr President, I am delighted that
the Commission has decided to open these two investigations, but I would like the two
investigations to be seen through to the end, and I echo Daniel Caspary’s request that the
process should, if possible, be accelerated.

These products – photovoltaic panels from China – account for EUR 21 billion of imports
a year, which represents 10 % of total Chinese exports to Europe. Obviously, with such a
large volume, Beijing’s unfair practice of subsidisation puts the entire European photovoltaic
industry in peril.
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As I said in my report on relations between the European Union and China, Europe should
not hesitate to use trade defence instruments whenever the principle of fair trading is not
respected, and must obviously do so in accordance with World Trade Organisation (WTO)
rules.

As you know, other major players in international trade, such as the United States, have
got to grips with the issue. They recently imposed import tariffs of 24 to 36 % on Chinese
solar panels sold at abnormally low prices in the United States.

This is not about Europe starting a trade war with China: it is simply about stopping being
naïve, enforcing our rights, and preserving our industry and jobs. Our new relationship
with China must be one based on reciprocity. This principle must govern all areas, within
the framework of a real and balanced partnership, but this will require Europe to adopt
not only trade defence measures, but also an offensive industrial policy.

The renewable energy sector is of particular strategic importance, as it can be a source of
growth for the future. If we so decide, we have the capacity to put Europe in the vanguard.
We have the technology, the know-how, and, vitally, the human capital. What we are
lacking is the will to do this together. It really is a matter of urgency, so let us decide to do
it now!

Yannick Jadot (Verts/ALE).   – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, we cannot address the
Presidency, since it is not here. We spend our time, in our constituencies and our countries,
defending Europe, saying: ‘There will be no way out of the crisis without Europe!’. Europe
is complicated: it is made up of 27 states, soon to be 28, and it is always extremely difficult
to come to and implement European decisions quickly.

Forgive me, Commissioner, but when I listen to you, I think: ‘I hope workers in the
photovoltaic sector are not watching the video of your speech!’, because they are going to
say to themselves: ‘Is this the Europe that is supposed to be protecting me?’. For years, we
have been told that the fight against climate change, renewable energy objectives, green
industry and the green economy would be pillars of European growth and the European
economy.

Today, what are we seeing? We are seeing European institutions that are, in part, petrified
by China, and which are taking months and months to potentially react or take provisional
measures. How can we justify to these workers, and to all those who are fighting for Europe
to protect industry and protect workers, the fact that the United States have, in the space
of a few weeks, taken strong measures, imposing import tariffs of up to 250 %, while in
Europe, we finally got around to opening an investigation in September and may have
provisional measures by July, or failing that, by the end of the year?

It is true that First Solar has already closed its sites in Germany; it is true that the news about
Q Cells is now history. How many small and medium-sized enterprises are in difficulty
today, however? Even if they do not make it into the news, they are in difficulty. Thousands
or even tens of thousands of jobs are under threat.

So, Commissioner, on behalf of the Committee, we urge you to accelerate the process of
introducing provisional measures. Europe was a leader, with ambitious goals on renewable
energy and a strong renewable energy industry working alongside it. Today, we are losing
that industry, while a real trade war is taking place between the United States and China
in the strategic sector of renewable energy, which is so crucial to our competitiveness and
our future energy policy.
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It seems that today, the European Union has once again opted to wait indefinitely. At this
rate, the decision will be taken by default. When there is no European photovoltaic industry
left, there will no longer be any point in taking measures: you will be able to rest at ease!

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

Daniel Caspary (PPE),    Blue-card question. – (DE) Mr President, Mr Jadot, do you share
my impression that, so far, all four speakers from the four major groups in the House have
called for the Commission to expedite the procedure as a matter of urgency, and would
you agree that we really must ensure that this message is taken on board by the Commission
today, even without a resolution?

Yannick Jadot (Verts/ALE)  , Blue-card answer. – (FR) Thank you, Mr Caspary, for your
question, which gives me the opportunity to continue to elaborate on this subject. I find
it extremely compelling that the entire Committee on International Trade – which is hardly
known for its protectionism – is, through this probing oral question, calling on the
Commission to go faster.

It is not entirely insignificant that it should be a German coordinator of the Group of the
European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) and a German coordinator of the Group
of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament who
are now saying that measures must be taken, while Germany has regularly said: ‘Let us
avoid any problems with China, let us avoid any trade war with China!’.

The European Parliament is therefore united, Commissioner, in calling on you to accelerate
the procedures. We must save these jobs. We must do as China and the United States have
done and finally endow ourselves with an industrial policy that defends itself through trade
instruments.

Evžen Tošenovský,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (CS) Mr President, at present many
Member States of the European Union are attempting to achieve often dramatic
developments in photovoltaic power production. The problem lies in the excessive public
support for the purchase of electricity produced by these renewable sources. On the one
hand, state support has brought about incredibly rapid growth in photovoltaic equipment
and, on the other hand, this has meant an increase in the production of components by
enterprises in Member States. However, in Europe, these have been squeezed out by cheaper
imports from China. Some existing companies manufacturing panels have even been
closed down, resulting in an increase in unemployment in some regions. As can be seen,
there has been a distortion of market principles.

Support for artificially induced demand on the market and the constantly falling price of
imported photovoltaic panels with an increase in the price of electrical energy for the
population has created a need to resolve this situation and the realisation that the solution
needs to be very quick. The dispute between the European Union and China in trade
relations with respect to imported panels should therefore be resolved by agreement and
cooperation so that there are no market problems and this is a really important matter
with high time pressure for a solution.

Matteo Salvini,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (IT) Madam President, Commissioner, ladies
and gentlemen, I feel ashamed. While enterprises are closing and workers being made
redundant, you come here and tell us we are the most open market in the world and that
this investigation will issue its findings in nine months. Somebody here seems to have
forgotten why he is being paid a salary by the European taxpayers. If Mr De Gucht says
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that the trade war is not China’s fault, that is nonetheless an indication that someone has
declared war.

We can hardly argue with the fact that many enterprises are closing and laying off their
workers, or is this not the case in Brussels? Instead of MEPs, I would like to see here today
those workers who have lost their jobs and those businesspeople who have seen 30 or 40
or 50 years of work go up smoke for reasons that are obvious to us all. Does anyone here
really doubt that China engages in unfair trade, exploits workers, illegally subsidises its
enterprises and ignores environmental issues? Does anyone have any questions that cannot
be resolved in nine days rather than nine months?

I am ashamed to represent a Europe that by the end of this investigation will have no
photovoltaic industry left. For some people, the words ‘import duty’ are taboo. Well then
certain people should either impose import duties to get things done, or otherwise resign,
because nine months is too long to spend investigating the obvious.

Helmut Scholz,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner,
in my view, we should give very careful consideration to the causes and the effect. We are
in danger of taking a very short-sighted view of complex economic and social developments
and, with populist actions, unleashing a trade war with China. That is the last thing the
European Union needs at present!

Yes, we need fair trade and fair production, but what has actually happened? As a result of
cutbacks in the support schemes in Germany and other countries, the photovoltaic market
was artificially constricted, resulting in increased competition. If this triggers a major
dispute at the political level, we jeopardise the trade links of manufacturers of polysilicon,
as well as putting exports in other sectors at risk. We also jeopardise the global supply of
technologies that we urgently need for the transformation of our energy systems. Mr Jadot
has already highlighted the challenges associated with renewable energies.

Our discussions about the EU budget and the positions of the EU Member States on drastic
budget cuts also have implications for the issue that is the subject of this debate. We cannot
achieve a solution through confrontation. We can only do so through cooperation. I would
therefore urge the Commission to make arrangements as soon as possible, as time is really
pressing, for a joint forum for European, US and Chinese manufacturers and to support
networking between developers, producers and distributors in these three key regions.

Elisabeth Köstinger (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, recent developments
in relations between the EU and China in the solar industry are, sadly, symptomatic of the
general trade situation between these two partners.

Today, we are debating, on the one hand, the investigations initiated by the Commission
on possible anti-dumping measures, and on the other hand, the reaction from China, which
has initiated similar investigations. Action is long overdue. The European solar industry
is undoubtedly an important and growing high-tech sector in Europe. In Austria, too, there
are leading manufacturers who are safeguarding key jobs in this future-oriented industry
and creating new ones.

These companies have a crucial role to play in the attainment of our renewable energy
targets and must certainly be protected. I have a general suggestion to make about trade
relations between the EU and China, for although the feud between the EU and the Chinese
solar industry has triggered this ongoing and simmering conflict, it is not the fundamental
problem.
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If I may say so, the solar industry is merely the tip of the iceberg. The main question that I
would therefore address to the Commission today is this: to what extent is China generally
willing to view Europe as a partner in future? From my perspective, it is clear that the
European Union and China must in future be strategic partners who meet on equal terms.
It must be a strategic partnership, built on mutual respect and trust. What I believe is
missing at present is this mutual respect, and without mutual respect, there can be no trust!

Resolute action is needed here at long last. Of course, other questions arise in this context
as well: what approach will the Commission pursue in future in order to develop this
mutual trust? How can we give more effective protection and support, more generally, to
European industries that lead the field globally? No one wants protectionism, but we do
need protection and fairness. The photovoltaic industry is vitally important to Europe and,
as Daniel Caspary has already said, the industry is now in dire straits. Even so, it is still
creating thousands of jobs directly and indirectly and embodies European know-how. That
is why we must ensure that the rights steps are taken. Europe must show its strength here
at last.

Gianluca Susta (S&D).   – (IT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I think
that on your travels around Europe in this difficult period – especially given your
competencies in some key areas at this time of crisis – you will have had a chance to ‘see
for yourself’ the situation in which Europe finds itself. I say this because the last thing I
would like in the present case is to find myself agreeing with Mr Salvini.

We must be aware of the situation we face: we know that China represents a great
opportunity, and not simply great problem. It represents an opportunity for those
enterprises that export EUR 170 billion worth of goods to China each year, although we
also import EUR 250 billion and are only too aware that this represents a trade deficit.
However, if we do not introduce strict and exact rules on fair trade, we will end up by
fuelling and increasing the wave of anti-European sentiment against the EU institutions.

What else do we need to say or do to make you understand in that ivory tower that is the
European Commission what kind of situation we are facing? These continuous sermons
on innovation and development mean very little to the sector we are dealing with here,
which is at the cutting edge in terms of innovation and development! So all of you, and all
of the gnomes that live inside the offices of the Commission, cannot but be aware that the
timetables that you are proposing do not do justice to Europe and the problems we are
facing!

I think that you should make an effort to understand that for the largest economic power
in the world to impose the rules of fair trade simply means enhancing its own dignity,
showing that it understands how to live within the great global village of the present with
a sense of dignity.

Currently Europe is not managing to do this in a way that benefits its citizens.

Niccolò Rinaldi (ALDE).   – (IT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, this
is an important decision. The debate has become quite heated but that is because the
industrial and employment situation in our countries is extremely difficult. This is an
important decision in both real and symbolic terms, since we are dealing with a matter of
principle. We must send out a sign of legality and respect in view of the all of the efforts
being made by our business world. When I say ‘our world’, I do not mean it in a protectionist
sense; I mean that the business community looks to the decision-making in Strasburg and
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Brussels with a feeling of belonging, searching for guarantees that only the Commission,
Parliament, our institutions, can provide for fairer trade.

However, we must tread cautiously: this is also a business world that looks at China as a
great export opportunity, and that in certain sectors is actually managing to stay afloat
precisely because of the market it has managed to develop in China. Thus we are not
attempting to be protectionist and raise barricades. We simply do not want to be deceived,
especially in an area such as photovoltaics, so crucial for our sustainable future.

However, Commissioner, we must try to speed up this investigation so that any
compensation can be estimated and claimed much sooner than planned. Moreover, since
all of this debate is really about what to do in the wake of something that has already
happened, we must also work on prevention. We should therefore strengthen the bilateral
agreements to avoid any repeat of this kind of situation with China or other countries in
future.

Jaroslav Paška (EFD).   – (SK) Mr President, Chinese technology is advancing rapidly and
is now the equal of world leaders in many sectors.

One of the areas where Chinese production is clearly provoking fear among competing
manufacturers in the US and Europe is the production of solar panels, which Chinese
manufacturers are able to sell at a substantially better price than our companies. Instead
of using the better prices of Chinese solar panels for a massive expansion of this photovoltaic
source of green energy in Europe, we are allowing lobbyists from the Solarvol AG company
to push for the introduction of tariff barriers, the result of which will simply be that this
technology once again becomes inaccessible due to price. Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, I think that in this case we must decide whether we wish to meet our ecological
targets set out in the Strategy 2020 and encourage the most rapid and effective expansion
of renewable sources of energy or to protect the profits and economic interests of companies
which are unable to compete honestly with the substantially cheaper and more accessible
Chinese products.

Godelieve Quisthoudt-Rowohl (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and
gentlemen, the number of speakers on the list shows the importance that we attach to this
issue. Generally speaking, there is agreement across party lines, as is already apparent.
There are merely differences on points of detail. In principle, I welcome the existence of
our trade defence instruments. That goes without saying. However, we must ensure that
these measures are proportionate.

The technical anti-dumping procedures that we have available should not be misused for
political ends or deployed for protectionist purposes. We all understand that Europe’s
success depends on open markets. That is nothing new, but it is a principle which continues
to hold good in times of crisis. The anti-dumping procedure against China in respect of
solar cells has the potential to escalate into a fully fledged trade war, and that is something
which we avoid as a matter of urgency, for this cannot be in our interests. Indeed, since
the end of October, the Chinese have initiated an anti-dumping procedure in another sector
and our industry will suffer as a result of that as well.

I therefore urge the Commission to take action as a matter of urgency, through bilateral
talks, to resolve this impending trade war and find a global solution for the industry as a
whole. I ask you this: has the Commission – as called for by Chancellor Merkel – already
attempted to make a direct approach to the Chinese Government in order to defend the

22-11-2012Debates of the European ParliamentEN38



interests of Europe’s solar industry at the highest level? Dialogue could also be a way forward
here.

As my last point, I would like, if I may, to draw your attention to points 4 and 5 of our oral
question. At a time of crisis, we need a common industrial strategy and that, if I may so
say, is an area where policy initiatives and impetus do not appear to be forthcoming from
the Commission.

George Sabin Cutaş (S&D).   – (RO) Mr President, in a relatively short time, the economies
of the European Union and China have reached impressive levels of inter-dependence.
Currently, trade between the two partners is worth approximately EUR 1 billion a day, the
second largest amount in the world.

Despite China joining the World Trade Organisation in 2001, its commercial relations
with the European Union are still characterised by barriers to trade in goods and services,
such as difficult market access for economic operators, restrictions on exports of raw
materials, and the use of subsidies and dumping.

As highlighted by the Commissioner, the Commission has begun to respond to complaints
by European companies, and two investigations regarding the sale of photovoltaic panels
sold at artificially low prices are now in progress. Estimates show that these products are
sold at up to 80 % less than the production price. The European Union gains considerably
from its relationship with China; however, this type of behaviour affects the competitiveness
of European companies in a climate in which the European Union must promote and
support employment within its own industries.

The European Union’s relations with China must be strengthened, but they also must be
based on reciprocity and respect for trade laws. Like other Members, I would ask you,
Commissioner, to speed up the ongoing investigation and, in order to protect European
workers and entrepreneurs, develop an industrial strategy, as the previous speaker suggested.

Christofer Fjellner (PPE).   – (SV) Mr President, it feels a little odd to be debating aid for
the photovoltaic panel industry. It is something that we are used to discussing, but in the
sense that Europe should give more support to the development and research of
photovoltaic panel production in Europe. Now, instead, we are criticising China for
appearing to have given too much support to its industry.

If we decide to introduce these anti-dumping duties, they may be the biggest anti-dumping
duties we have ever introduced. It is therefore important to be very careful and very precise.
There is a tremendous amount at stake.

It is not only European photovoltaic panel production that is at stake, but also trade relations
with China and our energy and climate policy.

These are not the only anti-dumping duties that we have for renewable energy. We already
have anti-dumping duties on biodiesel, ethanol, right down to the plastic used to make
wind farms.

I therefore call on the Commission to carry out the overall assessment that it has been
instructed to carry out as part of its investigation, to take Community interests seriously,
and to examine what the consequences will be for our energy and climate policy.
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Franck Proust (PPE).   – (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I have
listened very carefully to what has just been said and I must admit that I am worried by the
turn of events.

Yes, it is clear that China is flooding the European photovoltaic market with cut-price
products, taking advantage of our incentive policies. However, what will happen once all
our businesses have gone bust, no longer able to cope with this particularly aggressive
competition? I will tell you: the Chinese have a particularly aggressive trade policy which
involves annihilating all of their competitors through low prices and then, once they have
a monopoly, imposing outrageous price hikes.

At this rate, in three or four years’ time, we will no longer have any European producers
of photovoltaic panels and the prices of the Chinese panels will be at least 50 % higher
than those offered by our industries at present. In short, we have everything to lose by
failing to react to behaviour like this.

I would also like to express my fears, Commissioner, about the reaction of our Chinese
friends. No sooner had they learned that the European Commission was going to investigate
allegations of subsidy dumping in the photovoltaic sector than they themselves launched
an anti-dumping procedure on European silicone, lodging several complaints with the
World Trade Organisation (WTO).

Should we see this as a form of intimidation? The Chinese investigation will most probably
return its results before the Commission, as their legal time limits are shorter, and I join
Daniel Caspary and Vincent Jadot in asking the question: what are we going to do if the
Chinese authorities conclude that dumping has occurred?

At a time when we are thinking about the possible modernisation of our trade defence
instruments, I think that this situation is a good illustration of the fact that, whatever else
we do, we must not reduce them. To do so would be to weaken the Union.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Peter Šťastný (PPE).   – Mr President, I also want to add to my voice to this important
topic. It is very good that we are having this discussion in Parliament and I underline that
everyone must play fair and we should make sure the playing field is not tilted towards
either side. The Chinese export of solar panels to the European Union clearly showed
dumping characteristics and the EU must react promptly. Our friends across the Atlantic,
the United States, have already reacted. I fully agree with Commissioner Rehn that we have
a duty and a legal obligation to act. We must act without any unnecessary delays.

Andrew Henry William Brons (NI).   – Mr President, the real problem is all manufactured
imports from, and all relocations to, China and other emerging economies. Indeed, the
problem lies with ourselves, or rather with yourselves – addicted to neo-liberalism and the
economic and political ideology of globalism.

I will let you into a secret. China might have transformed itself into a capitalist economy
and country but it is not neo-liberal. It competes with us with artificially depressed wage
levels, which not only reduce costs, but also prevent the development of a market for
imports from the West. Flagrant patent violations, 19th century working conditions, cheap
state loans and subsidies and a grossly under-valued currency. In the meanwhile, they are
stock-piling resources and Western currencies.
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If you think that global companies originating in the West are on our side, remember they
are eagerly relocating where the costs are lowest and the conditions worst.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Olli Rehn,    Vice-President of the Commission.  − Mr President, I would first of all like to
thank the Members for their very substantive interventions, and also for their overall
support on this very important issue for European competitiveness, European industry,
European workers and European citizens. The standards applied by the Commission in
trade defence matters are among the highest in the world. We practise a fact-based trade
policy in defence of European economic and social interests, and in the interests of the
competitiveness and sustainability of the European economy and European industry.

As in all cases, the Commission will thoroughly and objectively assess the facts presented
by all economic operators concerned, in order to come to an impartial assessment of the
need for trade defence remedies.

With specific reference to registration, the complainants have formally asked for the
registration of imports before the adoption of provisional measures. The Commission is
currently considering whether this request meets the legal conditions enshrined in the
basic anti-dumping regulation.

Concerning the speed of the procedure, the Commission formally received a complaint
from the industry at the end of July 2012 and took the next steps as early as September
2012. That was done rapidly and expediently. We are bound by legal deadlines imposed
by the WTO and by EU legislation.

The speed of a case is determined by its complexity and size, as well as by the need to carry
out investigations properly and accurately, in order to ensure the maximum effectiveness
of further measures. Rest assured that my colleague, Commissioner Karel De Gucht, is fully
aware of your concerns. I will pass them on to him, and he will recommend appropriate
action to the Commission with the best interests of EU industry firmly in mind.

Trade defence instruments are part and parcel of the Commission’s toolkit to keep
international trade fair and, where necessary, to improve market access abroad for EU
exports. We can use WTO channels, as we have done, including during the present
Commission mandate. I will pass on other specific concerns as well to Commissioner De
Gucht.

Finally, as for the renewable energy sector, the European Union will continue to pursue
fair and liberalised trade globally. While you would prefer this to happen under the WTO
framework, the Commission is also open to a multilateral agreement on renewable energies,
such as the proposed sustainable energy trade agreement. I am referring to many
interventions in today’s debate. You also see that our bilateral trade agreements will also
tackle both tariff and non-tariff barriers in the renewable energy sector.

The Commission is also working specifically on the promotion of this relatively new sector
through the Renewable Energy Directive, which was adopted in 2009. This directive has
established a regulatory framework that has been conducive to technological development,
cost reductions and innovation through economies of scale. Europe must indeed be in the
front line of developing this very important sector as regards the greening of our industries
and as regards our being in the leadership role in the next and current industrial revolution.
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Some of you called for a joint industrial strategy. I would like to draw your attention to
the fact that just a few weeks ago, in October 2012, the Commission adopted a
communication on an integrated industrial policy for the globalisation era which focuses
on competitiveness and sustainability of European industry. It outlines a very important
policy debate, which I trust will also be conducted in this House. We have to do everything
we can in order to ensure competitiveness and a strong future for European industry, for
European workers and for European Union citizens.

President. −   The debate is closed.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Tokia Saïfi (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) As the EU’s trade deficit with China continues to
grow, our businesses are having to compete every day with imported Chinese products at
abnormally low prices, and they are having to do so alone. No matter what anti-dumping
measures the European Commission decides upon, in practice, these measures are regularly
circumvented by Chinese exporters, which, for example, route their goods through Taiwan
in order to avoid import tariffs. The case of solar panels is a particularly symbolic one, but
since the start of 2012 I have on several occasions supported French businesses from
different sectors, all confronted with the same problem. I call upon the European
Commission to further intensify its relations with the Chinese authorities, because our
companies can no longer be satisfied with partial measures and sector-specific agreements.
The Commission must establish a real strategy, set trade goals and make progress very
quickly, as the situation is grave and requires an urgent response.

(The sitting was suspended at 11.30 and resumed at 12.05.)

IN THE CHAIR: RAINER WIELAND
Vice-President

10. Situation concerning Greece (Commission statement)

President. −   Ladies and gentlemen, the Commission has requested the floor. This is not
on the agenda, but it will only take up a few minutes of your time. As we have so many
votes, we will dispense with a debate.

Olli Rehn,    Vice-President of the Commission.  − Mr President, honourable Members, with
the agreement of the Presidency of the Parliament and the President of the Commission, I
would like to make a statement on behalf of the Commission concerning the state of
negotiations on Greece in order to inform you and to seek your political support to conclude
the agreement, with a view to facilitating the next disbursement under the conditional
financial programme for Greece.

At the beginning of this week, a staff level agreement was reached between the EU-IMF
Troika and the Greek authorities. The long meeting of the Eurogroup, which lasted from
Tuesday night until Wednesday morning, saw substantial progress towards an agreement
on Greece, even if a definitive conclusion ultimately proved elusive this time. Importantly,
the Eurogroup recognised that the Greek authorities have successfully implemented the
full set of prior actions agreed with the EU and the IMF. This is the result of a very substantial
and strong effort on the part of Greece.
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In terms of structural reforms, important decisions have been taken to build a more effective
and efficient tax administration. That is indeed crucial, because a fair sharing of the tax
burden is a question not only of sound public finances, but equally of social justice.

So we should move beyond the myth that no progress has been made in Greece or by
Greece. That perception is damaging and unfair. Honourable Members, Greece is delivering.
Now it is time for Greece’s European and international partners to deliver their part of the
agreement.

(Applause)

To do that, the euro area Member States need to agree to decide on a credible set of measures
to restore Greece’s debt sustainability. The discussions on Tuesday night moved us very
close to an agreement. In this context, we should be clear that this set of measures does
not exclude the need to reassess the debt sustainability of Greece in the coming years, and
it does not exclude taking further decisions as necessary in the light of future developments
– depending, of course, on the full implementation of the reform programme by Greece.

To conclude, I trust that everyone will reconvene in Brussels next Monday with the necessary
constructive spirit and move beyond the detrimental mindset of red lines. Frankly, I see
no reason why we should not be able to conclude the package and do away with the
uncertainty which has been holding back a return of confidence in Europe and of investment
and growth in Greece.

Honourable Members, Europe stands by Greece. I can assure you that my services are
working flat out to make this happen, and that the Commission will leave no stone unturned
in order to facilitate this essential agreement for the European economy and for the Greek
people.

(Loud applause)

President. −   Thank you very much, Commissioner Rehn.

11. Statement by the President

President. −   Ladies and gentlemen, this coming Sunday is International Day for the
Elimination of Violence against Women. Unfortunately, violence against women is still a
daily reality and is taking place on an alarming scale everywhere in the world, including
the European Union. Violence against women does not respect social, cultural and
geographical borders. It is estimated that at least one woman in five in Europe has
experienced domestic violence at some time in their lives. Let me make it clear: what we
are talking about here is appalling physical violence, and psychological and sexual abuse.
This situation is completely unacceptable. Let me quote the Charter of Fundamental Rights
of the European Union. Article 1 states: ‘Human dignity is inviolable. It must be respected
and protected.’ Article 3 states: ‘Everyone has the right to respect for his or her physical
and mental integrity.’

This House recently adopted legislation for a European Protection Order and minimum
standards on the rights, support and protection of victims of crime. These are important
steps, but there is still a lot to do. We have a responsibility to campaign for an end to this
violence. It is something we must work for together, men and women. That means
implementing the existing policy measures and safeguarding the financial resources that
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are required. The EU institutions, the Member States and civil society must work together
in order to develop a global strategy to combat violence against women.

(Applause)

Sylvie Goulard (ALDE).   – (FR) Mr President, I find it extremely amusing that we are
making declarations condemning violence against women on the day when the European
Council will decide that there will be no women at the European Central Bank.

(Applause)

President. −   Justified though all of the contributions to the debate may be, we should try
to be disciplined and only request to rise on a point of order if we genuinely have something
to say on the matter.

12. Welcome

President. −   Ladies and gentlemen, it is my great pleasure to welcome the President of
the National Council of Switzerland, Mr Hansjörg Walter, the President of the Swiss Council
of States, Mr Hans Altherr, and other parliamentarians from Switzerland who have taken
their seats in the distinguished visitors’ gallery.

(Applause)

A number of Members of the House from various committees had the opportunity to meet
with our Swiss colleagues yesterday and earlier today. Various key topics were discussed,
including the future of relations between the EU and Switzerland. We are delighted to be
pursuing this dialogue with you, ladies and gentlemen.

Once again, I welcome you and thank you for your visit.

13. Voting time

President. −   The next item is the vote.

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

13.1. Baltic salmon stock and the fisheries exploiting that stock (A7-0239/2012 -
Marek Józef Gróbarczyk) (vote)

13.2. Granting delegated powers for the adoption of certain measures relating to
the common commercial policy (A7-0096/2012 - Jörg Leichtfried) (vote)

13.3. Conservation of fishery resources through technical measures for the
protection of juveniles of marine organisms (A7-0342/2012 - Pat the Cope Gallagher)
(vote)

Before the vote:

Pat the Cope Gallagher (ALDE).   – Mr President, I would very much appreciate it if you
would agree at this late stage to accept my request for a roll-call vote on Amendment 32
and again on the amended proposal. The reasons for this will become clearer before the
final vote.
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President. −   We will proceed as follows. We will begin by holding a roll-call vote on the
first block, Amendment 32, which, if adopted, will replace all of the other amendments.

Before the vote on Amendment 33:

Pat the Cope Gallagher (ALDE).   – Mr President, the Committee on Fisheries believes
that we, as a Parliament, have no alternative but to stand up to the unacceptable behaviour
of the Agriculture and Fisheries Council. Successive Presidents, for the last three years,
have completely ignored the role of the European Parliament as a co-legislator in matters
relating to multiannual plans.

Multiannual plans, as we all know, are a pillar of the common fisheries policy. These plans
are vitally important in terms of protecting fisheries resources and ensuring the livelihood
of communities dependent on fisheries. So we, as a directly elected body of the European
Union, and the Council of Ministers together share a joint responsibility as co-legislators.
The Council of Ministers must wake up to the responsibilities and respect the Treaty of
Lisbon and the citizens of the European Union.

So on behalf of the Fisheries Committee, I request the final vote to be deferred under Rule
177(4) of the Rules of Procedure. I would hope that this may be the first of many reports
on which the Parliament may have to take a firm stance against the Council until they are
willing to enter into meaningful talks so as to resolve this dispute which has been going
on for three years.

(Applause)

(The request for referral back to committee was approved)

13.4. Removal of fins of sharks on board vessels (A7-0295/2012 - Maria do Céu
Patrão Neves) (vote)

Before the vote:

Roberta Angelilli (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, this toy shark that was distributed with the
report is made in China and does not have the EU mark that it should have under the
applicable legislation. Both Parliament and the Commission have made much progress on
toy safety, so I believe that it is wrong to circulate such products.

President. −   Ms Angelilli, important though this matter may be, your comments did not
relate to a point of order. I will now cut off any speaker whose comments do not relate to
a point of order.

Antonello Antinoro (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, I would like to point out to the members
of my group that there is a minus sign next to Amendment 14 to this report, whereas the
sign should be a plus. I simply wish to underline this error.

13.5. Convention on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction
(B7-0497/2012) (vote)

13.6. Forthcoming World Conference on International Telecommunications
(WCIT-2012) of the International Telecommunications Union, and the possible
expansion of the scope of international telecommunication regulations
(B7-0498/2012) (vote)
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13.7. Climate change conference in Doha (COP 18) (B7-0496/2012) (vote)

13.8. Enlargement: policies, criteria and the EU’s strategic interests (A7-0274/2012
- Maria Eleni Koppa) (vote)

13.9. Situation in Gaza (B7-0522/2012) (vote)

Before the vote:

Véronique De Keyser (S&D).   – (FR) Mr President, due to the ceasefire that came into
effect in Gaza yesterday, we have, with the consent of the other groups, amended the
wording slightly.

There are four draft amendments, which will be given to you as we go along. If I may, I
would like to give you the first one now, as we are going to vote on it. At the start of
paragraph 1,

After ‘expresses grave concern, etc.’ add ‘welcomes the ceasefire agreement announced in
Cairo and calls for its full implementation’ and ‘commends the efforts of Egypt and other
actors to mediate’. So first, ‘welcomes the ceasefire’ and second, ‘commends the efforts of
Egypt’. Do you want me to read the whole paragraph?

(The oral amendment was accepted)

Before the final vote:

Véronique De Keyser (S&D).   – Mr President, the three oral amendments are as follows:

‘having regard to the ceasefire agreement of 21 November 2012,’.

A second oral amendment: ‘A. whereas the recent escalation of violence has resulted in
loss of life’ (instead of ‘ongoing conflict’).

A third oral amendment – in English; I apologise to my British colleagues, my English is
very bad, but anyway: ‘(AA.) whereas Egyptian Foreign Minister Kamel Amr and US
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton announced a ceasefire at a news conference in Cairo on
21 November 2012; whereas, according to this ceasefire, “Israel shall stop all hostilities in
the Gaza Strip, land, sea and air including incursions and targeting of individuals” (close
the quotation mark, this is not the amendment, this is a quote from the conference) while
“all Palestinian factions shall stop all hostilities from the Gaza Strip against Israel, including
rocket attacks, and attacks along the border”;’ (close the quotation mark, this is a sentence
from the press conference).

(The oral amendments were accepted)

13.10. Implementation of the Common Security and Defence Policy (A7-0357/2012
- Arnaud Danjean) (vote)

13.11. EU mutual defence and solidarity clauses: political and operational dimensions
(A7-0356/2012 - Ioan Mircea Paşcu) (vote)

13.12. Cyber security and defence (A7-0335/2012 - Tunne Kelam) (vote)
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13.13. Role of the Common Security and Defence Policy in cases of climate-driven
crises and natural disasters (A7-0349/2012 - Indrek Tarand) (vote)

13.14. Negotiations for an EU-Kazakhstan enhanced partnership and cooperation
agreement (A7-0355/2012 - Liisa Jaakonsaari) (vote)

Before the vote:

Liisa Jaakonsaari (S&D).   – Mr President, due to the latest bad news in Kazakhstan, I have
an oral amendment. The latest news is that the human rights situation is deteriorating in
Kazakhstan. This oral amendment is supported by many groups in Parliament. It is:
‘expresses great concern with regards to the lawsuit introduced on 20 November 2012 by
Kazakhstan’s Prosecutor General demanding unregistered opposition party Alga, Khalyk
Maidany association and a number of opposition media outlets to be banned as extremist;
strongly underlines that the legitimate fight against terrorism and extremism should not
be used as an excuse to ban opposition activity and hinder freedom of expression;’.

(The oral amendment was accepted)

13.15. Small-scale and artisanal fisheries and CFP reform (A7-0291/2012 - João
Ferreira) (vote)

13.16. External dimension of the common fisheries policy (vote)

13.17. Elections to the European Parliament in 2014 (B7-0520/2012) (vote)

President. −   That concludes the vote.

14. Explanations of vote

Oral explanations of vote

Report: Marek Józef Gróbarczyk (A7-0239/2012)

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, the decision to vote for the report was a very easy
one, for it aims to give much better protection to fish stocks and spawning populations.
The most important element of the plan is, after all, to establish objectives and targets. It
was also important, from my perspective, that the Member States genuinely commit to
complying with these provisions on an ongoing basis.

Although surprising from my perspective, the provisions to include recreational fishing
in impact analyses were equally important, for it must be acknowledged that recreational
fishing, although its name implies relaxation, is now assuming professional proportions
and must therefore be included as well.

I would like to conclude by thanking the Member States who, by releasing salmon into
their rivers, have made a contribution to stabilising salmon populations in Europe.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, I share the concerns of my colleagues from
the north. In the Baltic Sea Region fish stocks resources are over-exploited. This could lead
to salmon disappearing from the region and put at risk the activity of fishermen. Therefore
I support the creation of a multinational plan for the management of the fisheries on the
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salmon stocks in the Baltic Sea. The Commission should introduce more and stricter
controls on recreational fishing and evaluate its real impact on the level of Baltic salmon.

Report: Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (A7-0295/2012)

Iva Zanicchi (PPE).   – (IT) Mr President, the practice of ‘finning’ is unacceptable from an
environmental point of view because it threatens the sustainability of some shark species
targeted by this practice, from the social and economic point of view because it involves
squandering a source of food with commercial value, and also from the moral point of
view because it shows a total disrespect for animal life. Although finning has since 2003
been banned in European waters and by the European fleet, the Commission has decided
to present a proposal to end the derogation from the ban on removing shark fins on board
EU fishing vessels. This proposal increases the protection necessary for sharks and will
allow the EU to make an active contribution to global efforts to eradicating the cruel practice
of finning in other parts of world, too.

Report: Jörg Leichtfried (A7-0096/2012)

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, I voted in favour of this report. It will allow
the Commission to adopt crucial elements of non-legislative acts. Overall the proposal
aims at placing 10 regulations under the legal framework of the Lisbon Treaty. This will
enhance common commercial policy. Further economic growth depends on empowering
the Commission to adopt non-legislative acts on common commercial policy. Strengthening
common commercial policy will enhance economic growth, as the Commission is
responsible for making all Member States follow these regulations.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of the report because the
common commercial policy has brought significant benefits to both European consumers
and producers, and it must be managed in the same efficient manner, including by granting
the Commission the power to modify non-essential parts of the regulations through
delegated acts.

I support the rapporteur’s opinion that the European Parliament and the Council should
be able to oppose delegated acts that affect important aspects of legislation at any time.
Nevertheless, in order to keep up with technological development and changes in the field,
the delegated acts procedure is the best instrument, provided it includes the consultation
of all relevant stakeholders. The current proposal is a good solution to maintaining the
global competitiveness of the Union. With the current economic climate, the common
commercial policy must bring benefits for the Union and its citizens.

Report: Pat the Cope Gallagher (A7-0342/2012)

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, fish stocks are limited resources. In this
respect the technical conservation measures for fishery resources are among the key
elements of an approach to fisheries management and we need to regionalise the approach.
I take note of the Commission’s proposal extending the rules on technical measures for
another transitional period, but additional changes are necessary to complete the update.
For instance, there is a need to readjust areas where cod, haddock and whiting fishing is
banned. However, I regret that the Commission’s proposal is again on transitional technical
measures. The fishermen need clear legal clarity and cannot continue to base their activities
on temporary measures. I call on the Commission to submit a permanent solution on
technical measures as soon as possible.
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Seán Kelly (PPE).   – (GA) Mr President, we were here last night until almost midnight,
debating all of the proposals on fishing. We had an excellent debate and it heartened me
that these proposals were very positive and very practical. In particular, I would like to
praise Mr Gallagher, my Irish colleague, for all of the good work that he does. He is like a
fishing professor, but it is a pity that we were unable to adopt the proposals, especially for
the final vote, because we did not have proper cooperation from the Council, and
Mr Gallagher was quite right to cancel the final vote. I hope that we will have some
cooperation so that these fine proposals can be implemented.

Report: Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (A7-0295/2012)

Emma McClarkin (ECR).   – Mr President, the removal of fins from sharks onboard vessels
is a practice which neither I nor my political group can support. Any derogation or loophole
in legislation which creates a potential for allowing shark carcasses to be discarded at sea
must be stopped immediately. This barbaric practice can lead to sharks either starving,
drowning or being eaten by other fish and the process often takes a number of days.

It is shameful that these creatures are treated in such a way and as self-proclaimed
proponents and enforcers of animal rights globally it is embarrassing that the European
Union is behind many other countries around the world when it comes to enforcing rules
on the removal of shark fins. I am fully in support of the Commission’s proposal to remove
the ability of Member States to issue special fishing permits, thereby mandating that sharks
are landed with their fins naturally attached.

I do not wish to see in any way a continuation of the derogation in this regulation.

Sidonia Elżbieta Jędrzejewska (PPE).   – (PL) I am very perturbed by the brutal practice
of removing shark’s fins on board vessels and then throwing the sharks’ bodies into the
sea. This practice is exceedingly cruel. It is wasteful and a direct threat to many rare species
of shark. That is why I voted in favour of the European Commission’s proposal that
strengthens the Union’s ban on removing sharks’ fins on board vessels, allowing no
derogations. I also voted against those amendments that would extend the existing loopholes
in the ban on removing sharks’ fins and that proposed the implementation of expensive
methods that have proved ineffective. The approach of ensuring that fins are naturally
attached has been in force and has proved itself over a long period of time in many countries
such as the US and Australia, and most Member States of the European Union do not allow
sharks’ fins to be removed on board vessels. The EU’s provisions cannot allow any
derogations from that ban. Thank you.

Peter Jahr (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, it was a great pleasure to vote for this report as I
myself have campaigned for more than 10 years – for a time, as the animal welfare officer
of my parliamentary group in the German Bundestag – for a ban on the removal of fins of
sharks. Now, at European level at least, we have a regulation that no longer permits any
exemptions.

As we know, any exemption, no matter how well-intentioned, creates loopholes and is
not at all in the interests of animal welfare. I have always regarded the exemptions as
unethical, which is why I am very pleased that the House has adopted this decision today.

The task now is to implement this decision not only in the European Union’s Member
States – in other words, in its actual area of application – but worldwide, for as we know,
animal welfare is indivisible. I wish everyone every possible success in taking this initiative
forward.
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Gesine Meissner (ALDE).   – (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, as we all know,
most people are frightened of sharks. However, sharks have populated the world’s oceans
for centuries, and I believe that we should not try to imagine a world without them. In my
view, we have spoken for every person in Europe by voting by such a large majority to
prohibit shark finning today.

Shark fin soup is a particular delicacy, and shark finning was therefore a common practice
in the past as well. After finning, the sharks are dumped back in the sea. This is not only
barbaric; it is also a massive waste of resources. The fins are the most valuable part of the
shark because they are the ingredients for soup, which is a lucrative business, but this
practice cannot be allowed to continue.

With this large majority, we have sent a very clear message today that this practice cannot
continue. In fact, a ban has been in place in Europe since 2003, but there were a great many
exemptions. We can remove these exemptions if we specify that the sharks must be landed
with their fins naturally attached to the body. That is the only way to put a stop to this
barbaric practice.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, I support Parliament’s legislative resolution
on the proposal to amend Council Regulation (EC) No 1185/2003. The purpose of the
amending regulation brought forward by the Council is to ban, without exception, the
practice of removing shark fins from captured sharks aboard fishing vessels. The practice
of finning, whereby fishermen capture sharks, cut off their fins and dump the rest of the
animal into the ocean, cannot be accepted. It is cruel and barbaric and does not make for
a balanced environment. It must be banned immediately, everywhere.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Mr President, the removal of shark fins on board vessels is a
needlessly barbaric and wasteful practice. I support the animal welfare campaigns and the
EU regulation now proposed to end the excision of fins from sharks to make shark fin
soup and then throwing the animals’ carcasses back into the sea for a slow and painful
death.

In Britain we have already made it illegal to practise shark finning on British registered
vessels, and it is surely time now for the EU to meet the standards set by many other
countries worldwide. There must therefore be no further loopholes and no derogation
specifically aimed at Spanish and Portuguese fishermen on this issue. Furthermore, we
should also look more closely at the notion of overfishing of certain species of sharks,
which threatens to bring about the extinction of these species, which have been alive and
well and thriving in our oceans for over a million years. It would be tragic to see an
extinction of the shark generally.

Paul Murphy (GUE/NGL).   – Mr President, I voted for this report as it proposes closing
the loopholes in the present legislation and ensuring that all sharks caught by EU vessels
anywhere in the world are landed with their fins naturally attached, without exception.
The inhumane practice of finning should have absolutely no place in modern fishing. It
involves the removal shark fins at sea and throwing the shark back into the sea where it
generally suffers a cruel and painful death.

Unfortunately, this practice has been increasing due to insatiable thirst for profits of major
multinational fishing corporations and has gone largely unmanaged and unmonitored. It
is estimated that 100 million sharks are killed for their fins annually. This practice has a
devastating impact on shark populations around the world, threatening the stability of
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marine ecosystems and damaging the fishing industry in many poorer countries. It is vital
that this barbaric practice is ended and that the fishing of sharks is regulated internationally.

Motion for a resolution: B7-0497/2012

Cristiana Muscardini (ECR).   – (IT) Mr President, I support the resolution adopted today
on international child abduction and on management of relations with the third countries
that have acceded to the Hague Convention. The problem, however, persists within EU
countries: not all Member States have accepted or implemented the convention and
institutions continue to exist, such as the Jugendamt in Germany, where the rights of minors
are subsidiary to those of parents and national rights and where the competences of the
EU are non-existent. I hope that this report will focus attention on cases of child abduction
between Member States. We must remember that it should be a priority for the EU to
encourage Member States to accept and apply the Hague Convention, in order to achieve
a just solution for bi-national children and couples. A central EU body should be established
to deal with family law.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, international child abduction is a morally
reprehensible act that can cause severe psychological damage to children and parents alike.
The Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction gives the
legal means to fight this transborder phenomenon. I am aware that the Council is contesting
the legal basis on which the Union would approve accession to this Convention for eight
new members. This is the reason why my colleagues’ action is so timely. The Parliament
cannot allow any delays that might prevent future misconduct. I ask the Commission,
along with my colleagues, to clarify in the shortest possible time the Union’s exclusive
competence in this matter. We must allow these eight new members to accede to the
Convention and call on the appropriate institutions to speed up their cooperation. Every
minute and every hour counts in the fight against this illegal practice. We should remember
that the children of this world count on us for their protection.

Motion for a resolution: B7-0496/2012

Anna Záborská (PPE).   – (SK) Mr President, I have not been able to support the motion
for a resolution, since it does not take account of the present contribution of Slovakia and
other new Member States of the European Union to emission reduction. These countries
have met the undertaking arising out of the Kyoto Protocol and thus helped the European
Union as a whole to get to the front in the struggle against climate change. It is unacceptable
that our countries’ contribution is not being taken into account at all. The ban on the
transfer of emission units will cost Slovakia and other countries in Central and Eastern
Europe a significant volume of resources and investment in the green economy.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I was unable to vote for this resolution because
Romania did not exhaust its emission quotas. It still owns a large number of green
certificates, which could not be traded and this could cause great financial losses for the
country. A different solution for states owning fewer units must be found so that they can
use them even after 2012. This, however, must be done in a responsible way while also
protecting the environment.

Romania’s objectives for the Europe 2020 strategy proved its commitment to tackling
climate change. However, a ban on emission units trade after 2012 could discriminate
against my country and other countries in a similar situation.
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Motion for a resolution: RC-B7-0498/2012

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of this resolution because I
support the review of the International Telecommunications Regulations at the Conference.
It aims to improve the interconnections between global information technologies and
services, while ensuring that they are efficient and offer benefits for the public. Free
information exchange and equal access to information for all is vital.

I believe that the text of the Regulation must be updated so that it better reflects
telecommunications and information technology developments. The Conference offers a
better opportunity for collaboration for all countries and can help them to enhance their
social and economic development, and their capacity to cope with a fast-changing medium.

Report: Maria Eleni Koppa (A7-0274/2012)

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of this report because the
final text no longer includes the provision to create a new category of membership of the
Union, and because I believe that it confirms the Union willingness to continue its
enlargement. I hope that this report, which takes a relatively optimistic view of enlargement,
will continue to be one of the few successful policies of the European Union. In my view,
the initial Copenhagen accession criteria continue to define the Union. I welcome the way
in which the rapporteur raised the issue of the new Member States’ ability to withstand the
requirements of the Union in order to eliminate the risks of blocking internal mechanisms.

Ewald Stadler (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, I voted against Ms Koppa’s report, primarily
because it expresses Parliament’s strong support for the enlargement process and completely
fails to take account of the fact that Turkey, in reality, has no place in the European Union.

Paragraph 28 explicitly states that there are positive developments in Turkey. This report
completely overlooks the fact that in Turkey, ethnic and religious minorities, especially
Christians, are still being persecuted, and that only a few days ago, Prime Minister Erdogan
– yet again – openly called for the death penalty to be reintroduced. How can anyone
possibly talk about ‘positive development’ in Turkey? I am aghast!

I voted against this report out of deep conviction. Let me say again: Turkey is not ready for
Europe and it will never be part of Europe. I will continue to oppose such a move.

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Thank you, Mr President. As things stand at present, the
enlargement process is not just an opportunity for Europe’s continued economic
development, but perhaps most importantly, it is also an opportunity to enhance the
security of European countries, especially in the key Balkan region. The countries of that
region are making steady progress, bringing their legislation into line with the Union’s
provisions. I trust that the remaining countries will soon follow Croatia and accede to the
Union. I should also like to recall the need for further commitment to enlargement policy
towards the East. The situation of Ukraine is particularly important for Poland. Ukraine is
one of our largest neighbours, and therefore has a significant impact on relations in the
area. In addition, it is important to actively encourage the new Georgian Government, to
ensure it implements its declared policy of maintaining the country’s pro-European stance.
I believe that the support for enlargement contained in the report and the proposed actions
aimed at building public confidence in that idea are entirely relevant and fully in line with
the interests of the citizens of the Member States.

I voted in favour of the report.
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Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, enlargement policies and criteria must be
tailored to the needs of the candidate and potential candidate countries, and also to the
needs of their citizens, as well as responding to the criteria and principles of the Union.
Therefore, it is important to pay greater attention to the reform of the judiciary and the
fight against corruption and fraud at an early stage. This is why I welcome the Commission’s
decision to open Chapters 23 and 24 early on in the accession process and to work on the
basis of concrete, detailed benchmarks. Also, a lesson learned is that enforcement is the
key to fulfilling these conditions. To remain credible, the accession process must be
merit-based, tailored, benchmark-driven and transparent.

The High-Level Accession Dialogue with Macedonia is a good initiative, but this does not
and should not replace the accession process. We are to judge Macedonia on its merits;
the country surely deserves to start the accession negotiations now.

Monika Smolková (S&D).   – (SK) Mr President, 20 years after the Copenhagen conference,
we have an economic crisis.

We have to say what the European Union has brought for the accession countries. The EU
is without doubt a successful project. It has achieved great changes in people’s lives, but
the crisis facing us imposes new roles. We must talk more about what values a common
Europe has brought to people, and also more about the scope of solidarity. We must also
talk about the social challenges, since this dimension is of the utmost importance. Many
of us would not be here today were it not for enlargement. Enlargement has contributed
to peace, stability and prosperity in the EU. Human rights and freedoms are the basis for
the rule of law. Enlargement is beneficial for the entire EU, bringing it a better standing in
the resolution of global problems and therefore I have supported the resolution and the
conditions which should enhance the credibility and effectiveness of enlargement.

The entire accession process should define transparent and fair benchmarks, creating
concrete steps towards accession, which would not be called into question, since it would
be the consequence of clear, concrete and measurable objectives.

Bernd Posselt (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, Ms Koppa’s report is not a bad report, but it
bypasses the real problems. Let me add my voice to others: Macedonia needs high-level
talks and I welcome the fact that these have now been initiated, but that should not stop
us from doing our utmost to end the Greek blockade against this country, preferably before
the end of the year.

As regards Kosovo, I regret that bureaucracy has prevailed and the reference to UN Security
Council Resolution 1244 has been retained in a footnote. Kosovo is now an independent
European country which has been recognised by the majority of EU Member States, and
it is high time that the five countries which have not yet done so finally recognised Kosovo,
so that it can move towards visa-free travel and a trade agreement with the European Union.

Let me make one last point, if I may. I am also critical of the highly euphemistic statements
made in this report about Turkey. Accepting Turkey as an accession candidate was a
mistake. Turkey is not a European country and it does not fulfil the criteria.

Motion for a resolution: B7-0522/2012

Emer Costello (S&D).   – Mr President, first of all I want to welcome the ceasefire that
was announced in Gaza yesterday, and I call for its full implementation by both sides. This
means that there should be no rockets from Gaza into Israel – on the one hand – but it also
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means that Israel needs to stop its bombardment of Gaza and also ensure that there are no
extrajudicial assassinations by Israel.

But we need to ensure that the ceasefire leads to a lasting peace, otherwise we will be here
again in a few months or in a few years. That is why I was particularly happy to co-sign
and sponsor this motion, which sets out a roadmap for a lasting solution. It calls for an
end to the Gaza blockade, and it reiterates EU support for the two-state solution, recognising
Palestine’s right to statehood and also acknowledging that Israel has the right to live
peacefully within its borders.

I was particularly pleased with the vote today recognising Palestine’s bid for UN
membership. I call on all EU Member States to acknowledge the vote in the European
Parliament, and to speak with one voice and support the Palestinian bid for observer status
in the UN.

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Armed conflict is a most undesirable response to any situation.
As regards the peace process in the Middle East, we have repeatedly supported the view
that Israel and Palestine have the right to coexist as independent states. We have also
expressed our firm commitment to security in that unstable region.

In the current context, we must reiterate our appeal for an end to the use of force and a
resumption of peace talks. The continuing rocket attacks on Israel by Hamas must be
strongly condemned. The same applies to the illegal arming of Palestinians from outside.
The Tel Aviv Government was forced into taking measures to counter Palestinian aggression
in order to defend its citizens. As I endorse the motion, I declare myself in favour of the
existence of two independent and democratic states with Jerusalem as their capital. At the
same time, I wish to express my solidarity with the Israeli people who have been the victims
of brutal aggression, and to condemn to activities of Palestinian extremists. I do not therefore
support the call to end the blockade of the Gaza Strip.

Ewald Stadler (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, I voted for this resolution, although it does not
go far enough, in my view. I therefore wish to make the following points. Firstly, I believe
that we should in future attach conditions to the EUR 600 million that the European Union
provides every year as assistance to the region, and that applies to both parties. Everything
that has been said applies, of course, to both parties equally.

The second point is this. It should be made clear to Israel that imprisoning millions of
people behind barbed wire and walls that are several metres high does not work in the long
term. The GDR, which has vanished from the map, is the classic example. It does not work.
The only way forward is to engage in talks with the partner, even if the partner concerned
is regarded as less than ideal. In my view, there will be no option but to talk to Hamas, for
example, sooner or later. Austria has a strong tradition here. I recall that Austria and Bruno
Kreisky were criticised when we talked to Arafat and Fatah. With hindsight, however, it
proved to be the right move and culminated in the award of the Nobel Peace Prize. The
same must surely apply today!

Anna Záborská (PPE).   – (SK) Mr President, I am very pleased that we have managed to
prepare a balanced resolution on the situation in Gaza. Like most of my colleagues and
most citizens of the European Union, the agreement on a truce fills me with cautious
optimism. I am nevertheless unable to support the proposed Article 5 of the resolution,
which deviates sharply from the overall tone of the resolution. If we are talking about
seeking a compromise solution, with which both sides in the conflict will be able to live,
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we cannot also support the claims of one of the sides. This is not a responsible and balanced
approach, this is not the way to a peaceful solution. National sovereignty for the territory
inhabited by the Palestinians may be the incentive for attempts to live together in peace,
not the starting point for negotiations.

Paul Murphy (GUE/NGL).   – Mr President, for eight days the people of Gaza suffered
under a horrific Israeli onslaught. It took the lives of almost 150 Palestinians, the majority
of whom were civilians, and a number of whom were children. From the Nobel Peace Prize
winners – Obama and the EU – we had the usual support for the right-wing Israeli narrative
that this was about Israel’s right to protect its population, as a statement of the Foreign
Affairs Council of the EU declared. This onslaught had nothing to do with the security of
ordinary Israelis and everything to do with the interests of that right-wing Israeli
establishment seeking to increase support in advance of January’s general election and
seeking to disrupt the attempt to get UN recognition for Palestine.

I welcome the announcement of the ceasefire, which does mean that the people of Gaza
could sleep last night without bombardment, but a lasting peace will only be achieved
when there is an end to the national oppression of the Palestinian people and fundamental
socialist change in the region in the interests of all working-class people. It is the Palestinian
masses struggling from below, linking up with Israeli workers and poor, who can achieve
that.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE).   – (LT) Mr President, thank you, I would firstly
like to join those who have welcomed the ceasefire. We hope that this will be a long-term
agreement, and a push to renew negotiations on long-term peace and a final agreement
on the two states in this region. In my opinion, the resolution’s text is balanced.

It deplores the high number of civilian casualties and condemns the attacks against Israel
and its civilian population by Hamas and other militias. Israel has the right to defend itself.
Any aggression deliberately directed at the civilian population is unacceptable. I voted
against paragraph 5, which supports Palestine’s aim to become an observer state of the
United Nations. I definitely support Palestinian statehood but unilateral steps and obtaining
recognition indirectly does not lead anywhere. An agreement needs to be reached with the
neighbour.

Secondly, I do not believe that we want a state that is partly governed by a terrorist
organisation and that does not recognise its neighbour’s right to statehood. I hope that
political forces will appear which will be able to ensure peace in the region.

Bernd Posselt (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, as pleased as we are about the ceasefire in the
Gaza Strip and the Middle East, we are all aware that this region is a graveyard for ceasefires
and therefore also for people. There is therefore an urgent need to work towards a durable
and peaceful solution for the region at last. That must be based on recognition of Israel’s
right to exist and its security interests, which must continue to be safeguarded and defended
without any reductions, and of the rights of the Palestinians to form their own state. In
other words, what is needed is a two-state solution.

Although this issue is dealt with very well in paragraph 3 and the resolution itself is very
good overall, I voted against paragraph 5. I am in favour of Palestine being integrated
progressively into UN structures, but sadly, we have a long way to go before that can
happen. I believe that this was quite the wrong signal to send out just as the
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Hamas-controlled areas launched thousands of rockets over Israel. What we want is a peace
settlement first. Palestine’s integration into UN structures can take place after that.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I abstained from voting because, even though
I support the Middle East peace process, I do not believe it can continue as long as Hamas
chooses violence over peaceful negotiations, and giving Palestine UN non-member observer
status would only legitimate Hamas’s actions.

I believe that Israel has the right to defend its territory and citizens against all attacks. In
my opinion, Hamas was wrong to attack civilian areas and kill innocent people. The bomb
attacks in Tel Aviv are the best illustration of Hamas’s terrorist outlook. I also worry about
the risks facing the Romanian community in Israel. I urge Hamas to stop its military
aggression and to observe yesterday’s ceasefire so that the situation does not deteriorate
any further.

Report: Arnaud Danjean (A7-0357/2012)

Ewald Stadler (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, I voted against this report because, as the
representative of a neutral country, I cannot possibly accept the proposals made in this
report. What is being planned here is, quite simply, the further militarisation of the European
Union, with more intensive cooperation between the EU and NATO. The report makes
no reference to nuclear disarmament, and even proposes to link the provision of
development assistance to some countries with military purposes and military cooperation
in future. This further waters down the principle of separation between the EU and NATO.

From my perspective, as a representative of a neutral country, this is unacceptable, especially
since exemptions are no longer made for neutral countries. I believe that no Member of
this House from a neutral country can possibly vote for reports of this nature.

Eduard Kukan (PPE).   – Mr President, I voted in favour of the report of Mr Danjean. I
believe that the European Parliament needs to encourage Member States to make full use
of their strategic and budgetary capacities to promote the CSDP. This policy has to remain
the EU’s crisis management instrument. It also needs to be brought to its full potential,
especially when it comes to implementation of the mechanisms introduced under the
Lisbon Treaty.

I also want to stress the important role of EU civilian and military missions for the EU’s
political credibility. As an example in this context, I want to mention our biggest CSDP
mission, which is in Kosovo.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, since 2003 the EU has launched 19 civilian
missions and seven military operations. We have the potential to bring positive changes
in troubled regions. In the Western Balkans our engagement contributed to peace and
security. Today’s Western Balkans still face serious challenges related to the rule of law,
the protection of minorities and the fight against organised crime and corruption. The EU
must be able to respond to these challenges and to the geopolitical changes taking place
on the international scene. This is why we must reassess our security strategy, be more
autonomous and show greater unity. More independence does not mean that existing
alliances will be put aside. On the contrary, strong transatlantic relations will be further
reinforced. The time has come for an ambitious Common Security and Defence Policy
with the appropriate means.
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Monika Smolková (S&D).   – (SK) Mr President, I supported the report since I believe
that the EU security strategy has in previous years been inadequate and, in view of today’s
security challenges, even obsolete.

Despite the fact that this area is governed by inadequate resolve on the part of some Member
States, restricted as they are by the current crisis and small defence budgets, the Union
must play an important role as security provider for Member States and their citizens. The
Union must find a way to confirm its strategic independence through a strong and effective
foreign, security and defence policy, making it possible to act independently, if necessary.
Defence capabilities have been greatly affected by the economic crisis, but the EU security
policy cannot be left to others. There must be the political will here. In order to fulfil this,
the Commission and the Council must precisely define the strategic interests of the EU and
set them so as not only to maintain current, existing defence alliances and links in a context
of changing threats, but above all to create the prerequisites for building up our own
capabilities to be able to respond to the development of threats.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Mr President, UK Conservatives have grave reservations about
the CSDP, in particular that it will result in duplication of the work of NATO, which must
remain the anchor to Britain’s national defence at a time of defence cuts. The advantage of
NATO is to forge strong transatlantic links with the United States and there are serious
concerns that the CSDP could decouple us from our American allies.

Nevertheless, I believe that it is in Britain’s interest to remain pragmatically engaged with
CSDP operations when it can bring additional resources to bear. I am the rapporteur for
the Horn of Africa and accept that the EU NAVFOR Atalanta mission, which fights piracy
in the Indian Ocean, together with the EU training mission in Uganda, are proving useful.
I will be watching with interest the mission to Mali with ECOWAS to see what it can do
to stabilise the Sahel region, as well as the EULEX mission, which is a civilian mission to
Kosovo. That has also proved fairly useful. So I remain, as it were, sceptical of CSDP but
watching it with a great deal of interest.

Bernd Posselt (PPE).   – (DE) Mr President, last weekend it was 90 years since Richard
Coudenhove-Kalergi first formulated the vision of a united Europe in his article ‘Pan-Europa
- a proposal’. He was a fervent champion of what was, in effect, a United States of Europe,
and being a realistically minded pacifist, what he meant by this was, above all, a common
foreign policy, regional arbitration and common defence structures. It is our task to continue
this tradition and to work to ensure that Europe remains focused on its core tasks, and that
is a Common Foreign and Security Policy!

If I may, I would like to quote two other great Europeans: Otto von Habsburg, who would
have been 100 years old this week, and Franz Josef Strauß. They said that NATO only had
a future if it was based on two equal pillars: the United States of America, and the United
States of Europe. This is the course that we must consistently pursue, and that is what
Mr Danjean’s report is doing.

Ryszard Czarnecki (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, I am rather sceptical regarding what one
might term shortcuts towards developing a Common Security and Defence Policy. This is
because I perceive this as a sort of ritual that is somewhat removed from reality. In recent
years we have had to cope with a situation in which the key Member States of the Union
adopted differing positions on every vital foreign policy issue. Indeed their positions were
often diametrically opposed to each other. This is also true today, which is why I expressed
my scepticism by voting against this report. It seems to me that we do not currently need
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appeals, slogans and mottos concerning a common foreign policy. I am more favourably
inclined towards consideration of a common defence policy.

Report: Ioan Mircea Paşcu (A7-0356/2012)

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Mr President, I would like to talk about this important
report on the Common Security and Defence Policy, which I support and voted for
yesterday. It is the first report to enshrine the concept of, and interpret, the new Treaty of
Lisbon clauses: the mutual defence and solidarity clauses. One of the key aspects is the
capacity to develop a Common Security and Defence Policy, even though there is no clear
will to implement it as yet.

In respect of Article 32 of the Treaty on the mutual defence clause, the report rightly calls
for the creation of a permanent EU Operational Headquarters to ensure greater consistency
in applying this clause.

In respect of the solidarity clause...

(The President cut off the speaker)

Ewald Stadler (NI).   – (DE) Mr President, I voted against this report, just as I voted against
the reports by Mr Kelam and Mr Tarand, for the same reasons, which have been stated
mutatis mutandis in relation to the Danjean report. I wish to elaborate, if I may.

There is an extraordinary lack of clarity on two key points in the report. Firstly, what does
the obligation of aid and assistance by ‘all the means in their power’ actually mean? This
goes much further than the collective defence commitment within the framework of NATO.

Secondly, there is a lack of precision in the definitions. What is a ‘man-made disaster’?
Every war is a man-made disaster. Does a war then trigger a mutual assistance obligation
for Member States?

I say it again: for someone who comes from a neutral country, this is unacceptable. The
lack of clarity in this report made it impossible for me to support it, even though I would
otherwise be in favour of its fundamental objectives, namely to provide mutual aid and
assistance in the event of disasters.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, any EU Member State can be stricken by
a natural or man-made disaster, or even be a victim of aggression such as a terrorist attack.
We must be able to react fast to such instances and provide support to a fellow Member
State. This is why Member States and the European Union must develop a policy for the
prevention of and response to all major security threats identified. Better safe than sorry.

Creating a voluntary pool of pre-committed civil protection assets would, for example,
much improve EU readiness. Another crucial issue is to find a proper balance that would
allow for a quick response, involvement of all EU institutions, and enforcement of the
principle of accountability for the decisions taken. Accountability is vital.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of the report because I believe
that consolidating the common defence policy will help to define European identity. To
this end, solidarity among the Member States and adequate financing is essential.

The mutual defence clause is an effective instrument should a Member State be under
attack, but at present there are no practical measures for a coherent response should the
state in question invoke the clause. For it to be implemented effectively, the Commission
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must be involved at a technical and political level. Though the risk of an attack against a
Member State is very low, we must consider new types of threats such as cyber terrorism
and cyber attacks, which should also feature in the rules on the implementation of the
mutual defence clause.

Report: Tunne Kelam (A7-0335/2012)

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of this report, the first
and most robust report to deal exclusively with cyber security. None of the other provisions
and reports on cyber crime is included here. The report deals with a permanent type of
threat, technological attacks, of which there is very little awareness.

It should be noted that only 10 EU Member States have adopted a National Cyber Security
Strategies to combat such attacks, which are becoming increasingly politically motivated
and which some Member States have experienced. These attacks are very effective and
have costly consequences for their targets. The report rightly calls on the High
Representative to take these attacks into account when implementing Article 222 of the
Treaty.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, I support the report. It is important for the
European Union to keep up with the times, and networking is a fact of modern life. The
world is more global than ever, and especially thanks to the internet.

It is not only trade and social intercourse that take place on cross-border networks; states
also depend on the internet and on the security of data networks. It is therefore important
to agree upon the safe use of information technology and digital technology and upon
durable, reliable data services and the associated infrastructures, and also to find common
operating models at European level. All of the barriers that hamper the defence and security
of common data networks at EU level should be eliminated. Young people and children
must also be remembered; protecting them in the digital network society is more important
than ever.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, in March 2011 the European Parliament
faced a cyber attack that targeted its computer network. A week before, the European
Commission was the victim of a similar attack.

Cyber threats and attacks against government, administration, military and international
bodies are a rapidly growing menace. We must address them and protect our
communication structures and infrastructures from any kind of intrusion. Our first step
is to update the European Security Strategy in order to identify how to pursue and prosecute
individual, network-related and state-supported cyber attackers.

Other conditions, sine qua non, are the development of an EU cyber security strategy with
a common definition of cyber security and defence, and the creation of a critical
infrastructure warning information network at the European level. I would also like to say
that cyber criminality is not limited to cyber attacks: vulnerable populations are also targeted
by criminals acting from behind the computer. We must, therefore, also take steps in this
direction.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE).   – (LT) Mr President, thank you, I voted in
favour of the resolution on cyber security and defence. We have seen several cases where
European Union institutions and individual Member States have suffered cyber attacks,
such as Estonia in 2007. All agree that in the immediate future the number of such attacks
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will only increase and I therefore believe that these measures proposed by the European
Parliament are necessary and very timely.

I agree entirely with the need for each Member State to adopt national action plans, but in
particular there should be cooperation at various levels throughout the European Union
and internationally, with the exchange of experience and sharing of knowledge.

Some countries that do not follow democratic values are inclined to either restrict the
tremendous opportunities for communication or to subordinate these to their own interests.
We need to take action to prevent the formation of favourable conditions enabling such
countries and such policies of theirs to become consolidated.

Seán Kelly (PPE). -    (GA) Mr President, I also voted in favour of this report and I
congratulate the rapporteur, Tunne Kelam, on the excellent work he has done on this
important, complex and controversial issue.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of the report because the
main threats experienced by the Member States are new. The increasing number of cyber
attacks is a major threat to the security and stability of the Member States. The Union must
develop a cyber security strategy to prevent these attacks.

I propose the creation of a dedicated working group comprising IT and military experts
from the Member States. They should collaborate with NATO and US experts in the field.
For instance, Romania, in collaboration with its US partners, organises regular working
sessions on cyber crime and Romanian experts have global recognition in this field. We
have the human resources available and we should use them.

Report: Indrek Tarand (A7-0349/2012)

Norica Nicolai (ALDE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of this report, even though
it still contains many controversial issues, such as energy security, which is the most
important for the Common Security and Defence Policy. I wish to highlight two particularly
relevant aspects of the report: the security component is very important for the Union’s
capacity to respond to natural disasters but the focus is primarily on civilian capabilities,
and less on military capabilities.

In addition, I would underline environmental best practices and their impact on security,
namely the European Defence Agency’s GO GREEN project, which focuses on the
importance of energy efficiency.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, climate change has an impact on security, peace
and stability in the world. We must thank Mr Tarand for his work.

It is regrettable that climate change remains in the shadow of the financial crisis. The effects
of climate change are often dramatic, and primarily target the world’s poorest and often
most densely-populated areas. We should prepare for climate change. The communities
that are affected by climate change should be helped to prepare and to adapt to changes
in their living conditions. The most vulnerable victims of climate change are still women
and children who need special care. This report signals to the European External Action
Service Parliament’s desire that this important matter be given serious attention in EU
policies.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, climate change and natural disasters have
an impact on global security, peace and stability. They have a direct impact on the global
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economy and are also the source of political instability. Lack of fresh water or food can
force populations to migrate to other regions that are not always friendly.

Therefore, we – as the European Union – should take the effects of natural disasters and
climate change into consideration in our external action strategies, policies and instruments.
However, do we need a special representative for climate security, or do we need a Council
working group on climate security, for this purpose? I do not think so. This would create,
above all, additional bureaucracy. I believe that climate security can and must be addressed
with existing European policies.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of the report because, to date,
climate change has only been considered from an environmental and economic perspective,
but it also affects our security.

Natural disasters must be taken into account when preparing national and Community
security strategies. That is why I am in favour of studies to investigate the potential impact
of natural disasters and climate change crises on international and European security. The
Union and its members must ensure that they have sufficient capacity to respond to
climate-driven natural disasters.

These aspects must also be discussed with our most important partners. The Union’s role
as a leader in this area must be consolidated through prevention, which requires a
responsible and sustainable environmental policy.

Report: Liisa Jaakonsaari (A7-0355/2012)

Paul Murphy,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – Mr President, those who consider or
claim that the human rights situation in Kazakhstan is improving should take note of the
statement issued two days ago by the official representative of the Prosecutor-General. In
this statement they accuse the unregistered opposition of extremist actions and say they
filed a lawsuit to ban them, together with a host of independent and media outlets such as
the newspapers Respublika and Vzglyad, the satellite television station K+ and dozens of
associated online news sites. It is clear that the situation in Kazakhstan with regard to
human rights has gone from bad to worse. With the effective banning of opposition parties
and the media, Kazakhstan is most likely to see another wave of arrests followed by unfair
trials and long prison sentences. This is intolerable and unacceptable. In addition, Vladimir
Kozlov, the leader of the opposition party ALGA who was sentenced to seven and a half
years in prison, lost his appeal three days ago. Human Rights Watch had declared that
Kozlov’s conviction is unsound given that the charges against him are vague and overbroad
and are fundamentally incompatible with human rights treaties Kazakhstan has signed. In
addition, Vadim Kuramshin, the well known human rights defender, faces up to fourteen
years in prison.

I make an urgent call here today for the immediate suspension of the negotiations on the
enhanced partnership and cooperation agreement unless there is a profound and proven
change in the human rights situation in Kazakhstan. This in my view must include an
unconditional amnesty for all prisoners convicted on political grounds, including Vladimir
Kozlov and Vadim Kuramshin. I call on the international trade union movement and civil
society organisations to echo this call and to put pressure on European institutions and
on Catherine Ashton, who will visit Kazakhstan next week, to make it crystal clear that
there can be no business as usual with the Nazarbayev regime. It is not acceptable that the

61Debates of the European ParliamentEN22-11-2012



EU’s economic and strategic interests in Kazakhstan’s energy resources take priority over
the deteriorating human rights situation.

Adam Bielan (ECR).   – (PL) Deeper and closer cooperation between the Union and
Kazakhstan could be beneficial to both sides, particularly if Kazakhstan’s important role
in global energy policy is taken into account. Kazakhstan falls within Russia’s area of
economic influence, if only because it is a member of the customs union. It is therefore
very much in our interest to take appropriate steps to bring Astana closer to Europe. The
partnership and cooperation agreement will facilitate the development of a comprehensive
framework for mutual economic development. At the same time, it is also important to
encourage the Kazakh authorities to accede to the World Trade Organisation as soon as
possible. The partnership must of course encompass issues such as the principles of the
rule of law, good governance and democratisation, because these are the mechanisms on
which European policy is based. In the context of Kazakhstan, it is also particularly
important to regulate the status of the Caspian Sea. This involves cooperation with other
Central Asian countries. We should encourage swifter progress towards an appropriate
solution. I support the resolution.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Madam President, in 2011 Kazakhstan’s scored only
2.7 on Transparency International’s corruption perception index. For 2012, Freedom
House describes the Kazakh judicial system as being dependent on the executive and with
a lot of corruption. As proof of this, the Zhanaozen trials were rampant with independent
accusations of evidence fabrication, torture and intimidation. The progress in the negotiation
of the new partnership and cooperation agreement must be linked to the progress of
political reform. Enforcing judicial independence and curbing corruption within the
judiciary must be set as priorities. Also, the control and management of penitentiaries
should be returned to the Ministry of Justice, and political prisoners must be released. We
need binding commitments from the Kazakh authorities. I believe that EU financial aid
must be conditional upon progress with clear benchmarks, binding deadlines and
monitoring mechanisms.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Mr President, Kazakhstan is larger than Western Europe and
represents a vital player in Central Asia and is an excellent model of Christian-Islamic
coexistence in that country. Both its size and massive oil and mineral wealth ensure that
it cannot be ignored by the EU, nor should it be, because it offers a bridge between Europe
and Asia and the country has much to contribute to both continents.

Certainly it is perfectly able to retain links with Russia, by being part of the Eurasian
Economic Committee and, at the same time, seek closer cooperation with the European
Union. Such cooperation will bring tangible benefits to both sides, but it must come hand
in hand with more democracy and better human rights for its people. We must also focus
efforts on helping the Kazakh Government to develop its infrastructure in this vast country.
If these goals can be met, the PCA, together with the eventual Kazakh accession to the
WTO, will be a good idea and will more closely integrate Kazakhstan into European Union
friendship internationally, together with its partners, and also into the multilateral
organisations where Kazakhstan rightly belongs. It will also increase the chances of
prosperity for its people. Therefore I support the report.

Ryszard Czarnecki (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, Kazakhstan is one of the largest countries
of the region. It is a country with huge resources of raw materials. It is an important partner
for the European Union as a whole and for individual Member States of the Union. I should
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like to draw attention to the huge economic progress made by Kazakhstan over the last
20 years. I have visited Kazakhstan seven times, and am well acquainted with it. I believe
the country’s progress is worthy of note.

Issues concerning human rights must of course be taken into account. These are important
matters and the European Parliament is duty bound to monitor them. We can be quite sure
that neither the Council nor the Commission are going to do so on our behalf. I should
point out, however, that Kazakhstan currently has many formal economic and political
agreements with Russia. It would be worth encouraging closer links between Kazakhstan
and Brussels, so that the former does not remain exclusively in the Russian sphere of
political and economic influence.

Report: João Ferreira (A7-0291/2012)

Seán Kelly (PPE). -    (GA) Mr President, this will be my last speech this morning. Once
again, I am happy to support these proposals and I see that 474 out of 532 Members voted
in favour of them, something which is very interesting and very welcome.

This problem is a most important aspect of fishing because it deals with the small-scale
fisheries, and these are the people that need most protection under the CFP. They do need
a lot of protecting, particularly in the future, in relation to the way they are being
discriminated against, especially by the big factory ships which are engaging in practices
such as mincing and in not declaring their real catch when then come to shore. This is
discriminating against smaller fishermen, it is obviously depleting stocks and it cannot be
tolerated. I certainly look forward to giving the smaller fisheries a better shake into the
future.

Report: Isabella Lövin (A7-0290/2012)

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of this report because the
external dimension of the fisheries policy is complex and must protect the Union’s interests.
In this context, we should promote sustainable fisheries and the conservation of marine
biodiversity. We also need better overall fisheries management and coordination between
the external and cooperation policies. The Union should aim to adopt harmonised and
sustainable fisheries policies and improve its cooperation with its neighbours.

I wish to draw attention to the important role of the Union in combating illegal, unreported
and unregulated fishing. A more coherent policy is needed to achieve our development
objectives.

Motion for a resolution: B7-0520/2012

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, I voted in favour of the resolution because I,
too, believe that the European Parliament elections must be more closely linked to the
election of the President of the Commission. The Commission must be formed on
democratic principles; its President must play a more active role in the European Parliament
election campaign. In this way, he or she will be able to convey their vision for the future
of the Union, and the citizens will also be able to vote for the parties’ candidate for the
Commission Presidency. Choosing the best option for the Commission will require time
and we should think about bringing the elections forward by a month in.

The gender balance within the Commission should be considered more carefully, even
though the competence criteria should remain paramount. In this way, the Commission

63Debates of the European ParliamentEN22-11-2012



could become a true government of the European Union and the European Parliament
could monitor its activities more closely.

Nicole Sinclaire (NI).   – Mr President, I can say with some certainty that, in times of
austerity, my constituents do not want their taxes spent on political campaigns and
propaganda. I voted against these proposals that seek to further the use of pan-European
parties, with all their expense and their ideology of promoting EU federalism. The majority
of people in the UK do not share an EU identity. In successive EU elections, people have
used the elections to express their disapproval of the EU. Opinion poll after opinion poll
shows dissatisfaction with the EU and a wish for a referendum. My constituents do not
wish to hear propaganda, paid for by their taxes, telling them how great the EU is. They
feel the reality of cutbacks in public services, whilst the UK pays more and more to the EU
– a luxury we cannot afford.

In 2014 the We Demand a Referendum Party will put on the ballot paper those words,
‘We demand a referendum’. This will allow the electorate from the UK to send you, and
our government, a message, loud and clear, that we demand an in-out referendum.

Written explanations of vote

Report: Marek Józef Gróbarczyk (A7-0239/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report because I consider, first
of all, that multiannual plans are vital for preserving fishing and are a useful tool available
to the European Union. Through the proposed measures, this plan ensures the conservation
status of all Baltic salmon stocks, allowing sustainable exploitation. In my opinion, it is
also essential to take account of catches by recreational vessels, and this management plan
therefore needs to include measures to tackle this problem.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) The EU Member States are among the
biggest salmon exporters in the world. Fishing is, traditionally and culturally, one of the
main activities is the European Union and it is an important sector for the economy. I
believe that the exploitation of fishing stocks should take into account the quality of the
final product, without intervening unnecessarily in the ecosystem. From this point of view,
the present report is clearly a step forward for sustainability in this area. The European
Union must focus on competitiveness and productivity in the fishing sector while protecting
the European ecosystems and biosphere.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This report, which I supported, aims to establish
a multiannual plan for the management of the fisheries exploiting salmon stock in the
Baltic Sea. This fishing must be done in such a way that the conservation status of the whole
Baltic stock, including all salmon river stocks, remains favourable, thereby guaranteeing
sustainable exploitation.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal on a
multiannual plan for the sustainable management of Baltic salmon stocks. Salmon stocks
in around 30 Baltic tributaries are threatened by a reduction in genetic diversity. Baltic
salmon stocks must be exploited on the basis of the principle of the maximum sustainable
yield so that they can replenish themselves in the long term and their diversity must also
be protected. I agree that in order to tighten controls on salmon fishing at least 50 % of
landings in the Member States should be inspected and greater attention should be devoted
to catch declarations and to increasing the number of inspections in ports. I welcome the
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proposal to establish full controls on all types of recreational fishing and to introduce a
reporting requirement for this type of fishing. It is very important for the European Fisheries
Fund (EFF) to provide financial assistance for the direct restocking of salmon.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted in favour of the report because it tackles
a well-known problem that has yet to be solved. I welcome the Commission’s proposal on
a multiannual plan and I believe that it would lead to more efficient management of fishing
in the Baltic Sea. Extending the scope to all forms of fishing, including recreational fishing,
is a welcome move since that recreational fishing is becoming more popular. Greater
controls of fishing activities in the Baltic Sea countries is essential for the effective
monitoring of all catches. This would ensure greater transparency, benefit the environment
and make fishing sustainable.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of Mr Gróbarczyk’s report on
the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing
a multiannual plan for the Baltic salmon stock and the fisheries exploiting that stock. The
report was drawn up only after wide-ranging consultations with stakeholders, including
fishermen, non-governmental organisations, anglers and advisory bodies. The report
focuses on the lack of specific controls on recreational fishing, endangering at-risk species
in particular. This report aims to lay down clear and specific rules to unify the principles
applying to the management and control of recreational fishing.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
the multiannual plan for conserving Baltic salmon is a vital part of the management of
marine resources in the context of the common fisheries policy (CFP) reform. In order to
adequately examine stock levels in the Baltic Sea, wide-ranging consultations have been
held with stakeholders. The information obtained through this process highlights the lack
of much essential data, which made this report more difficult to compile. Due to the lack
of proper controls and information, recreational fishing in ‘service vessels’ was not covered,
and has led to the uncontrolled development of recreational fishing and has thus had a
significant impact on salmon stock levels in the Baltic Sea. It should be noted that we need
to carry out wide-ranging consultation among interested parties in drawing up management
plans for fish stocks in the European Union, with a view to identifying compromise solutions
which can help to protect the environment and achieve sustainable fisheries development.
I therefore welcome tighter controls on catches and believe that it would be useful to inspect
at least 50 % of landings in each Member State so that we can ensure that a sufficient level
of control has been established and thus contribute to the restoration of salmon stocks.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the proposal
for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a multiannual
plan for the Baltic salmon stock and the fisheries exploiting that stock. The principle of
maximum sustainable yield should guide our actions in the regulation of recreational
fishing and the management of the Baltic salmon stock. With this in mind, it is urgent to
guarantee sustainable fishing of this species in order to preserve its genetic diversity.

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the Gróbarczyk report, which aims to
establish a multiannual plan for the management of fisheries exploiting salmon stocks in
the Baltic Sea, so as to guarantee sustainable exploitation of the stock. I support the
recommendation to collect more scientific data on the extent of recreational fishing, as
well as the impact of predators on the stock.
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Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
consider that the level of smolt production should be set at 80 % of the potential smolt
production capacity for the different wild salmon rivers, in accordance with the
recommendation made by Helcom (Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission).
Also, the scope of the Regulation should be expanded to include all forms of recreational
fishing. I also support stricter controls on catches, such that at least 50 % of landings in
each Member State should be subject to inspection.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Preserving our fish stocks, and particularly our
salmon stocks, is not simply a matter of protecting a species. It is also, most importantly,
a matter of protecting our environment, our culture and our fishermen. This report lays
down the principle of stricter controls on catches, without adversely affecting small-scale
fishermen. We can therefore see that it protects both our resources and our jobs.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The objective of this proposal is to establish a
multiannual plan for the management of the fisheries on the salmon stocks in the Baltic
Sea to ensure that the conservation status of the entire Baltic stock is favourable and provides
for sustainable exploitation. The specific objectives therefore include the need to guarantee
that the Baltic salmon stock is exploited sustainably and to safeguard the genetic integrity
and diversity of the Baltic salmon stock. As a result, I can only support these measures,
which aim to ensure sustainable Baltic salmon stocks.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The sustainable management of fishery
resources is an issue that concerns responsible citizens, environmental organisations and
all stakeholders in this sector. Unfortunately, and despite its highly laudable objectives,
the fact is that the common fisheries policy (CFP) has not had the desired effect, with
negative repercussions on both fishing communities and resources. This report by Marek
Józef Gróbarczyk concerns the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and
of the Council establishing a multiannual plan for the Baltic salmon stock and the fisheries
exploiting that stock. It notes a significant reduction in the salmon stock, which is due,
firstly, to the lack of a multiannual plan for sustainable management and, secondly, to
increasing unregulated catches by recreational fisheries, which are frequently assuming
professional proportions. I voted in favour of this proposal for a regulation because we
urgently need measures to protect and safeguard this species by removing predators
(responsible for 20 % of catches), protecting resources and creating the conditions for
economic exploitation by everyone dependent on this sector.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) This report is based on the Commission
proposal, which aims to establish a multiannual plan for the management of the fisheries
on the salmon stocks in the Baltic Sea to ensure that the conservation status of the entire
Baltic stock, including all salmon rivers’ stocks, is favourable and provides for sustainable
exploitation. The proposal’s main objectives are that the salmon stock is exploited according
to the principle of maximum sustainable yield and that the genetic integrity and diversity
of the Baltic salmon stock is safeguarded. Most of the report’s amendments aim to further
restrict salmon fishing, for example by prohibiting fishing with drift longliners. Bearing
in mind the specific characteristics of recreational fishing – which is one of the activities
with an important impact on the level of the Baltic salmon stock, although this impact is
not properly assessed owing to the lack of adequate controls and the fact that Member
States do not carry out their obligation to provide the relevant information – a specific
framework to improve control is proposed. We supported this report.
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Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) In 2010, the action plan for salmon
came to an end. It had been adopted in 1997 by the International Baltic Sea Fishery
Commission. The contracting parties to the Baltic Marine Environment Protection
Commission (HELCOM) have urged the EU to draw up a long-term plan to manage the
breeding of the common salmon. The objective of Directive 2000/60/EC establishing a
framework for European Union action in the field of water policy is to protect, preserve
and improve the aquatic environment in which the salmon spends part of its life-cycle.
The multiannual plan for the common salmon population in the Baltic Sea should
contribute to achieving the objectives of the above mentioned Directive. Essential measures,
such as the management of river basins should not be duplicated in this regulation, but it
is necessary to coordinate and unify the measures adopted pursuant to this regulation and
the measures pursuant to the above mentioned Directive for the protection and
improvement of the salmon biotope in inland waters. Scientific recommendations lead
one to believe that genetic contamination of the common salmon population may lead to
a fall in the survival and incidence of the original population and impairment of the genetic
ability to overcome disease and changes in local and environmental conditions. Since
protection of the genetic integrity and diversity of the common salmon population plays
a vital role in its preservation, I am convinced that it should form part of the multiannual
plan as one of its objectives.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) This report was drawn up only after
wide-ranging consultations with stakeholders and aims to lay down clear and specific rules
to unify the principles applying to the management and control of recreational fishing.
For these reasons, I voted in favour.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because
the multiannual plan for conserving Baltic salmon is a vital part of the management of
marine resources in the context of the common fisheries policy reform. Salmon spawn,
or used to spawn, in a great many rivers around the Baltic, each with its own unique genetic
population. Over the years, many of these spawning populations have decreased
dramatically or even become extinct. Pollution, habitat destruction, hydro-electric dams
and other man-made problems have been responsible for declines in population abundance.
It is therefore necessary to ensure proper conservation of salmon stocks and fisheries
management and to lay down clear rules to unify the principles applying to the management
and control of recreational fishing. Only recreational fishing exercised in the proper manner
will make a significant contribution to the development of alternative forms of fishery,
leading to sustainable growth in regions dependent on fisheries.

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) As representatives of European society,
it is our duty once again to call for rationalisation of fisheries policy. The predictions
regarding future stocks are alarming. If we retain the current fishing policy there is a danger
that certain fish species will be totally extinct within a few decades. As individuals who
value the diversity of nature, who are concerned about the success of Europe’s economy
and about the well-being of future generations, as informed consumers who make wise
choices in their daily shopping, we must appeal for common sense. Nature’s bounty is not
infinite, which is why it is so important to ensure that it is exploited sustainably. Attention
should be paid to recreational fishing methods. Such fishing is not controlled and
contributes significantly to the reduction of the salmon population. It is also necessary to
introduce more detailed and regular checks on landings, because many irregularities occur
at that stage too.
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Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The aim of this report is to establish a multiannual
plan for the management of fisheries exploiting salmon stocks in the Baltic Sea. This will
make it possible to preserve the status of the Baltic stock, as well as that of river salmon,
and to ensure sustainable exploitation. The initiative therefore aims specifically to ensure
sustainable fishing of Baltic salmon, but also to ensure that the genetic integrity and diversity
of the stock are preserved. I voted for this report because I am conscious that fishery
management is an important factor in ensuring the sustainability of marine resources.

Isabella Lövin and Carl Schlyter (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  −  (SV) I voted in favour of
Mr Gróbarczyk’s report on a management plan for salmon in the Baltic Sea, since it contains
some very important elements that will improve the situation for wild salmon, for example,
phasing out the release of farmed salmon, and reporting requirements for subsistence and
recreational fishing too. On the other hand, we failed to garner political support for phasing
out all sea fishing of salmon, and to introduce minimum Community dimensions for
salmon and salmon trout, which would have reduced the risks of false reporting and
cheating. I do, however, feel that Mr Gróbarczyk’s report is a very big step forwards in
comparison with the current situation.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − In its proposal for a regulation on the Baltic salmon
stock, the Commission delegates to the Member States powers to regulate certain areas
which are regarded as falling within the exclusive competence of the Union (conservation
of marine resources).

In so doing the Commission gives its support for regionalisation and decentralisation of
management in the area of EU fisheries policy. It retains, nevertheless, the right to intervene
should a Member State not comply with the requirements laid down in the regulation,
which are designed to lead to the re-establishment of the Baltic salmon stock.

Delegated acts should be considered a positive element in the unification of the CFP, which,
in the context of this regulation, enables the Commission to improve controls and delegate
powers to the relevant Member States more effectively.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour the regulation establishing
a multiannual plan for the Baltic salmon stock and the fisheries exploiting that stock. In
order to limit exploitation of salmon stocks in the Baltic Sea, a management plan is necessary
to promote sustainable exploitation and genetic diversity. Various measures should thus
allow us to maintain a sufficient reproduction rate.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Multiannual plans are a fundamental fisheries
conservation tool used by the EU and they have been blocked within the Council for two
years. I disagree with the blockage and I voted in favour.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) As we all know very well,
the Baltic Sea is one of the most sensitive seas in the EU. This is not only true for the water
quality and pollution but also for the protection of biological resources, and specifically
salmon stocks. Unfortunately, current management of stocks does not fully guarantee
their recovery. I therefore welcome the provision that the EU approach to fishing and fish
stock management must be based above all on scientific data on the recovery of stocks
and the sustainable exploitation of these.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing. − (ET) Unfortunately, the Baltic salmon stock continues
to decrease despite the set objective of restoring the salmon stock in the area. I agree that
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the impact of predators on the salmon stock should be studied; however, we should admit
that human activity poses a major threat, whether it be environmental damage from
hydro-electric dams or illegal fishing where salmon is reported as sea trout in the fishing
records. I have always respected the major contribution of Sweden and Finland to the
development of environmental protection in the Baltic Sea area and I hope that they can
manage the restoration and protection of the Baltic salmon stock just as actively and
seriously. I supported this report, which calls for greater monitoring of salmon catches
and the implementation of the relevant recommendations by the Baltic Marine Environment
Protection Commission (Helcom).

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution because we need
to lay down clear rules to unify the principles of the management and control of recreational
fishing and promote the development of alternative forms of fishery. In all cases,
compromise solutions must be adopted for the effective management of Baltic salmon
stocks. Furthermore, it is very important for scientific research to be carried out in this
field on a constant basis and for a full control mechanism to be established. I believe that
the proposal to limit stocking must be assessed very carefully and comprehensive studies
must be carried out because its adoption may have negative consequences and reduce
salmon stocks even further.

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D),    in writing.  − The report on Baltic salmon stock and the
fisheries exploiting that stock makes significant changes to the management of salmon
fisheries in the Baltic Sea area and it urges the Member States to exploit the stock sustainably
and to safeguard its genetic integrity and diversity.

I support this report because it says that ecological recovery of salmon and environmental
needs have to be balanced with economical aspects. Necessary management measures
should be introduced so that the Baltic salmon fishery continues to provide jobs and income
in the fishery’s regions for years to come.

Reduction of catches should be negotiated and agreed with fishers to increase the chances
of its successful implementation. In order to achieve ethical and sustainable fisheries, the
trust and communication methods between the stakeholders should be improved.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This report concerns the
multiannual plan to protect Baltic salmon, which is an important element for managing
marine resources in the context of the current reform of the common fisheries policy (CFP).
The report took a comprehensive approach, by engaging in wide-ranging consultations
with stakeholders, including fishermen, anglers, non-governmental organisations, the
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), regional advisory bodies, the
Committee of the Regions, and government and local authority representatives from the
various countries involved. Among other issues, this report tackled monitoring of catches,
species reproduction and the impact of predators on Baltic salmon stocks. I voted in favour
of this report as I consider that it is an important tool for improving the regulation,
management, conservation and sustainable exploitation of this fishery resource, which
are absolutely essential conditions for the recovery of Baltic salmon stocks.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This proposal aims to establish a multiannual
plan for the management of the fisheries on the salmon stocks in the Baltic Sea to ensure
the conservation status of these marine resources in the context of the common fisheries
policy. To ensure that this status is favourable, this proposal for a regulation must be
adopted as it will guide the Member States towards sustainable exploitation, through

69Debates of the European ParliamentEN22-11-2012



obligations to define and implement conservation measures ensuring: (a) that the salmon
stock is exploited based on the principle of maximum sustainable yield, and (b) that the
genetic integrity and diversity of the stock is safeguarded.

Mitro Repo (S&D),    in writing.  −  (FI) I voted in favour of this report. The situation with
regard to salmon stocks in the Baltic Sea is very worrying. In recent years, salmon stocks
have been found to be falling sharply. One of the reasons for falling stocks is over-fishing
of salmon. In order for salmon protection to be effective, recreational fishing should also
fall within the scope of regulation. The aim of the multiannual management plan is not to
prevent fishing but rather to enable fishing in the future too. Preserving fish stocks and
sustainable fishing are ultimately the responsibility of all of us.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. Salmon in the Baltic Sea are
doing poorly, for many reasons. Salmon is not entirely a competence of the EU, since its
spawning areas are the rivers and streams of the MS, but several EU management measures
exist - total allowable catches for Sea fishing, minimum landing sizes, closed seasons, etc.
There is also a ban on the use of driftnets to catch salmon. The COM has proposed an
EU-wide management plan, which by and large we welcomed. Both in ENVI (Carl Schlyter
opinion) and in FISH we tried to strengthen the proposal, by phasing out fishing on the
Sea, introducing a larger minimum landing size for both salmon and trout (to prevent
mis-reporting), increasing the objectives for natural spawning of salmon in wild rivers,
etc. A number of our main proposals were accepted (more in ENVI than in FISH, of course)
but we lost on the phasing out of fishing on the Sea itself and the common minimum
landing size for salmon and trout. We were successful in improving the scope of the plan
to include recreational fishing, a major part of the fishing mortality that until now has not
been regulated (at EU level).

Kārlis Šadurskis (PPE),    in writing. − (LV) The European Parliament has endorsed a new
regulation establishing a multiannual plan for the protection of Baltic salmon stocks. The
Baltic salmon is a species of European interest whose stocks are dwindling rapidly, and
thus it is very important to draw up a multiannual plan to provide a sustainable fisheries
policy and to guarantee long-term stability for European fishermen.

However, amendments have been tabled to the regulation, such as a ban on carrying out
artificial reproduction outside wild salmon rivers, strict rules on and control of recreational
fishing, an over-ambitious and unattainable target for fish fry production, and principles
which differ from the common fisheries policy. These arguments are sufficiently strong
to prevent me from supporting this regulation overall.

Carl Schlyter (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  −  (SV) I voted in favour of Mr Gróbarczyk’s report
on a management plan for salmon in the Baltic Sea, since it contains some very important
elements that will improve the situation for wild salmon, for example phasing out the
release of farmed salmon, and reporting requirements for subsistence and recreational
fishing too. On the other hand, we failed to garner political support for phasing out all sea
fishing of salmon, and to introduce minimum Community dimensions for salmon and
salmon trout, which would have reduced the risks of false reporting and cheating. I do,
however, feel that Mr Gróbarczyk’s report is a very big step forwards in comparison with
the current situation.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I believe that the proposal
for a multiannual plan for the Baltic salmon stock and the fisheries exploiting that stock
will bring improved management of Baltic salmon fishing. Amendments are made to
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strengthen controls, in particular by expanding reporting requirements and imposing a
minimum landing size of 65 cm for both salmon and sea trout. These measures are aimed
at protecting spawning populations that have decreased dramatically in relative terms.
Particular attention must be paid to recreational fishing, which should be adequately
controlled in order to reduce the important impact it has on the level of the Baltic salmon
stock. I believe that urgent action is required to halt the sharp increase in unreported catches.
I voted in favour in order to help to promote the culture of sustainable fishery, based on
new, clear and transparent rules.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The objective of this proposal is to establish a
multiannual plan for the management of the fisheries on the salmon stocks in the Baltic
Sea to ensure the conservation status of the stock and sustainable exploitation in the sector.
The proposal therefore contains measures such as the obligation for Member States to
define and implement technical conservation measures, and financial assistance from the
European Fisheries Fund for direct restocking to achieve the defined objectives. For those
reasons, I voted in favour of the document.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. − (RO) I voted for the report on the Baltic Sea
salmon stocks and fisheries. Based on the latest scientific reports, inadequate stock renewal
procedures could have a significant impact on the genetic diversity of the Baltic Sea salmon
population. There is a high risk that the large number of farmed fish released annually in
the Baltic Sea could affect the genetic integrity of the wild salmon population. I believe
that fish stock renewal must be tightly regulated. The conditions governing the sourcing
of genetic material for salmon reproduction and the stock renewal procedures could be
specified in the multiannual plan so that stock renewal does not have a negative impact
on genetic biodiversity. The Commission should ensure that Member States put in place
administrative and criminal procedures to combat illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing. I call on the Member States concerned to provide and publish data accounts of
returning female salmon to their rivers.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The European Parliament has
been charged with drafting four reports that strengthen the extent to which sustainable
development is taken into consideration in the common fisheries policy. I therefore voted
in favour of all four reports, with some qualifications. The Gróbarczyk report notes a
general lack of data and therefore of scientific knowledge about the extent of recreational
fishing and its impact on Baltic salmon stocks in the different countries. It aims to present
clear rules in order to harmonise the management and control principles concerning
recreational fishing. This type of fishing, when done properly, can make a major
contribution to the development of alternative forms of fishing, leading to sustainable
growth in regions that depend on fishing. In particular, it proposes that at least 50 % of
landings in each Member State should be subject to inspection.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) Despite the lack of data in some areas
to which the report itself refers, which is clearly problematical, this report provides a very
accurate reflection of the situation. Wide-ranging consultations between various agencies
and stakeholders/interested parties and the depiction of the consensus that is needed
between the Regional Advisory Council and the Commission should be viewed very
positively. In order to safeguard sustainable fisheries and protect salmon stocks in the
Baltic, it is essential to introduce appropriate measures, such as prior notification, in order
to take account of and control recreational fishing as well.
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Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The multiannual plan to protect the Baltic salmon
is an essential instrument for managing fish stocks within the framework of the reform of
the common fisheries policy. Mr Gróbarczyk’s report examines various aspects of protection
of the Baltic salmon, including reproduction, recreational fishing, artisanal fishing, controls
on catches and the impact of predators. In its proposal for a regulation on the Baltic salmon
stock, the Commission delegates to the Member States powers to regulate certain areas
that are regarded as falling within the exclusive competence of the Union (conservation
of marine resources). In so doing, the Commission gives its support for regionalisation
and decentralisation of management in the area of EU fisheries policy.

Report: Jörg Leichtfried (A7-0096/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report but I would suggest that
the two legislative packages Omnibus I and Omnibus II should have a joint approach.
While the first focuses on changing procedures for the implementation of acts, Omnibus II
concentrates on the legislation adopted under the regime of delegated acts. In addition, I
am in favour of the proposal to limit the delegation of power to a period of five years, with
the basic aim being to increase the European Parliament’s powers. In a regime where the
Commission still has many powers, I consider it essential to reinforce the European
Parliament’s powers, giving it an advantage in negotiations, which it can use to obtain
every possible benefit from the Treaty on European Union, given that the latter provides
for Parliament’s reinforcement.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this purely procedural text,
like the vast majority of my fellow Members of the European Parliament. This report
accompanies the ‘Omnibus I’ proposal presented by the Commission on 7 March 2011.
Whereas Omnibus I concerns the alignment of implementing measures which are not part
of the ‘comitology’ procedure, this proposal, named ‘Omnibus II’, aims to bring all of the
other decision-making procedures that exist in trade policy legislation into line with the
regime of delegated acts or implementing acts.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I support Mr Leichtfried’s report on a package
of 10 existing trade policy regulations that need to be brought into line with primary law
provisions on delegated acts and implementing powers. I think that it is important to
underline that this report allows increased parliamentary control, limiting the delegation
of powers to the Commission to a period of five years, and obliging the Commission to
draw up a report in respect of the delegation of power not later then nine months before
the end of this period.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
this proposal is aimed at aligning 10 regulations in the field of trade policy with the new
provisions of primary law under the Treaty of Lisbon. More specifically, it is aimed at
aligning the regulations with the provisions of Article 290, under which delegated acts are
included in European Union law for the first time. This article allows the legislator to
delegate to the Commission the power to adopt non-legislative acts of general application
to supplement or amend certain non-essential elements of a legislative act. In this case, I
believe that it is necessary to amend the recitals of the basic acts in order to explain the use
of delegated acts and to precisely define the objective, content and scope of the delegation.
It would also be useful to ensure that Parliament experts have the opportunity to participate
in meetings of experts organised by the Commission before preparing and implementing
delegated acts.
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Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the report on the amendment of
certain regulations relating to the common commercial policy as regards the granting of
delegated powers for the adoption of certain measures. The aim of this change is to finalise
Omnibus II and to bring all of the other decision-making procedures that exist in trade
policy legislation into line with the regime of delegated acts or implementing acts.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The report is based on changes
brought about by the Treaty of Lisbon (Article 290 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union) and aims at enabling the European Parliament, as a directly elected
representative of the EU citizens, to bring into full effect its newly acquired powers and to
carry out proper parliamentary control of the executive, while at the same time enabling
flexible, timely and predictable implementation of the common commercial policy. I voted
in favour of this report as I agree with its grounds and direction.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This proposal accompanies the Omnibus I proposal
presented on 7 March 2011 by the Commission. Whereas Omnibus I serves to align those
implementing measures not included in the comitology regime, this proposal seeks to
adapt all remaining decision-making procedures found in trade policy legislation to the
regime for delegated acts. In principle these are procedures based on Council Decision
1999/468/EC. This involves adapting existing legislation to the legal framework resulting
from the Treaty of Lisbon.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Mr Leichtfried’s report concerns a
proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending certain
regulations relating to the common commercial policy as regards the granting of delegated
powers for the adoption of certain measures. When the Treaty of Lisbon entered into force,
an important step was taken in terms of increasing the European Parliament’s responsibility,
by giving it a codecision role on many subjects, including the European Union’s trade
policy. In order to streamline procedures, delegated powers need to be given to the
Commission so that the latter can adopt certain measures. This delegation will be for a
period of five years, with the Commission being under an obligation to report on the
implementation of all of these acts, for which the authorisations may be changed at any
time by the delegating authority: the Council or the European Parliament. I voted in favour
of this proposal for a regulation as I consider that adopting the acts recommended therein
is the best way of streamlining procedures, which will certainly contribute to economic
growth and job creation in the European Union.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) This report follows on from the Trade
Omnibus I proposal. The objective is to adapt the remaining regulations on the common
commercial policy (CCP) to Article 290 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union, that is, to the regime for delegated acts. However, we must examine this report in
terms of its deeper significance, bearing in mind positions of principle on the Treaty and
on its provisions regarding trade policy: namely, the European Union’s exclusive
competence. The definition of trade partners and objectives that should guide trade is an
important instrument of economic sovereignty. Removing this instrument has resulted,
for Portugal, in serious harm to many economic sectors and to the country as a whole.
Trade policy has come to be guided by the maximisation of profit for the large economic
groups in the EU’s major powers, clearly to the detriment of countries such as Portugal
and to weaker economic sectors, which have been exposed to fierce and destructive
competition. Free trade has been one of the CCP’s main instruments, which has sent this
policy towards a logic of capitalist competition, instead of complementarity and mutual
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benefit. Our deep disagreement with the CCP is one element that we must take into account
when examining this report.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Certain basic regulations relating
to the common commercial policy state that decisions are to be taken on the basis of the
procedures laid down in Council Decision 1999/468/EC of 28 June 1999 laying down
the procedures for the exercise of implementing powers conferred on the Commission. In
order to ensure consistency with the provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon, it is necessary to
carry out a review of the legislation in force, which was not adapted to the regulatory
process prior to the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. In certain cases, it is appropriate
to amend such legislation so as to grant the Commission delegated powers pursuant to
Article 290 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. Trade Omnibus II
examines all remaining decision-making procedures found in trade policy legislation in
order to adapt them, where appropriate, to the regime for delegated acts set down in
Article 290. In principle, these are decision-making procedures based on Council Decision
1999/468/EC. I consider the Commission proposal that certain procedures be converted
into delegated acts to be justifiable. It is important to enable the European Parliament, as
a directly elected representative of the EU citizens, to bring into full effect its newly acquired
powers and to carry out proper parliamentary control of the executive while at the same
time enabling flexible, timely and predictable implementation of the common commercial
policy.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) The measures contained in the Trade Omnibus
II package need to be brought into line with primary-law provisions on acts delegated to
the Commission. Considering that the delegated acts and implementing acts play an
important role in trade policy, the solution proposed by the report seems both acceptable
and responsible. Limiting the conferral of powers on the Commission to a period of five
years allows greater parliamentary control, while tacit extension of the delegation of power
streamlines procedures and facilitates the implementation of the common commercial
policy. For these reasons I voted in favour.

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) The common commercial policy is one of the
pillars of the European Union’s foreign relations. The role of the EU in the process of
globalisation has developed considerably through its efforts to foster harmonious global
trade and promote fair and sustainable behaviour. The Leichtfried report aims at enabling
the European Parliament, as the directly elected representative of the EU citizens, to bring
into full effect its newly acquired powers and to carry out proper parliamentary control of
the executive while at the same time enabling flexible, timely and predictable
implementation of the common commercial policy. I voted in favour of this report, as I
believe the proposals and conclusions it contains are valid. The rapporteur has done an
excellent job.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal. The proposal
for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending certain regulations
relating to the common commercial policy as regards the granting of delegated powers
for the adoption of certain measures (Trade Omnibus II) is intended to bring 10 trade policy
regulations into line with the new primary law provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon. More
specifically, it is aimed at aligning regulations with the provisions of Article 290 under
which delegated acts are included in European Union law for the first time. This
Article allows the legislator to delegate to the Commission the power to adopt
non-legislative acts of general application to supplement or amend certain non-essential
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elements of a legislative act. The legislator retains the power to revoke the delegation at
any time and thus take the relevant decision itself. In addition, any decision taken in the
form of a delegated act may be vetoed by the legislator. It is sufficient for either the Council
or Parliament to object to a draft delegated act proposed by the Commission.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) This proposal amends certain regulations
relating to the common commercial policy with regard to the granting of delegated powers
for the adoption of the Trade Omnibus II measures. It is intended to bring 10 trade policy
regulations into line with the new primary law provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon and for
the first time introduces delegated acts into European law. I also agree that the European
Parliament should have the role of limiting and defining the delegated acts.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council amending certain regulations relating to the common commercial
policy as regards the granting of delegated powers for the adoption of certain measures
(‘Trade Omnibus II’) is intended to bring 10 trade policy regulations in line with the new
primary-law provisions of the Lisbon Treaty. More specifically, it serves to align the
regulations to Article 290 which for the first time introduces delegated acts into European
law. It gives the legislator the possibility to delegate on the Commission the power to adopt
non-legislative acts of general application to supplement or amend certain non-essential
elements of the legislative act. The legislator retains the power to revoke the delegation at
any time and thus take the relevant decision itself. In addition, any decision taken in the
form of a delegated act may be vetoed by the legislator, it is sufficient for either the Council
or Parliament to object to a draft delegated act proposed by the Commission.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the report amending certain
regulations relating to the common commercial policy as regards the granting of delegated
powers for the adoption of certain measures. The aim is to bring all of the other
decision-making procedures that exist in trade policy legislation into line with the regime
of delegated acts or implementing acts.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour. This report allows the European
Parliament, as the democratically elected body of the EU, to bring into full effect its newly
acquired powers and to carry out proper parliamentary control of the executive, while at
the same time enabling flexible, timely and predictable implementation of the common
commercial policy.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Article 290 and 291 of the Lisbon Treaty replace
the old comitology procedure with a hybrid system of delegated acts and implementing
acts. As existing pieces of legislation related to the EU’s commercial policy need to be
aligned to this new system of delegated acts and implementing acts, I voted in favour.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution because the
implementation of the regulation’s provisions will facilitate the implementation of the
common commercial policy. I believe that it would be appropriate to convert certain
procedures into procedures for the adoption of delegated acts. It should be noted that it is
necessary to clearly establish the use of delegated acts and to precisely define the objective,
content and scope of the delegation in order to avoid legal loopholes and improper
interpretation. I welcome the proposal which, in order to achieve more effective
parliamentary control, offers to limit the period when powers are conferred on the
Commission.
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Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This draft European Parliament
legislative resolution on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of
the Council amending certain regulations relating to the common commercial policy as
regards the granting of delegated powers for the adoption of certain measures is based on
changes brought about by the Treaty of Lisbon (Article 290 of the Treaty on the Functioning
of the European Union), and systematically incorporates those changes into the secondary
law in the area of the common commercial policy. This report aims at enabling the European
Parliament, as a directly elected representative of the EU citizens, to bring into full effect
its newly acquired powers and to carry out proper parliamentary control of the executive,
while at the same time enabling flexible, timely and predictable implementation of the
common commercial policy.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This proposal for a regulation of the European
Parliament and of the Council aims to bring 10 trade policy regulations into line with the
new primary-law provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon, thereby amending certain regulations
relating to the common commercial policy as regards the granting of delegated powers
for the adoption of certain measures (Omnibus I). I voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. Greens support the unity
of the political forces of Parliament, vis-à-vis the reluctance of Council to live up to the
Lisbon Treaty. We had differences with regard to the Omnibus-I, relating to the procedures
for Anti-Dumping cases that we wanted to be better controlled by Parliament. This made
us to abstain in the final vote on Omnibus-I. Regarding Omnibus-II, we are somewhat
unhappy with the treatment of GSP as mostly in the reign of Implementing Acts. However,
given the need to send a clear sign to Council that we want them to finally deal with the
issue, Greens should vote in favour of the Omnibus-II report of Parliament.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) This proposal will allow
certain trade policy regulations to be brought into line with the new primary-law provisions
of the Treaty of Lisbon. In this regard, I believe that the confirmation of the regime for
delegated acts provided for in Article 290 is particularly important. It gives the legislator
the possibility to delegate to the Commission the power to adopt non-legislative acts of
general application to supplement or amend certain non-essential elements of the legislative
act. The legislator retains the power to revoke the delegation at any time and thus take the
relevant decision itself. This is in order to strengthen the role of Parliament as a directly
elected representative of the EU citizens. I hope that a new common commercial policy
will be implemented and that Parliament will be enabled to bring into full effect its
newly-acquired power.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) In June 2011 the European Commission presented
a proposal for a regulation amending certain regulations relating to the common
commercial policy, particularly as regards the granting of delegated powers for the adoption
of certain measures. I support this report, which aims to adapt the regulations to the
provisions of Article 290 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union on the
introduction of delegated acts into European law. The report aims at enabling the European
Parliament, as a directly elected representative of the EU citizens, to bring into full effect
its newly-acquired powers and to carry out proper parliamentary control of the executive.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. −(RO) I voted in favour of the proposal for a
regulation concerning the implementation of delegated acts for the common commercial
policy. The proposal seeks to adapt a number of trade policy regulations to the new primary
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law provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon. It proposes aligning the regulations with Article 290,
which is the first to introduce delegated acts in European law. Pursuant to Article 290, the
legislator may delegate to the Commission the task of supplementing or amending certain
non-essential parts of regulation acts. The delegation of powers may be revoked by the
legislator at any time, and the legislator can then adopt a decision. Moreover, all of the
decisions pursuant to a delegated act can be vetoed by the legislator. The Council or the
European Parliament may thus oppose any proposed delegated act. The European
Parliament’s proposal limits the delegation of powers to the Commission to a period of
five years. The Commission must report on the delegation of powers at least nine months
before the end of that period.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) In the interests of productive
cooperation and transparency in the working relationship between the Commission and
the Council, I support the proposals made by the rapporteur. Precisely defining the objective,
content and scope of delegated acts is a sensible measure, as is the possibility for Parliament’s
experts to attend expert meetings organised by the Commission. I also support the proposal
to impose a limit in time on the conferral of powers on the Commission in order to bring
about more parliamentary control while ensuring that the Commission has sufficient time
to carry out its work in respect of the Common commercial policy.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Mr Leichtfried’s report aims to bring regulations
regarding trade policy dating from before the Treaty of Lisbon into line with the new regime
of the delegated acts or implementing acts. I voted in favour because I consider it to be
right that the European Parliament, as the directly elected representative of EU citizens
should bring into full effect its newly acquired powers and carry out proper parliamentary
control of the executive, while at the same time enabling flexible, timely and predictable
implementation of the common commercial policy.

Report: Pat the Cope Gallagher (A7-0342/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report because it avoids a
vacuum in this highly sensitive matter. These measures are designed to maintain sustainable
fisheries, which is important for both fishermen and the environment. Naturally, these
measures will have to be adopted based on full recognition of regional characteristics,
which goes against the principles of the new common fisheries policy.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text adopted by the European
Parliament on the conservation of fishery resources through technical measures. It aims
to make permanent the technical measures adopted on a provisional basis. It is essential
to ensure better visibility for this sector, with stable, lasting rules. Such is the aim of this
text.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal to amend
the Regulation concerning the conservation of fishery resources. The proposal aims to
extend the validity of the rules on technical measures for the protection of juveniles of
marine organisms until a regionalised framework for technical measures is adopted in
accordance with the common fisheries policy. These measures lay down rules on minimum
landing sizes, minimum net mesh sizes, closed seasons, and so on. Even if these measures
only expired temporarily, it would be detrimental to the conservation of fish stocks. I
welcome the proposals set out on the preparation of measures taking into account scientific
recommendations in order to ensure the safety of fishermen and stop unsustainable fishing
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practices. I agree that the regional approach should be followed when drawing up these
measures, that is to say, measures must be prepared for specific cases and zones, not laid
down as general rules for all Member States.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. − (RO) I voted in favour of this report because it is
necessary to extend the application of these transitional technical measures in order to
adopt a regional technical conservation framework for the common fisheries policy.

I agree with the proposal on transitional technical measures, and I believe that the European
Parliament and the Council must reach a political agreement in relation to the complexity
of the common fisheries policy. It is important that European fishermen have a clear and
detailed legal framework for their field of activity. I welcome the report’s proposal to extend
the application of and update the existing technical measures. I believe that the adoption
of this report and that a future regional regulatory framework will guarantee sustainable
fishing.

Regina Bastos (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Technical conservation measures are rules that
our fishermen throughout the European Union must follow on a daily basis when
undertaking a fishing expedition, in order to ensure that how and where fishing activity is
carried out is done so in a sustainable manner. These measures relate to minimum landing
sizes, minimum net mesh sizes, zones and closed seasons, limiting by-catch, the criteria
to use more selective fishing gear, and measures designed to protect the marine
environment. They thus have a considerable impact in achieving the objectives of the
common fisheries policy (CFP). This report fully recognises the need for these measures,
which are designed to ensure that fish stocks are fished in a sustainable manner and that
the ecosystems in which they live are maintained. For those reasons, I supported this report.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
the technical conservation measures for fishery resources play a major role in the annual
decisions on catch possibilities. More specifically, these conservation measures are rules
that fishermen must follow on a daily basis when fishing. The measures relate to minimum
landing sizes, minimum net mesh sizes, zones and closed seasons, limiting by-catch, the
criteria to use more selective fishing gears and measures designed to protect the marine
environment and have thus a considerable impact on achieving the objectives of the
common fisheries policy (CFP). Besides the extension of validity of the current technical
measures, the proposed text contains an update on existing measures on the basis of advice
by the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries and recommendations
by the North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission as well as measures to reduce discards in
the North-east Atlantic as agreed with Norway and the Faroe Islands in 2010 which had
not yet been transposed into EU law. It is unfortunate that instead of a permanent solution
being found in time, Parliament is being presented with yet another proposal on transitional
technical measures. European fishermen need legal clarity and the word ‘temporarily’
should not lead ad absurdum.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) For the European Union, and particularly for a
country like Portugal with a maritime history and an extensive fishing and processing
industry, it is vital that fishing is maintained as a viable and sustainable economic activity.
Portugal needs fishing and, as such, needs the sea to maintain its capacity to give us fish
and the reproductive capacity and genetic integrity of species to remain intact. That is why
I believe it is vital that every single approach under the common fisheries policy always
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takes account of the dual need to maintain fishery stocks and to protect economic activities
associated with fishing.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) Technical measures lay down the rules on
fishing zones and fishing gear used, as opposed to quantities (fishing effort) and/or catches
(total allowable catches and quotas) authorised. This Commission proposal aims to extend
the rules on technical measures for yet another transitional period until a regionalised
framework for technical measures in accordance with the common fisheries policy has
been adopted. The previous regulation included a measure prohibiting fishing with trammel
nets in waters deeper than 200 m, which was highly prejudicial to and discriminated against
the Portuguese fleet, which used to fish for anglerfish to a depth of approximately 400 m.
This measure lacked any scientific basis. We welcome the rapporteur’s readiness to accept
the amendment that we tabled on the use of trammel nets in ICES Subarea IX under certain
conditions, in an attempt to end this discrimination. In the end, the rapporteur chose to
not vote for the report as amended (but to vote for the amendments only), bearing in mind
the objective of putting pressure on the Council to alter its position on the multiannual
plans and on the repeated attempts to reduce Parliament’s powers in this area.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) In 2008, the Commission submitted
a proposal for a Council regulation for the conservation of fishery resources through
technical measures to replace Council Regulation (EC) No 850/98 for the conservation of
fishery resources through technical measures for the protection of juveniles of marine
organisms and provide for a permanent technical measures framework temporarily
established in an annual regulation on catch quantities. In view of the fact that no political
agreement was reached, however, this proposal was withdrawn in October 2010. The
technical measures laid down in Council Regulation (EC) No 43/2009 are important for
the sustainability of fisheries and they must be maintained. Even a temporary repeal of
these measures would have negative consequences as regards the protection of the stocks
to which the measures relate and the ecosystem of vulnerable deep-sea biotopes and marine
birds. It is also necessary to update the existing measures in Council Regulation (EC)
No 43/2009 in accordance with the recommendations adopted by the North East Atlantic
Fisheries Commission and to include certain technical measures to reduce discards of
deep-sea species in the North-East Atlantic as agreed with Norway and the Faroe Islands
in 2010, which have yet to be transposed into EU law. I agree that it is appropriate to amend
Council Regulation (EC) No 850/98 to include the appropriate technical measures.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because I
agree that measures are needed to ensure that fish stocks are fished in a sustainable manner
and the ecosystems in which they live are maintained. Furthermore, these measures must
be formulated and designed with the evolving nature of fisheries management and scientific
advice in mind. Poorly conceived or inappropriate technical measures can result in
unsustainable fishing practices and in certain circumstances can endanger the lives and
safety of fishermen, which is totally unacceptable.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I supported postponing the vote on the draft legislative
resolution. It is unfortunate that Parliament is presented with yet another proposal on
transitional technical measures rather than a permanent solution being found in due time.
The European fishermen need legal clarity and the word ‘temporarily’ should not be lead
ad absurdum.
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Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The common fisheries policy lays
down rules designed to promote the conservation of resources, and in particular organisms
that have not reached adult size. The positive results observed after the adoption of local
technical measures based on scientific advice justify the extension of these rules and their
adjustment to reflect realities linked to climate change and changes in certain species. This
is what this text proposes. I vote in favour.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report, because it
represents progress with regard to the conservation of fishery resources in the European
Union. The report seeks to amend existing legislation to include new sea regions previously
outside its scope by defining conservation areas and their species in more specific terms.
The report extends the crackdown on the fishing of organisms classed as undersized so as
not to jeopardise the reproduction of the species. It contains numerous changes with regard
to the authorisation of fishing techniques for various species, permitting those methods
which do not endanger juvenile marine organisms and do not deplete stocks. I voted in
favour of this report, because it supports the introduction of technical improvements that
will aid the conservation of fishery resources in Europe.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This is an urgent and important legislative
proposal to be adopted by the plenary in order to avoid a legal vacuum on this highly
sensitive issue. Shellfish must be protected, preserved and eaten. I am in favour.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution. It is very important
to ensure that fish stocks are fished sustainably and ecosystems are preserved. It should be
noted that the CFP will not enter into force until next year. Therefore on the basis of the
transition regulation and for legal clarity it is appropriate to extend the validity of the rules
on technical measures. It must be stressed that technical measures based on scientific
research are a guarantee of sustainable fishing and proper protection for fishermen, therefore
their continuous application must be ensured. On the other hand, they cannot be seen as
general rules and, on the basis of the regional approach, must only be intended for specific
cases and set zones.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Technical conservation measures
for fishery resources define rules on fishing zones and fishing gear and are among the key
elements of a regionalised approach to fisheries management. Overall, these measures are
very important for achieving the objectives of the common fisheries policy (CFP) and
encompass parameters such as zones and closed seasons, minimum net mesh sizes, limiting
by-catch, minimum landing sizes, the criteria to use more selective fishing gear, and
measures designed to protect the marine environment. Besides the extension of validity
of the current technical measures, this report proposes updating existing measures and
adopting specific measures to reduce discards. This report also includes the possibility of
the Portuguese fleet resuming fishing for anglerfish using trammel nets at depths between
200 and 600 m, which therefore satisfies a request made by Portugal two years ago. Given
the importance of these technical measures for conserving fishery resources, and for
safeguarding the legitimate interests of the Portuguese fishing sector, I voted in favour of
this report.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Technical conservation measures for fishery
resources are key elements of a regionalised approach to fisheries management and lay
down the rules on fishing zones and fishing gear used, as opposed to quantities (fishing
effort) and/or catches (total allowable catches and quotas) authorised. Technical
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conservation measures ensure that how and where fishing activity is carried out is done
so in a sustainable manner. Such measures relate to minimum landing sizes, minimum
net mesh sizes, zones and closed seasons, limiting by-catch, the criteria to use more selective
fishing gear, and measures designed to protect the marine environment. They thus have a
considerable impact in achieving the objectives of the common fisheries policy (CFP). As
I consider that the measures proposed in the report contribute to the sustainability of
fisheries policy and to the preservation of ecosystems, I voted in favour.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) By adopting this report on the Commission
proposal to Parliament and the Council Parliament, Parliament fully recognises the need
for these measures, which are designed to ensure that fish stocks are fished in a sustainable
manner and that the ecosystems in which they live are maintained. Nonetheless, these
measures must be formulated and designed with the evolving nature of fisheries
management and scientific advice. The importance of accurate formulation is also evident
from the fact that poorly conceived or inappropriate technical measures can result in
unsustainable fishing practices and in certain circumstances can endanger the lives and
safety of fishermen. Finally, the report underlines that technical measures need to be
carefully designed for specific cases and zones and cannot be seen as general rules applicable
throughout all Member States in an equal way.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Against the report. Technical measures
are the detailed regulations concerning fishing activities, such things as mesh sizes in the
nets, the minimum size of fish that can be brought ashore, closed areas and seasons where
fishing is prohibited, etc. Most of them are collected in a few regulations limited to technical
measures, but for historical reasons related to the Lisbon Treaty, there is a series of technical
measures in a separate regulation that is time-limited and scheduled to expire on 31
December 2012. Since this series of technical measures has already been renewed twice,
this time, the COM has decided to incorporate them into the primary regulation on technical
measures (Reg. 850/1998). In its proposal, it also took the opportunity to clean up a few
obsolete provisions. Unfortunately, the COM produced its proposal very late, requiring
that both CSL and the EP work very fast. In favour on postponing the vote on the legislative
resolution.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Sustainable fishing activities
should be guaranteed through proper compliance by fishermen with technical measures
aimed at conservation throughout the European Union. I believe that urgent action should
be taken to extend the validity of the current rules in order to achieve the objectives of the
common fisheries policy. I hope that in addition to extending the validity of the technical
measures in force, a permanent solution will be found in time that can replace the current
temporary regulatory situation that gives rise to repeated infringements. Clear technical
measures will ensure that fish stocks are fished in a sustainable manner and the ecosystems
in which they live are maintained, as well as ensuring compliance with rules necessary for
protecting the lives and safety of fishermen. I am fully aware of the need for an extension
and have therefore voted in favour. At the same time I would like to take the opportunity
to call for a more detailed and effective regulatory framework.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Technical conservation measures for fishery
resources are key elements of a regionalised approach to fisheries management. These
measures are rules which fishermen must follow when undertaking a fishing expedition
in order to ensure that how and where fishing activity is carried out is done so in a
sustainable manner. This proposal aims to extend the application of the provisions on
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technical measures for yet another transitional period until a regionalised framework for
technical measures in accordance with the common fisheries policy (CFP) has been adopted.
As the CFP will not enter into force before the current transitional technical measures
expire, the Commission proposes an interim solution by amending the basic legal act
without concrete terminability. By adopting the Commission proposal, the 2009 and 2011
regulations will be repealed. Besides the extension of validity of the current technical
measures, the proposed text contains an update on existing measures as well as measures
to reduce discards in the North-East Atlantic, as agreed with Norway and the Faroe Islands
in 2010, which have not yet been transposed into EU law. For those reasons, I voted in
favour of the document.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. − (RO) I voted for the report on the conservation
of fishery resources through technical measures for the protection of juveniles of marine
organisms. A new technical conservation measures framework is expected as part of the
reform of the common fisheries policy (CFP). Given that this new framework will probably
not be implemented before the end of 2012, it is appropriate to extend the application of
the transitional technical measures. I would underline the importance of continuing to
support the conservation and adequate management of biological marine resources.
Regulation (EC) No 850/98 of 30 March 1998 must be updated to include the transitional
technical.

To ensure the continuing conservation and adequate management of biological marine
resources in the Black Sea, it is necessary to set the minimum landing size and the minimum
mesh size of nets used to catch turbot.

An equivalent measure must be introduced for the minimum landing size for anchovies
in terms of the number of fish per kilo as this would simplify work on board vessels and
facilitate control measures ashore.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The European Parliament has
been charged with drafting four reports that strengthen the extent to which sustainable
development is taken into consideration in the common fisheries policy. I therefore voted
in favour of all four reports, with some qualifications. The Gallagher report proposes the
extension of technical measures for the conservation of fishery resources in order to
guarantee the way and the place in which fishing takes place is consistent with sustainable
development criteria. It therefore pays particular attention to minimum landing sizes,
minimum net mesh sizes, zones and closed seasons.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Technical conservation measures are rules that our
fishermen throughout the European Union must follow on a daily basis when undertaking
a fishing expedition in order to ensure that, where fishing activity is carried out, it is done
so in a sustainable manner. The measures relate, among other things, to minimum landing
sizes, minimum net mesh sizes, zones and closed seasons, limiting by-catch, criteria for
using more selective fishing gear and measures designed to protect the marine environment.
They therefore have a considerable impact in achieving the objectives of the common
fisheries policy. Since I believe that the technical conservation measures for fishery resources
are among the key elements of a regionalised approach to fisheries management, I voted
in favour of Mr Gallagher’s report.
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Report: Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (A7-0295/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) The practice of removing the fins from sharks
and throwing the rest of the body into the sea is deplorable and, as such, must be absolutely
prohibited and controlled, in parallel with the monitoring of endangered species catches.
However, there is a clear difference between that practice and the practice of removing the
fins from sharks on board vessels, with the carcass being retained on board in order to fully
use the animal, and with the separation and freezing of the two parts – carcass and fins –
which, as we know, are sent to different end markets and which, if separated after freezing,
would seriously reduce the end quality and value of the products. It is clear that this
procedure is justifiable only for the freezer vessel fleet and must be subject to strict
traceability.

Roberta Angelilli (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report by Ms Patrão
Neves since it takes a fundamental step towards ensuring better regulation of shark fishing.
Unfortunately many species of shark are subject to over-fishing due to increasing demand.
In order to oppose the cruel practice of ‘finning’ it is necessary to lay down precise rules
to require all fishing boats to land sharks captured intact, with their fins ‘still naturally
attached to the body’. Regulating shark fishing is not just a way of protecting the marine
ecosystem but also of rendering the European market fair and sustainable and not based
exclusively on considerations of profit.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Although the practice has been prohibited
within the European Union since 2003, Spain and Portugal benefited from an exemption
that allowed them to remove shark fins aboard fishing vessels. In March 2012, the European
Commission asked for this exemption to be withdrawn. The European Parliament has
acceded to the Commission’s request and I voted for this practice finally to be completely
banned in the European Union.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal on the
prohibition of the practice of removing shark fins on board vessels. The practice of finning,
often while the sharks are still alive, is unacceptable because not only does it threaten the
sustainability of some shark species, but it also squanders a source of food. Regulation (EC)
No 1185/2003 provides for exemptions from the ban on removing shark fins on board
for those vessels that have special fishing permits, which the Commission aims to end. I
agree that because there is no data that proves that finning is actually carried out in European
waters and by the European fleet, this Commission proposal contradicts the principle of
taking action on the basis of scientific data. The aim should be to obtain more accurate
information on this issue and I therefore welcome the proposals set out here on the
obligation for vessel owners to report the total number and weight of shark species caught
and the obligation to always land fins and carcasses together in the same port. I also agree
that where local authorities cannot ensure due fisheries control, the vessels’ masters should
to hire an independent body to carry out such control.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing. −(RO) I voted against this report because I believe that,
in some cases, the exemptions from Regulation (EC) No 1185/2003 are acceptable. I wish
to draw attention to the fact that there is no evidence to support the existence of the practice
of ‘finning’ in European waters and/or by European fleets. That is why I believe that adopting
this report is contrary to the Commission’s principle of basing its political actions on
scientific advice. Moreover, I believe that a quantitative analysis of the socio-economic
impact is necessary in this case and is currently lacking. Consequently, as long as there is

83Debates of the European ParliamentEN22-11-2012



no proof that finning takes place in European waters, exemptions from the current
Regulation can be allowed.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report by Ms Patrão
Neves on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council
amending Council Regulation (EC) No 1185/2003 on the removal of fins of sharks on
board vessels. With this Regulation the EU will finally ban the barbarous practice of ‘finning’.
This was considered to be the only viable option both by the Commission and by the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety in order to preserve this
species and at the same time to protect the ecosystem.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
the practice of finning is unacceptable from an environmental point of view, because it
threatens the sustainability of some shark species targeted by this practice, from a social
and economic point of view, because it involves squandering a source of food with
commercial value, and also from a moral point of view, because it shows a total disrespect
for animal life. This finning should therefore be repudiated unequivocally, and appropriate
measures should be taken to ensure that this practice is effectively banned in European
waters and in the Community fleet. In spite of the lack of any evidence of finning being
practised by the European fleet, the Commission has decided to present a proposal to end
the derogation from the ban on removing shark fins on board Community fishing vessels,
a practice which, as noted above, is currently permitted provided that special fishing permits
have been issued and subject to rules laid down by the regulation. I believe that the overall
proposals put forward in this draft report have the advantage of addressing positively the
two concerns of the Commission (to guarantee compliance with the prohibition of finning,
and to collect scientific data for good management), and the concerns of the sector (to
guarantee legitimate economic and social interests) and of the NGOs (to protect shark
stocks).

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the
amendment of Council Regulation (EC) No 1185/2003 on the removal of fins of sharks
on board vessels. I strongly condemn the practice of finning, which involves cutting off
sharks’ fins on vessels before throwing their bodies back into the sea, and has been officially
banned by the European Union since 2003. However, the complex system which permits
the removal of fins within a ‘fin-to-carcass’ weight ratio of 5 % makes simple control and
enforcement of the legislation impossible. With this in mind, I support the Commission’s
proposal to make it mandatory to use a method whereby the fins remain attached to the
carcass in order to fight effectively against finning. This will reduce the number of sharks
fished and allow us to preserve an increasingly endangered species.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
share the Commission’s concerns about guaranteeing compliance with the ban on finning
and collecting scientific data to ensure good management, and also because I consider that
the legitimate economic and social interests of the sector and shark stocks must be protected.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text, which proposes an
end to the exemptions that have until now allowed some fishermen to remove sharks’ fins
aboard vessels before throwing their carcasses back into the sea. These barbaric fishing
techniques, prohibited in the European Union since 2003, must be banned, since they are
cruel for the sharks, which are thrown back into the sea still alive, without their fins.
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Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I agree that the derogation or exemption from the
regulation prohibiting the practice of removing the fins from sharks on board vessels and
then throwing the rest of the animal’s body into the sea should be ended. In my opinion,
the practice of finning is unacceptable from an environmental point of view, because it
threatens the sustainability of some shark species targeted by this practice, from a social
and economic point of view, because it involves squandering a source of food with
commercial value, and also from a moral point of view, because it shows total disregard
for animal life. This practice should therefore be unequivocally repudiated, and appropriate
measures should be taken to ensure that it is effectively banned in European waters and in
the Community fleet, particularly by moving to control the prohibition on finning, in order
to wipe out any suspicions.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) This is one of those issues where the political
decision must be based on solid science. The scientific opinion of the Portuguese marine
and environmental institute (Instituto Português do Mar e da Atmosfera – IPMA) was that
the existing derogation should be maintained, that is, that it should continue to be possible
to remove fins on board vessels, although subject to tighter controls, in accordance with
the current legislation. The IPMA believes that adopting the Commission proposal will
cause evident economic harm, which is not justifiable given the current conservation status
of resources, and it provides reasons connected with the quality of the fished products
(avoiding freezing, thawing and re-freezing of the material) and the damage that this
proposal will cause – by jeopardising the good and cooperative relationship between
researchers and the sector – to the collection of information needed so that scientists can
provide the authorities with opinions to ensure effective fisheries management and thus
guarantee the conservation of these resources. Our vote was based on that opinion.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Council Regulation (EC)
No 1185/2003 on the removal of fins of sharks on board vessels and the present proposal
for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EC)
No 1185/2003 on the removal of fins of sharks on board vessels are both concerned with
preventing and combating a practice commonly known as ‘finning’. This practice involves
removing the fins from pelagic sharks, with the remaining parts of the animal’s body being
thrown back into the sea. Finning is unacceptable from the environmental point of view
(it threatens the sustainability of some shark species targeted by this practice), and also
from the social and economic point of view (it involves squandering a source of food with
commercial value) and from the moral point of view (it shows a total disrespect for animal
life). I consider it essential that the practice of shark finning should be repudiated
unequivocally, and appropriate measures should be taken to ensure that this practice is
banned in European waters. It was against this background, with the express aim of
preventing this practice, that the European Council adopted Regulation (EC) No 1185/2003
on 26 June 2003, which prohibits the removal of shark fins on board vessels, as well as
their retention on board and their transhipment or landing. In spite of the lack of any
evidence of finning being practised by the European fleet, the Commission intends to
‘eradicate the horrendous practice of shark finning and protect sharks much better’ through
appropriate regulations.

Elisabetta Gardini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) ‘Finning’, or the common practice of removing
the fins of sharks on board vessels, results in the death of between 50 million and 75 million
sharks each year. This barbarous practice has continued due to the frequent use of a
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derogation provided for under EU legislation in 2003. Parliament has today closed this
loophole by making it impossible to obtains special fishing permits.

Françoise Grossetête (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this report because I want it to
be impossible to engage in the practice of cutting off sharks’ fins and throwing their bodies
back into the sea. The live animal is then condemned to sink to the bottom and die. This
practice is problematic environmentally (it threatens the survival of certain species),
economically (it causes enormous waste of a potential food source) and morally (it causes
unnecessary suffering to animals). There is no economic need for ‘finning’, as there is a
market for shark bodies, which are nevertheless thrown back into the sea for lack of space.
Yet the current regulations are not working correctly: many infractions have been reported.
I think it is important to close the loophole in the European legislation from 2003, which
allows some fishermen to continue to use this technique. This practice is difficult to detect,
as the sharks’ bodies and fins may be landed separately, at different ports. It is therefore
necessary to ensure that sharks are landed whole. We must make the legislation clearer
and stricter, so that this practice is no longer possible.

Salvatore Iacolino (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) ‘Finning’, or the removal the fins of sharks
on board vessels, with the remaining parts of the animal’s body being thrown into the sea,
has been banned in the EU since 2003. In order to put an end to this practice, it should be
made mandatory for sharks to be landed with their fins still naturally attached to their
body. Many fishing boats in the Mediterranean Sea practice finning since the sought-after
shortfin mako and blue shark are both common, although these species might soon be
listed as threatened with extinction.

Illegal fishing is on the rise in the Mediterranean, in part due to the high demand for shark
fins and the prices that they command. This type of non-sustainable fishing causes serious
damage to the marine ecosystem, especially in recent years in the Mediterranean, where
there is evidence that a number of shark populations have been affected by the practice.

Greater cooperation is required in order to combat this illegal practice on board fishing
vessels. To this end, the Member States must step up controls both at sea and in port,
preventing the bodies of sharks from being thrown into the sea. Finning must be made
transparent, controlled and above all regulated, so that it can be considered a sustainable
and non-invasive form of fishing.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document. A Regulation
officially prohibits in the European Union the harmful practice of finning, which is removing
sharks’ fins on board fishing vessels before throwing the sharks’ bodies back into the sea.
The Regulation makes provision, however, for recourse to exemptions for which ‘special
permits’ can be obtained. These exemptions have become the rule in two Member States,
Spain and Portugal. Effective control of this complicated system whereby finning on board
is permitted within the limits of the 5 % fin-to-carcass weight ratio has proved impossible.
It is extremely difficult to check whether this requirement is being adhered to, especially
when fins and carcasses are landed in different ports. I therefore support this proposal,
which is based on the naturally attached fins method. This method is the only valid way
of restricting finning and ensuring that Members States are able to comply with the
regulation in a simple, effective and inexpensive manner.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report by Ms Patrão
Neves and deplore this cruel practice against sharks. Lack of regulatory clarity has allowed
some to continue the practice of removing fins on board vessels and throwing the body
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of the shark into the sea. Today’s vote requires sharks captured to be landed with the fins
still attached to the body, so as to be able to carry out mandatory controls and discourage,
through the application of severe sanctions, this barbarous practice by persons who I refuse
to call ‘fishermen’, since they bring discredit on a sector that I regard as law-abiding and
respectful of the marine ecosystem.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Shark finning consists in fishing sharks for the
specific purpose of cutting off their fins, which are then sold on the Asian market, where
they form the basis of a very popular dish. The practice was, for a long time, permitted in
the European Union, and Europe accounted for 15 % of Asia’s shark fin imports. Finning
was banned in the EU in 2003. However, exemptions were granted to some countries to
continue to engage in this activity. The aim of this report was to allow the continuation of
exemption measures. I am totally opposed to these practices and therefore voted against
the report, like the majority of my colleagues. The fact that this report has not been adopted
will mean that in future, sharks must be landed with their fins ‘naturally attached to the
body’.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing. − (RO) This barbaric practice of removing
the fins of sharks on board vessels and throwing their carcasses back into the water
continues on a large scale across the globe and led to the dramatic decrease of the shark
population. The 2003 EU Regulation allows certain Member States to issue special fishing
permits authorising processing aboard vessels which means that shark fins can be removed
within the finning quotas. However, in many cases, fins and carcasses were landed in
different ports.

Therefore, I believe it is important that the competent authorities of the European Union
increase inspections to ensure the strict application of the regulation and impose sanctions
on operators that break it. In addition, I recommend that the regulation apply not only to
Member States fishing vessels but also to all vessels in European Union waters.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I warmly welcome this report. The practice of finning
is unacceptable from the environmental point of view, because it threatens the sustainability
of some shark species targeted by this practice, from the social and economic point of
view, because it involves squandering a source of food with commercial value, and also
from the moral point of view, because it shows a total disrespect for animal life. The practice
of finning should therefore be repudiated unequivocally and appropriate measures should
be taken to ensure that this practice is effectively banned in European waters and in the
Community fleet.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I was unable to vote in favour of this report,
even though it sets out important measures for the conservation of shark populations, as
it will mean losses for the fishing sector. It is very important to conserve species such as
the shark by means of sustainable fishing practices that restrict fishing activity so as to
avoid causing environmental damage. However, the fishing sector has been in serious crisis
for many years now, as a result of which the small-scale fishing community is in danger
of disappearing in a number of Member States. The requirements this proposal for a
regulation imposes will create even more losses in this sector, increasing the risk that this
industry will vanish altogether, as only large vessels will be able to afford to carry the whole
animal, while small vessels will be unable to meet this requirement. Although the report
sets out a series of good practices for ensuring the survival of various shark species, I did
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not vote in favour of it because of its impact on small-scale fishermen and, consequently,
on communities dependent on the fishing industry.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The S&D Group press for a complete ban on
at-sea shark fin removal – all sharks landed must have their fins naturally attached – while
stressing that this new rule should have no exceptions. I abstained.

Claudio Morganti (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of this report because an
amendment has been made that will bring an outright ban on the removal of fins of sharks
on board vessels, in other words prior to landing. This condition is necessary in order to
prevent so-called ‘finning’, or the removal of the fins of sharks when they are captured,
with the animal often thrown back into the sea still living, mutilated and certain to die. It
is obvious that this is a barbaric practice that does not respect animal life, nature, or the
environment and that it must be prevented. I would also like to draw attention to a worrying
episode associated with this report, which Ms Angelilli rightly underlined: small shark toys
were handed out to the Members to raise awareness on the issue of finning that were made
in China did not bear the mandatory EU mark. I believe it is worth reflecting on this episode
because all too often rules are introduced to protect and guarantee and are then ignored
even inside the European Parliament itself.

Tiziano Motti (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I fully agree with this report on the removal of
shark fins, and I have also received suggestions from some non-governmental organisations
devoted to shark protection. I think that the simultaneous landing of shark parts is an
inadequate response to the current problems, because finning could go on unnoticed even
were rules on matching fins to shark bodies to be applied rigorously, which would in any
case be a difficult, expensive and laborious method. Furthermore I think that the proposal
to raise the fin-to-carcass weight ratio to 14 % of processed weight would result in an
unprecedented slackening of controls on finning (since this limit is three times higher than
that imposed by most countries who use this system). There is another problem: given the
high volume of fish landed, counting fins and matching them to carcasses would complicate
rather than improve application. Traceability is a much simpler matter if the attached fins
rule is applied. ‘Independent’ control systems are costly and could involve the risk of
inaccuracies. Claims by industrial fisheries with regard to possible economic losses are
hasty and superficial, have not been subject to external checks and appear to be arbitrary
and inconsistent.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) The practice of finning, which involves removing
the fins from pelagic sharks, with the remaining parts of the animal’s body being thrown
into the sea, where it endures a slow death on the sea floor, is causing growing mortality
in shark stocks. These practices should be prohibited as a matter of principle and the closure
of the legal loophole is long overdue. The time has come to introduce legislation requiring
that all sharks landed by EU flagged vessels operating in EU and non-EU waters and by
non-EU vessels in maritime waters under the sovereignty or jurisdiction of Member States
be landed with their fins naturally attached. I therefore especially welcome the abolition
of the exemptions under the previous EU regulation, which allowed fishermen who held
special permits to remove the fins from sharks on board and land the separated fins in
port. There is a massive demand for shark fin because such high prices for shark fin soup
can be commanded in the Asian market. This economic incentive, sadly, is causing the
killing of sharks for their fins alone. Perhaps the vote of the European Parliament will help
to curb this barbaric killing of sharks.
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Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution because the practice
whereby shark fins are removed and the remainder of the body thrown back into the sea
is unacceptable and should be prohibited. Consequently it is very important for ‘fins
naturally attached’ policies, which would stop this practice of removing fins, to be properly
implemented at EU level. Furthermore, a strict control mechanism should be established
in order to close legal loopholes and address difficulties associated with the use of a fin to
carcass ratio. Above all, we need to narrow the derogation currently applied and ensure
compliance with the obligation to land fins and carcasses together in the same port. On
the other hand, we have to ensure that the ban on removing fins does not have a significant
impact on the profitability of businesses and crew members’ safety.

Frédérique Ries (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) How can we remain unmoved by the fate of
sharks caught in our European waters and then thrown back into the sea, sometimes still
alive, once their fins have been removed? This practice is totally unacceptable and runs
counter to the sustainable and responsible management of our ecosystem. The European
Commission has finally done the right thing by rejecting any possibility of exemptions in
the future. To sanction such exemptions would be a considerable step backwards and
would jeopardise all of the progress already made on the subject. The Patrão Neves report
aims to limit the ban on shark finning to freezer vessels only, in the knowledge that the
vast majority of the 200 Spanish and Portuguese vessels that already hold special permits
are freezer vessels. Fortunately, the European Parliament has not yielded to the sirens from
the industry and has refused to remove the substance of the Commission’s proposal, which
bans all finning without any exceptions.

Crescenzio Rivellini (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Today in plenary we voted on the report
by Ms Patrão Neves. Many species of sharks are being very heavily fished. In recent years
some have been severely targeted and put under serious threat as a result of the demand
for shark products, fins in particular. In 2003 a ban on the removal of shark fins on board
vessels was introduced. The resolution approved today removes derogations, in other
words the special permits allowing removal of fins at sea on board vessels that could
demonstrate they would utilise all of the shark parts. Subsequently, fins and carcasses could
be landed at different ports, making exact counting difficult and therefore also preventing
detection of those who violated the ban, throwing the finless shark carcasses into the sea.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) While Europeans do not traditionally cook
shark, Asians are particularly fond of eating their fins, which can sell at prices in excess of
EUR 70 a kilo. The fishing of sharks, which are necessary in the sea to preserve the balance
of the marine ecosystem, has been regulated, one of the main goals being the conservation
of the species. However, the current rules are too easily circumvented by fishermen and
shark stocks are shrinking: according to the International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN), more than 25 % of all pelagic shark species, of which over 50 % are large
oceanic-pelagic sharks, are threatened. It is therefore urgent to take action to conserve this
species by ensuring better compliance with the rules in force, which would also allow the
European Union to meet the international commitments it has made on shark protection.
This regulation, which I support, is a step in that direction.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour of the amended proposal
(which is not the original defended by the rapporteur). An unequivocal EU ban on the
odious and wasteful practise of shark finning will finally become reality after today’s vote.
MEPs have voted to prohibit the removal of shark’s fins on board, making it mandatory to
land sharks with the fins naturally attached. This will allow the EU ban to finally be
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implemented without exceptions. Despite EU legislation on shark finning existing since
2003, loopholes enabled this barbaric and wasteful practise to continue. Thankfully, a
majority of MEPs has voted for an outright ban, and rejected attempts to preserve these
loopholes. ‘Every year millions of sharks are caught, their fins hacked off and the bodies
simply discarded to meet the demand for shark fin soup in Asia. This is not only a senseless
waste, it also puts pressure on threatened shark species. Banning shark finning in European
fisheries is an important step but the EU should also advocate for the practise to be outlawed
at international level.

Licia Ronzulli (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Today’s vote has finally closed the loopholes in
rules on the ‘finning’ of sharks that allowed fishermen to hide infringements. This step is
particularly important for providing complete protection for this species, which plays an
important role in the marine habitat and is currently threatened with extinction.

Antolín Sánchez Presedo (S&D),    in writing.  −  (ES) I am in favour of effective controls
that will ensure compliance with the ban on shark finning.

I support the general consensus that the fins and bodies of sharks should be landed in the
same port. However, I do not think it necessary for the fins to be landed while still attached
to the bodies. The latter option, which was rejected at the recent meeting of the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, creates needless extra costs when it
comes to the storage, handling, processing and prompt sale of catches, which could
jeopardise the viability of a considerable segment of the sector.

I am in favour of checks in the port of landing by means of independent certification, based
on criteria established by official bodies. This is a reasonable solution and one which the
sector would be responsible for implementing. It would set a powerful precedent for the
worldwide control of fishing activities. Only if it failed to deliver the desired results would
more stringent procedures need to be applied.

On the other hand, I am pleased to note that the Ferreira report on small-scale coastal
fishing and artisanal fishing and the Lövin report on the external dimension of the common
fisheries policy incorporate many of the amendments I tabled.

Daciana Octavia Sârbu (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome the fact that the European
Commission responded positively to Parliament’s written declaration on this issue and
proposed to close the loophole in the shark finning regulation. The delicate marine
eco-system is continually put at risk by overfishing, but the cruel practice of shark finning
is particularly damaging because of the additional vulnerability of shark populations. I
voted against those attempts by some Members to allow the loophole to remain open. The
long term sustainability of the fishing sector – and with it our food security – will be ensured
by effective, enforceable regulation, not laws with loopholes.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I deplore the practice of the
removal of the fins of sharks and I think steps must be taken to ensure that this does not
happen on board vessels. Removal of fins of sharks, or so-called ‘finning’, is already regulated
under EU law, which banned the practice but provided for a derogation allowing finning
on board vessels subject to special fishing permits. We should reflect on the gravity of this
horrendous practice from an environmental point of view in order to protect certain animal
species, but also in economic terms: since finning involves removal the fins of sharks, with
the remaining parts of the animal’s body being thrown into the sea, it prevents a source of
food from being placed on the market. For these reasons, I voted in favour.
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Francisco Sosa Wagner (NI),    in writing.  −  (ES) The nature of this matter and the manner
in which negotiations were conducted in the Committee on Fisheries make this a difficult
vote.

I voted in favour of the Commission proposal, because I am completely opposed to the
practice of finning and, therefore, in favour of the full use of the shark. I supported the
derogation provided for in Article 4, as I believe it be an adequate solution given the current
circumstances of the sector in the Iberian Peninsula. This derogation could be maintained
for a while.

Furthermore, the sector in question should produce a detailed study on the overall costs
resulting from the new rules. In any case, they need to be accompanied by an effective
system of controls in fishing ports that is genuinely enforced, and we must align our
practices with international recommendations.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text, which condemns a barbaric
practice. In order to guarantee that the scandalous practice of finning by European Union
vessels is brought to an end, the Commission and the Council must ensure that the
exemptions to the ban on finning are removed. The Member States must also support this
action and ensure that requests for the granting or renewal of special permits are carefully
studied and only approved when justified, in accordance with the law.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The European Commission’s proposal advocates
deleting the current Article 4, that is ending the derogation from the ban on removing
shark fins on board Community fishing vessels, a practice which is currently permitted
provided that special fishing permits have been issued and subject to rules laid down by
the regulation. The rapporteur tried to maintain the derogation contrary to the
Commission’s proposal. As this approach was not accepted in plenary, I voted against the
final document, given that this was no longer the original version drafted by the rapporteur.

Isabelle Thomas (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the ban on removing the
fins of sharks on board vessels. This practice has been prohibited in the EU since 2003,
but some shipowners benefiting from exemptions in Spain and Portugal are suspected of
‘finning’, which involves cutting off a shark’s fin and throwing its flesh back into the water.
The report therefore plans to force all fishermen to wait until their vessels have landed
before cutting off sharks’ fins. This debate is a perfect illustration of the need to establish
a real European fisheries control policy. The practice of ‘finning’ is unacceptable, but there
is no proof that it takes place in Europe. However, in view of the doubt, it was necessary
to remove any possibility of the continuation of such practices. Since controls have failed,
the European Parliament has been forced to eliminate all exemptions, which will not be
without consequences for professionals. The challenge now is to ensure that the issue of
European fisheries control is dealt with more effectively. In particular, uniformity of controls
must be promoted and the resources allocated to this vital tool for our fisheries policy
must be increased.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. − (RO) I voted against the report on the removal
of fins of sharks on board vessels. An analysis of shark catch rates indicate that stocks are
under serious threat, although the situation is different for some species and even within
the same species across different regions.

According to the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), more than 25 %
of all species of pelagic sharks, most of which are great oceanic pelagic sharks, are under
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threat. In the last few years, it has been illegal to catch, retain on board, tranship or land
an increasing number of shark species, including sharks with high commercial value fins,
in accordance with Union legislation or other regional fisheries management regulations.

The blue and mako sharks, classified by the IUCN as ‘under threat of extinction’ and
‘vulnerable to extinction’, respectively, are the most common species caught by European
vessels, with the blue shark accounting for 70 % of all sharks landed. However, other
species, such as the hammer shark and the tiger shark, caught in internal and external
waters of the European Union support the economic viability of the fisheries sector.

Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing.  − I wholeheartedly support changes to the current
legislation to make sure shark finning on vessels is banned and that no exemptions for EU
Member States can be granted. The legislation from 2003 was not strict enough and allowed
fishermen to remove sharks’ fins whilst on vessels and then throw them back in the water
to die. New legislation will mean that all sharks will have to be landed with their fins
naturally attached, rather than carcasses being discarded into the sea. I welcome the move
to make sure that, where local authorities are unable to carry out controls in ports, vessel
owners will be responsible for hiring an independent body to do the job. This legislation
bring the rest of Europe up to speed with measures already in force in the UK which put a
stop to this wasteful, cruel practice.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this resolution, which
aims to revise the legislation applicable to the practice of ‘finning’, the removal of sharks’
fins on fishing boats. This practice was already banned by Council Regulation (EC)
No 1185/2003 of 26 June 2003. However, Article 4 of that Regulation provided for an
exception which effectively allowed finning. The new resolution puts an end to this barbaric
practice, carried out for the purpose of soup production in Asia. Indeed, as the rest of the
shark’s body is of lesser commercial value, the still-live shark is often thrown back into the
sea, its fins amputated. Incapable of moving in order to oxygenate its gills, the shark
therefore slowly asphyxiates. Today, 73 species of sharks which play a vital role in the
ecosystem are endangered, as finning has led to overfishing. I am therefore glad that all of
the amendments that aimed to reintroduce exemptions have been rejected, as there is now
proof that they have been used to circumvent the legislation. At a time when the legislation
on red tuna is demonstrating its effectiveness, it is time for everyone to adopt a responsible
approach to species that are in real danger.

Bernadette Vergnaud (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the strengthening
of the rules on the removal of sharks’ fins on board boats. The existing rules permitted
exemptions that meant that compliance with the ban on this cruel practice, which involves
throwing live sharks back into the sea having removed their fins, could not be guaranteed.
While sharks’ fins are the main ingredient in a highly-valued Asian soup, the rest of the
meat is less sought-after. There is a great temptation to keep only the valuable part of the
shark and to throw the rest of the carcass away, leading to overfishing of an animal of
which many species are endangered. However, while the requirement that any fins landed
must be attached to the body of the animal should facilitate controls, I remain convinced
that the lack of resources allocated to these controls – concerning not only shark finning
but also other species – remains the central problem with regard to overfishing, causing
harm to the environment and to the overwhelming majority of fishermen, who carry out
their work in a responsible and courageous way and face unfair competition that flouts all
of the rules.
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Glenis Willmott (S&D),    in writing.  − I supported this report, which calls for the abolition
of loopholes that allow shark finning to continue. Shark finning – the process whereby a
shark’s fin is removed on board a fishing vessel and the rest of the shark discarded back
into the sea – is illegal under EU law but is still allowed by vessels that have received a
special permit. This proposal calls for all EU vessels, and all vessels fishing in EU waters,
to be required to land sharks with their fins still attached and it is hoped that, by doing do,
the number of shark catches will be reduced. Many shark species are threatened, some are
close to extinction. Shark finning is not only thought to be contributing to the decline in
shark numbers, it is also cruel as fins are sometimes removed while the shark is still alive.
As the EU ranks second in the world for the number of shark catches, we therefore have
an important role to play in helping to protect them. The EU has also legally committed
to adopt measures aimed at helping to protect sharks and this proposal should go some
way to achieving that.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) ‘Finning’ is unacceptable from an environmental
point of view because it threatens the sustainability of some shark species targeted by this
practice, from the social and economic point of view because it involves squandering a
source of food with commercial value, and also from the moral point of view because it
shows a total disrespect for animal life. Although finning has been banned since 2003 in
European waters and by the European fleet, the Commission has decided to present a
proposal aimed at ending the derogation from the ban on removing shark fins on board
EU fishing vessels. The proposal will improve the protection of sharks, allowing the EU to
make an active contribution to global efforts to eradicate this cruel practice in other parts
of the world too.

Zbigniew Ziobro (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) I have been receiving information on the
cruel practice of the removal of sharks’ fins for a long time now. My office has recently
received a great many reports from environmental organisations and private individuals.
I support their requests for this practice to cease as soon as possible, and for a ban on
trading in these items, especially in South America. I am in favour.

Motion for a resolution: B7-0497/2012

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report as I consider, first of all,
that the Hague Convention of 25 October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of International Child
Abduction is of great importance, as it establishes a system allowing participating states
to cooperate in order to find a solution to international child abductions, by determining
which courts are competent and which law is applicable when deciding where the child
should reside. Furthermore, recalling the role that the European Union has already acquired
in terms of exclusive external competence in the field of international child abduction, I
am of the opinion that the Council should therefore take steps as quickly as possible to
adopt the decisions proposed by the Commission, including by consulting Parliament
immediately.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Child abduction is morally reprehensible and
has major consequences for the children and their families. The Hague Convention on the
subject provides the legal means to fight this cross-border scourge. This text seeks to allow
eight new countries to accede to this convention, and I therefore supported this resolution.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal for a
resolution on the accession of eight third countries to the 1980 Hague Convention on the
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Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction. The Hague Convention establishes a system
allowing states to cooperate in cases of child abductions, it determines which courts are
competent and which law is applicable when deciding where the child should reside, and
also provides for the speedy return of abducted children to their country of residence. The
Council has decided to delay the consultation of Parliament and the accession of these
countries to the Hague Convention on legal grounds. I welcome the recommendations set
out that the Council should proceed immediately with the procedure for the accession of
the countries mentioned to the Hague Convention and, to that end, should consult
Parliament. I agree that while defending the interests of its citizens, the Council should
refrain from impeding the proper functioning of the European Union on spurious legal
grounds.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because it
is very important to establish a system allowing participating states to cooperate in order
to find a solution to international child abductions. It is necessary to determine which
courts are competent and which law is applicable when deciding where the child should
reside. Recommendations are currently being put before the Council that it should proceed
immediately with the procedure for the adoption of the aforementioned decisions. In the
interest of European citizens who would benefit from the adoption of those decisions, it
should refrain from impeding the proper functioning of the European Union on spurious
legal grounds.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing.  − The Hague Convention of 25 October 1980 on
the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction is of great importance, because it
establishes a system allowing participating states to cooperate in order to find a solution
to international child abductions, by determining which courts are competent and which
law is applicable when deciding where the child should reside.

We know that the European Union has obtained exclusive external competence in the field
of international child abduction. The accession of new states (Gabon, Andorra, the
Seychelles, the Russian Federation, Albania, Singapore, Morocco and Armenia) should be
accepted by those states which are already members in order for the Convention to apply
between them.

Given that the Convention does not allow international organisations to become members,
the European Union should empower the Member States to act in its interest when accepting
the abovementioned accessions. In the interest of European citizens who would benefit
from the adoption of those decisions, it should renounce efforts to impede the proper
functioning of the European Union on false legal grounds.

Edite Estrela (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this resolution urging the
Member States to sign the declaration, in the interest of the European Union, allowing the
accession of eight countries to the Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of International
Child Abduction. The Council should proceed immediately with the procedure for the
adoption of the aforementioned proposed decisions and, within this procedure, it should
consult Parliament on the eight proposed decisions.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of
International Child Abduction is of great importance, as it establishes a system allowing
participating states to cooperate in order to find a solution to international child abductions,
by determining which courts are competent and which law is applicable when deciding
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where the child should reside. The Council is therefore urged to proceed with the procedures
needed to accept the accession of eight new states to the Convention.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This motion for a resolution, tabled
under Rule 115(5) of the Rules of Procedure, further to a question for oral answer put by
a group of MEPs on behalf of the Committee on Legal Affairs, concerns the declaration of
acceptance by the Member States, in the interest of the European Union, of the accession
of eight third countries to the 1980 Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of International
Child Abduction. The growing Europe-wide mobility of citizens is increasing the number
of relationships between people from different countries. This is therefore leading to a rise
in the number of cases where couples with children are separating, with disagreements
about the custody of those children. Court decisions are frequently ignored and children
are being abducted by one of their parents. I voted in favour of this motion for a resolution
– which has been blocked by the Council for nearly a year – because it is vital that, in such
cases, the international community prioritises protecting the interests of the children, and
not their parents, which does not always happen with some institutions. In the event of
international abductions, external competence therefore passes to the EU.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) The 1980 Hague Convention on the Civil
Aspects of International Child Abduction establishes a system allowing participating states
to cooperate in order to find a solution to international child abductions. This Convention
only applies between countries which have ratified or acceded to it, which is why the
acceptance of accessions is therefore of the utmost importance. Bearing in mind that the
children’s interests are of paramount importance, and that their protection must prevail
over any other interest, we consider that it is vital and urgent to establish the most effective
ways of guaranteeing the immediate return of an abducted child to his or her country of
habitual residence. We therefore voted in favour of this resolution.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The Hague Convention of 25
October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction is of great importance,
as it establishes a system allowing participating states to cooperate in order to find a solution
to international child abductions, by determining which courts are competent and which
law is applicable when deciding where the child should reside. The European Union has
already exercised its internal competence in the field of international child abductions, in
particular by means of Council Regulation (EC) No 2201/2003 concerning jurisdiction
and the recognition and enforcement of judgments in matrimonial matters and the matters
of parental responsibility. However, the Convention does not allow international
organisations to become members. For this reason, the European Union should empower
the Member States to act in its interest when accepting the aforementioned accessions.
The Council should therefore take steps as quickly as possible to adopt the decisions
proposed by the Commission, including by consulting Parliament immediately.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) In view of the growing number of international
child abductions, a phenomenon that goes hand in hand with the growing number of
binational marriages, I supported the European Parliament’s request for eight new third
countries to be granted accession to the 1980 Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of
International Child Abduction. These accessions are vital if we are to increase the likelihood
of rapid positive outcomes in cases of child abduction. The Council should therefore
conclude this process without delay.
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Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because
the Hague Convention of 25 October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of International Child
Abduction is of great importance, as it establishes a system allowing participating states
to cooperate in order to find a solution to international child abductions, by determining
which courts are competent and which law is applicable when deciding where the child
should reside. The Convention also provides for the speedy return of abducted children to
their proper country of residence. The Convention only applies between countries which
have ratified or acceded to it. The accession of new states must be accepted by those states
which are already members in order for the Convention to apply between them. The
European Union has already exercised its internal competence in the field of international
child abductions, in particular by means of Council Regulation (EC) No 2201/2003
concerning jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement of judgments in matrimonial
matters and matters of parental responsibility. The Council should proceed immediately
with the procedure for the adoption of the aforementioned proposed decisions. To that
end, it should consult Parliament on the eight proposed decisions. In the interest of European
citizens who would benefit from the adoption of those decisions, it should refrain from
impeding the proper functioning of the European Union on spurious legal grounds.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) The serious cases of human trafficking,
including minors, demonstrate that prevention measures are slow and inefficient. It is our
duty to shed light on this phenomenon again. Every minute wasted because of the lack of
communication within the Council had negative consequences in horrible situations
involving children. The Hague Convention of 25 October 1980 helps to combat trafficking
in minors by setting up an efficient system that allows the parties to cooperate on
international abductions and quick repatriation. Therefore, the accession to the Convention
of the eight third countries is extremely important.

In my opinion, the Council must take immediate action, and it must adopt the Commission’s
proposals and stop its feeble excuses. I am in complete agreement with my colleagues who
advocate the accession of the eight countries to the Convention in order to put an end to
this terrible situation.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome this resolution which calls for the EU to
sign the Hague Convention of 25 October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of International Child
Abduction. It is of great importance, as it establishes a system allowing participating states
to cooperate in order to find a solution to international child abductions, by determining
which courts are competent and which law is applicable when deciding where the child
should reside.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of
International Child Abduction is of great importance, as it establishes a system allowing
participating states to cooperate in order to find a solution to international child abductions.
I therefore support the motion for a resolution and the requests to the Council it contains.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this motion for a
resolution, because it states, quite rightly, that the Council does not have the power to
block any decisions adopted by the Commission in this regard. In all matters concerning
international child abduction, the law applicable is the Hague Convention of
25 October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction. The Commission
is attempting to ensure that all Member States comply with this agreement, so that the
accession of new states can be accepted, in accordance with the provisions of the
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Convention. The Council is impeding the usual decision-making process in this regard,
through which the Commission is seeking to ensure that all Member States comply with
the legislation in force and to prevent any country from being denied the right to accede
to the Convention. The Council likewise refuses to consult Parliament in order to make
progress in this matter, citing opposition on legal grounds. I therefore voted in favour of
this motion for a resolution.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution. It should be noted
that the protection of children’s rights is a public interest and we therefore always need to
look for the best solution on the basis on the interests of the child. Very often disputes
concerning children acquire an international element and involve the problem of the illegal
removal of a child to another country. Consequently we need to ensure the implementation
of the provisions of this Convention internationally. The procedure for the accession of
new countries cannot be delayed. We have to protect children from the harmful
consequences of their illegal removal or retention. Furthermore, we need to ensure the
speedy return of children to their country of residence and the proper implementation of
the protection of parents’ rights to contact their child.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this European
Parliament resolution on the declaration of acceptance by the Member States, in the interest
of the European Union, of the accession of eight third countries to the 1980 Hague
Convention on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction. This resolution
recommends that the Council proceed immediately with the procedure for the adoption
of the aforementioned proposed decisions and that, to that end, it should consult Parliament
on the eight proposed decisions, in the interest of European citizens who would benefit
from the adoption of those decisions.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The Hague Convention of
25 October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction is of great
importance, as it establishes a system allowing participating states to cooperate in order
to find a solution to international child abductions, by determining which courts are
competent and which law is applicable when deciding where the child should reside. The
Convention thus provides for the speedy return of abducted children to their proper country
of residence. The Convention only applies between countries which have ratified or acceded
to it. Whereas the accession of new states must be accepted by those states which are
already members in order for the Convention to apply between them. The acceptance of
accessions is therefore of the utmost importance.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I think that the judicial
situation regarding international child abduction urgently needs to be clarified, determining
which courts are competent and which law is applicable based on the place of residence
of the minor. A system must be established allowing participating states to cooperate in
order to find a solution to international child abductions by acceptance of accession to the
Hague Convention of new states, by those states that are already members. In the firm
belief that we must make protection of the rights of minors a priority, I voted in favour of
the proposal.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I do, of course, support this resolution, which
aims to press the Council to act more quickly to allow participating states to cooperate in
order to find a solution to international child abductions, by determining which courts are
competent and which law is applicable when deciding where the child should reside.
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Provision is also made for the speedy return of abducted children to their proper country
of residence. In the interests of European citizens, who would benefit from the taking of
these decisions, the Council should consult Parliament as soon as possible and stop
hindering the proper functioning of the European Union for spurious legal reasons!

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Given that the Hague Convention of
25 October 1980 on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction is of great
importance, since it establishes a system allowing participating states to cooperate in order
to find a solution to international child abductions, by determining which courts are
competent and which law is applicable when deciding where the child should reside, the
European Parliament has recommended that the Council should proceed immediately
with the procedure for the adoption of the proposed decisions presented on this issue by
the Commission. To that end, it reminds the Council that it should consult Parliament on
the proposed decisions and that, in the interest of European citizens who would benefit
from the adoption of those decisions, it should refrain from impeding the proper
functioning of the European Union on spurious legal grounds. For those reasons, I supported
the adoption of the document.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted for the report on accepting the
accession of eight third countries to the 1980 Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of
International Child Abduction. The Convention of 25 October 1980 allows signatory
countries to cooperate in order to resolve international child abductions by establishing
the competent courts and applicable laws to determine the child’s country of residence.
The Convention provides for the swift return of abducted children to their country of
residence. The European Union already exercises its internal competences for international
children abductions through Council Regulation (EC) No 2201/2003 concerning
jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement of judgments in matrimonial matters
and the matters of parental responsibility. The accession of the new states must be accepted
by the Convention members to ensure mutual application of the Convention, which does
not allow international organisations to join. The European Union must empower the
Member States to represent its interests once these accessions are accepted.

Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this resolution, which calls for
the accession of eight third countries to the 1980 Hague Convention on International
Child Abduction. The adoption of this resolution will allow Gabon, Andorra, the Seychelles,
Russia, Albania, Singapore, Morocco and Armenia to accede to the convention. The
accession of these countries is especially important as it will protect both European children
with relatives in those states as well as children living in those countries who also have
connections with EU states. I welcome the adoption of this resolution, which constitutes
an important step in ensuring that abducted children are promptly returned to their parents
or guardians should they be wrongfully removed.

Auke Zijlstra (NI),    in writing.  −  (NL) It goes without saying that the PVV supports
measures to combat and resolve child abduction. It is good therefore that more and more
countries are acceding to this convention. The resolution of Parliament is not about child
abduction as such, but is about transferring the right to conclude international agreements
from the Member States to the European Commission. That is an erosion of national
sovereignty which has repercussions for other international agreements. Abducted children
must be returned to their homes as quickly as possible. They are not in a treaty text but in
a Member State.
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Motion for a resolution: B7-0498/2012

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report, which starts by calling
on the Council and the Commission to ensure that any changes to the International
Telecommunication Regulations are compatible with the EU acquis and further the Union’s
objective of, and interest in, advancing the internet as a truly public place, where human
rights and fundamental freedoms, particularly freedom of expression and assembly, are
respected and where the observance of free market principles, net neutrality and
entrepreneurship is ensured. It is also important to protect the development of, and access
to, online services for end users, as well as the digital economy as a whole.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This text is an appeal from the European
Parliament to Member States in the context of the revision of the International
Telecommunication Regulations (ITRs) at the World Conference on International
Telecommunications, which will be held in Dubai from 3 to 14 December 2013. By
supporting this text, I am appealing for vigilance with regard to any threat that could
jeopardise the open and competitive nature of the internet. The internet should remain a
place of freedom and openness and the European Parliament’s vote is a step in that direction.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because it
consolidates the European Parliament position that the internet really must be a public
place for the exercise of human rights and freedoms. The internet must remain free and
open and there cannot be any talk of proposals that might threaten the open and
competitive nature of the internet. This report calls on the European Council to coordinate
the negotiation of the revision of the International Telecommunications Regulations, on
the basis of inclusively gathered input from multiple stakeholders. I believe that internet
governance and related regulatory issues in the subsequent telecommunications process
should continue to be defined comprehensively and at various levels.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Telecommunications are central to a number of
challenges: not only have they become pivotal to our growth, but they also touch upon
sensitive areas such as the protection of our privacy. For these reasons, I support the
ambitions set out in this resolution: regulation of telecommunications must be fair and
realistic, and that means, in particular, ensuring that they are developed in a way that is
open, inclusive and in line with the principle of neutrality.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Questions concerning the management of, and
access to, the internet are becoming increasingly central to the debate on international
telecommunications. I believe that the joint position of the Group of the European People’s
Party (Christian Democrats) and the Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for
Europe provides a prudent and balanced approach to this subject, aiming to ensure that
the European position at the forthcoming World Conference defends the freedom of use
of and access to this means of communication, human rights and observance of the
Community acquis. Unjustified restrictions would be a backward step in terms of the method
we use to communicate today, which has helped people to come closer and allowed
information and trade to flow more freely. While recognising the need to be alert to crimes
that may be committed over the internet, I still consider that the starting point must be
freedom of use of and access to the internet, and not its limitation or the introduction of
economic barriers to its use. I hope that the Conference conclusions will adopt the same
position.
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José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This joint motion for a resolution,
tabled pursuant to Rule 110(2) and (4) of the Rules of Procedure, replacing the motions
of the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats) and the Group of the
Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe, concerns the forthcoming World Conference
on International Telecommunications (WCIT-2012) of the International
Telecommunications Union, to be held in Dubai, United Arab Emirates, from 3 to
14 December 2012, during which the possible expansion of the scope of the International
Telecommunication Regulations will be discussed. I hope that the participation of the
European Union and Member States in this conference will be properly coordinated –
given that only the Member States can negotiate on the proposals presented – so that there
are no changes that may harm the EU’s interests or limit the development of the EU acquis.
In Dubai, Europe must speak with one voice and defend freedom of access to the internet,
which some countries would like to restrict. I support the review of the International
Telecommunication Regulations at WCIT-2012 because this represents a good opportunity
to improve cooperation between countries in order to raise levels of economic and social
development.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) This resolution aims to ensure that the
Council and Commission changes to the International Telecommunication Regulations
further the ‘Union’s objective of, and interest in, advancing the internet as a truly public
place’, without any reference to the importance of truly universal, democratic and inclusive
access. The resolution calls for respect for ‘human rights and fundamental freedoms,
particularly freedom of expression and assembly’. We agree. It also argues for free market
principles and entrepreneurship, and defends more competition with the aim of ‘avoiding
a new digital divide’. Concern is expressed that the ‘ITU [International Telecommunications
Union] reform proposals include the establishment of new profit mechanisms... driving
up prices [and] hampering innovation’. This concern falls short of the necessary rejection
of such profit mechanisms and a reversal of these policies, given that some of their harmful
effects are recognised. As an alternative, we signed a motion for a resolution, which was
regrettably not adopted given that it was the only one to argue that ‘telecommunications
and the internet are and should remain public goods, as this is the only way to guarantee
universal access to, and democratic control over, them’.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The International
Telecommunication Regulations (ITRs), to which the 27 EU Member States are signatories,
were adopted by the World Administrative Telegraphy and Telephone Conference in
Melbourne in 1988 and have not been revised since. The International Telecommunication
Union (ITU) has called a meeting in Dubai from 3 to 14 December 2012, named the World
Conference on International Telecommunications (WCIT), to agree to a new text for these
ITRs. Some of the ITR reform proposals presented relate to aspects of international
telecommunications which clearly fall under the remit of the EU acquis and Union policy,
including the relationship between regulatory bodies and independent commercial
operators, roaming and personal data protection. In the context of the European Conference
of Postal and Telecommunications Administrations (CEPT), a meeting has been held with
the aim of preparing a common European position on ITR reform. The European
Commission will inform the International Telecommunications Union of the different
competences of the European Union and its Member States in these matters.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution which expresses concern
that the ITU reform proposals include the establishment of new profit mechanisms that
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could seriously threaten the open and competitive nature of the internet, driving up prices,
hampering innovation and limiting access. It also recalls that the internet should remain
free and open.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  − (IT) The conference is an opportunity to underline the
importance of safeguarding a robust best-effort internet, fostering innovation and freedom
of expression, ensuring competition and avoiding a new digital divide.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this motion for a
resolution, as it rightly points out that there are risks in respect of fundamental freedoms.
In this motion for a resolution, Parliament calls on the Council and the Commission to
ensure that any changes to the International Telecommunication Regulations are compatible
with EU law, in order to guarantee that the internet is a truly public place, where human
rights and fundamental freedoms, particularly freedom of expression and assembly, are
respected. It considers that neither the International Telecommunications Union nor any
other centralised institution is the appropriate body to assert regulatory authority over the
internet, and regrets the lack of transparency and inclusiveness surrounding the negotiations
for the ITU’s World Conference on International Telecommunications 2012. This text
reflects concerns that the various private actors participating in this conference will adopt
decisions in an attempt to regulate the freedom of the internet unilaterally and to impose
their own conditions on the public. For all of these reasons, I voted in favour of the motion
for a resolution.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution. Given the importance
of electronic communications policy, an open and stable legal framework should be
established and a bottom-up, multi-stakeholder model applied. Any changes to the
International Telecommunication Regulations should be compatible with EU law. It should
be noted that there should be a greater focus on preparations for the 2012 World
Conference on International Telecommunications, taking into account its importance for
society. I believe that only by joint efforts can we protect the openness of the internet, the
rights of users and properly implement free market principles.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The joint motion for a resolution
on the forthcoming World Conference on International Telecommunications (WCIT-2012)
of the International Telecommunications Union and on the possible expansion of the
scope of the International Telecommunication Regulations aims to express the European
Parliament’s concerns on this issue. Among the concerns mentioned, I would highlight
the request for the Member States to prevent any changes to the International
Telecommunication Regulations which would be harmful to the openness of the internet,
net neutrality, universal service obligations, online creative content and the participatory
governance entrusted to multiple actors, such as governments, supranational institutions,
non-governmental organisations, large and small businesses, the technological community
and internet users and consumers at large.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. We call on the Council and
the Commission to ensure that any changes to the International Telecommunication
Regulations are compatible with the EU acquis and further the Union’s objective of, and
interest in, advancing the internet as a truly public place, where human rights and
fundamental freedoms, particularly freedom of expression and assembly, are respected
and the observance of free market principles, net neutrality and entrepreneurship are
ensured. We also regret the lack of transparency and inclusiveness surrounding the

101Debates of the European ParliamentEN22-11-2012



negotiations for WCIT-12, given that the outcomes of this meeting could substantially
affect the public interest.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The International
Telecommunication Regulations (ITRs) were adopted in Melbourne in 1988 and have not
been revised since. Recently there have been proposals for a new text for the ITRs in order
to bring them into line with a radically different technological, economic and social context.
I believe that the process of revising international Regulations requires the broadest possible
participation and agreement among all stakeholders: citizens, enterprises, associations and
the public administration. Furthermore, when the international regulatory framework for
internet and telecommunications is being established, the open, competitive and innovative
nature of the internet must be guaranteed for the future, as well as respect for human rights
and fundamental liberties, in particular freedom of expression and association.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I agree with the message of this resolution: I
find it damaging – and I choose my words carefully – to have such a lack of transparency
surrounding the preparations for the World Conference on International
Telecommunications (WCIT-2012) and the conference itself, given that it should give rise
to important outcomes that are in the public interest! May I remind you that some of the
proposals for reform of the International Telecommunication Regulations (ITR) submitted
by the 193 Member States of the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) would
have an impact on the internet, its architecture, its operations, its content and its security,
on business relations, on governance of the internet and on the free flow of information
online. These ITU reform proposals offer cause for concern, as they provide for the
introduction of specific interconnection charging mechanisms, which could seriously
threaten the open and competitive nature of the internet by driving up prices and hampering
innovation. It is urgent to shed some light on this matter!

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Any changes to the International
Telecommunication Regulations (ITRs) should be compatible with the European Union
acquis and further the Union’s objective of, and interest in, advancing the internet as a truly
public place, where human rights and fundamental freedoms are respected. I voted in
favour of this resolution as I believe that the internet should remain free and open to
citizens, with bottom-up multilateral participation, and that online services and the digital
economy should be promoted. Lastly, the internet must remain an open space, guaranteeing
respect for free market principles, net neutrality and entrepreneurship.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. − (RO) I voted for the resolution on the
forthcoming World Conference on International Telecommunications (WCIT-12) of the
International Telecommunications Union (ITU), and the possible expansion of the scope
of International Telecommunication Regulations. It is important to ensure that all
amendments to these regulations are compatible with the EU acquis and that they help
promote the internet as a true public space where human rights and fundamental liberties,
such as the freedoms of opinion and association in particular, are respected. They must
also respect the principles of the free market, net neutrality and entrepreneurship. I support
the proposals to maintain the current scope of the ITRs and the current mandate of the
ITU, and I support the view that ITU, or any other single, centralised international
institution, is not the appropriate body to assert regulatory authority over either internet
governance or internet traffic flows. I call on the Member States to prevent any changes to
the ITRs which would be harmful to the openness of the internet, net neutrality, the
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‘end-to-end’ principle, universal service obligations, and the participatory governance
entrusted to multiple actors.

Motion for a resolution: B7-0496/2012

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report, as I consider that the
fight against climate change should remain a priority, both within Europe and
internationally. I believe that the fight against climate change, in addition to its inherent
objective, also contributes to sustainable growth, additional jobs and decreasing dependency
on energy imports. As a result, the European Union should demonstrate leadership at this
conference, by speaking with one voice, representing the 27 Member States of the European
Union, in the search for progress towards an international agreement.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This text aims to detail the European Parliament’s
position ahead of the Doha Conference, which will end on 7 December. I supported this
resolution because it is balanced and reasonable. Particular attention has been paid to risks
of carbon leakage, which would hamper the competitiveness of European companies. The
European Union is a leader in environmental matters. It must remain so, while enabling
its economy to adapt and making sure that its efforts are shared by third countries.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this resolution on the
Climate Change Conference in Doha at the end of November. At the Doha Conference
there will be negotiations on the legally binding global agreement on climate change issues
which should replace the Kyoto Protocol from 2020. I agree that the main goals of the EU
delegation should be to establish a more ambitious plan for reducing the greenhouse effect
and progress towards a global agreement on climate change issues. I welcome the proposals
set out that by 2020 the EU should reduce its CO2 emissions by 30 %, compared to 1990.
I agree that a second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol should begin on
1 January 2013 and that there should be a transition to a new international regime by
2020. We also need to ensure that the Green Climate Fund for developing countries is
brought into operation.

Erik Bánki (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) I did not support the European Parliament resolution
concerning the Climate Change Conference in Doha because it fails to take into account
the interests of Hungary and the other Central and Eastern European Member States. I
think it is unacceptable that, despite the fact that the EU15 could not have met their Kyoto
commitments without the massive emissions reductions achieved by the new Member
States, they are now ignoring the legitimate demand of these countries to carry over their
Kyoto surplus. Unless we arrive at a compromise that is acceptable to everyone, we will
not reach a unified position, and this will jeopardise the chances of asserting the EU’s
interests effectively in the international climate negotiations.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Climate change has gradually been
purely and simply erased from the political and media agenda over a period of many
months. However, with a greater degree of consensus than ever, international experts have
merely confirmed their most pessimistic fears about changes in the climate. The objective
of preventing a two-degree increase by the end of this century already appears to be obsolete.
This can only be a matter of regret. The European Union, which is in the vanguard of the
environmental battle, must step up its efforts and its attempts to educate others at
international meetings. In this respect, the Doha Conference will be another important
event, but let us not be naïve. It seems to me to be vital to put on the table the question of
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a carbon tax at the borders of our continent in order to prevent any distortion of
competition for our European industries, which cannot take on environmental
commitments unilaterally.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
the joint resolution recognises that climate change represents an urgent and potentially
irreversible threat to humanity and thus has to be addressed at international level by all of
the parties. Recent scientific findings suggest that the effects of climate change are more
rapid and more pronounced than previously predicted, for instance in the Arctic region,
and investments in the energy sector very often have a lifetime of 30 years or more and
the planning of new projects and policies takes a long time, a situation which accentuates
the worldwide urgency to take new steps in the field of energy. The EU should take a leading
role in combating climate change and achieve a legally uniting and binding agreement on
equity in long-term global mitigation efforts. It is important to note that after 2012, the
last year of fast-start finance (USD 30 billion over three years committed in Copenhagen),
there is no certainty as to how much climate finance will be delivered. It is worth stressing
that the current economic crisis must not be used as a pretext for inaction or for refusing
funding for adaptation measures in developing countries.

Nikolaos Chountis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) I voted for the resolution on the Climate
Change Conference in Doha, because it recognises that climate change represents an urgent
and irreversible threat to human societies and the planet, and it proposes a legally binding
international agreement based on the principle of ‘common but differentiated
responsibilities’, and recognises that the scientific information does not leave much margin
for postponement. Our primary and crucial task is to continue our efforts at all levels, even
in the bleak circumstances surrounding us, to prevent at least part of the geoclimatic
disturbance. At Doha, the planet’s leaders must ‘take the bull by the horns’ and reach
substantial, workable decisions, as the resolution proposes, and must sacrifice their
short-term growth for the benefit of the environment, because already we are all
experiencing the dire consequences of climate change. The Doha Conference, however,
must not refer the matter to the next international conference, as usually happens;
commitments must be made, with a specific schedule for reducing emissions, and there
must be more than vague political talk about reducing them. Besides, ecology and economics
can coexist. We must not renew the right to cause destruction for the benefit of the few.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) Climate change is no doubt real and
represents the biggest threat to the environment the world has ever seen. The European
Union strives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in its Member States and urges other
countries to follow its example. There is no miracle solution to stop climate change, which
is why I believe we must reach a world consensus on how to best limit carbon emissions.
A new international agreement on carbon pollution is necessary.

The EU must take a more active and influential role in the international negotiations on
climate change. All of the institutions of the European Union must continue their climate
change diplomatic efforts and make the EU’s vision on climate change more clear to all
countries, China and the United States in particular, so that the new international agreement
protects the interest of all countries.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) By voting on this resolution, we wish to issue a
reminder that we still have big ambitions for the Doha Climate Change Conference. The
Union must continue to play a leading role on the matter, as urgent action is required. I
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particularly support the idea that we must develop our climate diplomacy. The European
Union must remain a pioneer in the field, but it must not stop there: it must also be a leader,
and to do that it must learn to speak with one voice, if it wants that voice to be heard.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Just a few days before the 18th United Nations
Climate Change Conference (COP 18), to be held in Doha from 26 November to 7 December
2012, it is important to know what measures the Council is taking to ensure that the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change makes progress and achieves concrete
results, particularly as regards the changes required to the Kyoto Protocol, prior to the
second commitment period which will start on 1 January 2013. It is also important to lead
by example, by respecting the commitments of financing and compliance with the scheduled
objectives.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This motion for a resolution, tabled
pursuant to Rule 115(5) of the Rules of Procedure, further to several questions for oral
answer, concerns the Climate Change Conference to be held in Doha, Qatar, from
26 November to 7 December 2012. Recent natural disasters, which have affected several
countries including Italy, the United States (Hurricane Sandy) and Portugal, and which
have resulted in not only tens of victims but also millions of euros in damage, should
prompt world leaders to adopt the environmental measures that are vital in order to prevent
the average global temperature from continuing to increase, with all too familiar
consequences. Although reducing greenhouse gas emissions may have a high cost, this
will always be much lower than the consequences of not adopting these measures. I
therefore hope that, not only will the Kyoto Protocol be extended, but also that its objectives
will be increased, that it will be extended to developing countries, and that it will be ratified
by the biggest greenhouse gas emitters, namely the United States, China and India.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) This resolution aims to give guidance on
the EU mandate at COP 18 (18th United Nations Climate Change Conference). It proposes
enhanced action at the start of the second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol,
calling for increased ambition between now and 2020 and seeking new sources of financing.
It supports the introduction of robust accounting rules on ‘land use’, reallocation of land
and forestry, and reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation,
particularly as regards the technical assessment of forest reference levels. Although we
agree with some points, we strongly disagree with others: support for the creation of a
global carbon market, with ‘links between the EU emissions trading scheme and other
trading schemes’, at a time when the ineffectiveness and perversity of this market-based
approach is clearly evident; support for the allocation of an exchange value, by allocating
a price to ‘goods and services’ provided by biodiversity, which is halfway towards the
commercial exploitation and private appropriation of nature and her resources; and
removal, as a result of the vote in plenary, of the reference to patents (meaning that
developing countries will not be required to purchase them). These points formed sufficient
reason for us to vote against the report.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The decisions encompassing the
Durban Platform for Enhanced Action (the Durban Package) recognise that climate change
represents an urgent and potentially irreversible threat to human societies and the planet
and thus has to be addressed at international level by all of the Parties. The Durban Package
has in principle laid the foundation for a comprehensive, ambitious, legally binding
international agreement involving all of the Parties, to be reached by 2015 and implemented
by 2020. I am of the view that the Doha Conference (COP 18) must build on the momentum
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achieved in Durban in order to ensure that such a legally binding global agreement remains
on track and will be delivered by 2015. Worldwide innovation in the sustainable energy
sector (at both production and user level) creates jobs, stimulates economic growth,
increases energy independence, and cares for a cleaner world in which climate change is
mitigated and sufficient energy supplies ensured. I think that, in order to demonstrate the
seriousness of its efforts, and given its technological and economic capabilities, the EU
should take a leading role in climate protection.

Ildikó Gáll-Pelcz (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) In today’s vote I did not support the EP’s
resolution on the Climate Change Conference in Doha because it fails to take account of
the interests of Hungary and the other Central and Eastern European Member States. The
Fidesz (Federation of Young Democrats) delegation in the European Parliament believes
that the lack of a unified position could jeopardise our chances of asserting the EU’s interests
effectively in the international climate negotiations. I would like to highlight the fact that,
at the initiative of my colleague Erik Bánki, five Central and Eastern European Member
States have issued a joint press release pointing out that during the climate negotiations
in Doha they will continue to stand by the position adopted by their countries. The press
release, signed by the Hungarian, Bulgarian, Slovak, Czech and Latvian MEPs in the Group
of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), stresses that the Central and Eastern
European Member States need to insist on being able to carry over the significant surplus
units they gained as a result of exceeding their emissions reduction commitments under
the Kyoto Protocol beyond 2012. This is particularly important because this income could
be used to invest in developing new, green, energy-efficient sectors.

Robert Goebbels (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I abstained in the vote on the resolution
concerning the upcoming Doha Conference. This resolution is no more than a collection
of observations of failure and pious wishes. Before the Doha Conference, any observer can
see that there will be No ’legally binding global agreement’. The European Union is
practically alone in still clinging on to the Kyoto agreement, which has been abandoned
by the Americans, the Canadians, the Japanese and the Russians, not to mention China,
India and other big countries. Nevertheless, Parliament persists in calling for Europe to ‘set
an example’, when the EU’s CO2 emissions account for close to 10 % of global emissions.
We will not build a better environment by clinging to such illusions.

Françoise Grossetête (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I am in favour of this resolution since,
after Copenhagen, Cancun and Durban, it is vital that we do not end another conference
frustrated and dissatisfied. The European institutions must be more influential in the
negotiation processes if we wish to achieve tangible results. This resolution contains several
mentions of climate diplomacy and the importance of speaking with one voice. The climate
issue should be addressed in a cross-cutting manner, including through industrial policy:
the effects on industry and the way in which industry can do its bit are an essential aspect
of these negotiations. We cannot take measures unilaterally, to the detriment of our
economy, while our main partners continue to pollute. We must ensure that the big
polluting countries ratify the second Kyoto commitment period: until we have a
legally-binding agreement for all of the major economies, we will not make progress. It is
also important to underline the fact that climate finance should be able to come from a
variety of sources: a role for the private sector should not be rejected out of hand. We must
be able to combine economic growth and climate management.

Sylvie Guillaume (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) After Durban, this new Climate Change
Conference should be the occasion to act on past commitments and ensure that they are
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swiftly enforced. Promises are no longer enough: we need to act. This is why I voted for
this resolution: to set the bar higher and continue to pursue the objective of reducing
greenhouse gases by 30 % by 2020, in the interests of European citizens. It is also essential
for the largest industrial countries to reach an agreement to renew the Kyoto Protocol,
which expires at the end of 2012. This resolution is also the occasion to remind ourselves
of the need to help developing countries, often the first to be hit by natural disasters, so
that they too can manage to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions, without increasing
their structural vulnerability. Finally, from the European point of view, it is in our interests
to adopt this approach, given the positive impact that sustainable development can have
in terms of new jobs, growth and reducing energy dependence.

Krišjānis Kariņš (PPE),    in writing. − (LV) In defence of Latvia’s interests, I did not vote
for the motion for a resolution on the Climate Change Conference in Doha, Qatar. The
resolution states that it will not be possible to carry over emissions units to the next
commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol. This proposal is unacceptable, since it would
significantly increase the costs required for Latvia to meet objectives which it is already
achieving to an admirable extent. Data show that Latvia has reduced greenhouse gas
emissions by 55 % compared with 1990.

A ban on the carry-over of emissions units would make it necessary to purchase more of
these units on the market, and this, at a time when the country is on the way to balancing
its budget, would only increase budget expenditure. The global targets for the reduction
of greenhouse gas emissions are to be welcomed, but they must be achieved in a predictable
manner, and not by creating an additional burden for national budgets.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) The planet’s climate change is a
constant threat, causing irreversible changes, as recognised by the Durban Platform. The
EU delegation plays a vital role in the international climate change negotiations and we
have been entrusted with developing new international agreements on environmental
protection. The Doha Conference must produce clear plans on how to combat climate
change by 2020, in other words, reducing global emissions by at least 50 %. The situation
is dire; recent studies show that climate change is accelerating in the Arctic region and will
affect people in poorer countries the most.

I believe that the gradual elimination of fossil fuel subsidies and redirecting of funds towards
climate change programmes and R&D investment is an international priority. I recommend
that levies on international financial transactions and international maritime and air
transport be used for this purpose. I agree with my colleagues that, in order to combat this
phenomenon, we need to coordinate Europe’s decision-making powers. The EU must
speak with one voice and, alongside the rest of the world, condemn any lack of action and
cooperation blamed on the economic crisis.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution and am particularly pleased
that amendment 21 was carried. This states that it is in the EU’s own interest to aim for a
climate protection target of 30 % by 2020 creating sustainable growth, additional jobs
and energy independency.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This resolution favours a binding
international agreement on climate change that respects the principle of ‘common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities’. It calls for this agreement to
include ambitious targets, consistent with the findings of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) and for mechanisms to be introduced to monitor enforcement of
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the rules. It insists that the ‘developed’ countries should provide the ‘developing’ countries
with the necessary means to adapt to and fight against climate change, in addition to the
aid already envisaged. It also advocates the phasing-out of fossil-fuel subsidies. I support
all of these recommendations and I am therefore voting in favour of this text, although, as
ever, I regret that it has been approached within the framework of an expanded carbon
market and not outside of this harmful mechanism, the limits of which are recognised in
the text.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this motion for a
resolution, as it makes clear the extreme importance of the matter and Parliament’s concerns
in this regard. Climate change, which was denied by many Members a few years ago, must
today be one of the main items on the international community’s political agenda if we
are to mitigate the disastrous effects it can have. The motion for a resolution stresses the
role Parliament must play in the forthcoming talks in Doha, insisting that Parliament must
give its consent to agreements with third countries or international organisations. According
to the motion for a resolution, the European Union must continue to play a ‘breakthrough’
role with regard to emission reduction policies and objectives in order to alleviate the
effects of climate change. This is why I voted in favour of the motion for a resolution.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted in favour.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) Combating climate change
is a relatively new EU policy area. Although we are considering lots of new pieces of
legislation in which we aim to reduce the impact of human economic activity on the climate,
we cannot boast of great achievements on this issue in the international sphere. I welcome
the large majority of the provisions set out in the resolution, but I am convinced that they
will simply continue to remain sound bites unless the European Union is able to focus the
efforts of all Member States and finally speak with one voice on international climate policy.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution. It should be noted
that the foundations of the global agreement on combating climate change in 2015 will
be laid at Doha. Consequently, it is very important for the EU to be able to convince its
partners throughout the world to take more decisive action to accede to the international
agreement. Only if all countries reduce emissions together will we preserve fair competition
and avoid changes that devastate all of mankind. In order to address the issue of the negative
impact of climate change, we need to find innovative and additional sources of financing.
There should be greater financial and technical assistance for developing countries and the
poorest and most vulnerable countries. I feel that it is appropriate to include the provisions
of the Cancun Agreement in the EU legislation being drawn up.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Through this resolution, the
European Parliament has presented its concerns to be put forward at the 18th United
Nations Climate Change Conference (COP 18) to be held in Doha. Among these concerns,
I would highlight the request for equity and common but differentiated responsibilities
and respective capabilities to be at the very heart of the decisions, so that the conference
can deliver an adequate response to protect the climate.

Frédérique Ries (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Let us say it from the outset: with a few days
to go until the Doha Conference, the commitments made by the international community
to limit global warming to a maximum of 2° C are a long way from being met. The United
Nations and the European Union are sounding the alarm: we must act quickly and decisively!
Today, like 484 other Members of the European Parliament, I supported a resolution that
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reminds us that this target is vital for the continued survival of our planet’s inhabitants and
ecosystems. The resolution stresses that, in order to be credible, industrialised countries
must not only honour their commitments if they wish to help the poorest countries, but
also set the bar higher if they want to reduce their carbon footprint by 2020. The hopes
of tomorrow rest on a combination of ambitious measures on clean technologies and
energy-efficient buildings and transport, and the promotion of green jobs. The European
Parliament also underlines the need to create strategic alliances with the key industrialised
countries in order to renew the Kyoto Protocol, which expires very shortly, with a view to
concluding a new international treaty with quantified targets for 2020.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) As the Doha summit begins, and with the
Kyoto Protocol due to expire at the end of 2012, I voted for this resolution, which calls on
all states to intensify their efforts to limit global warming. The current promises to fight
climate change are not sufficient to meet the target of limiting the average global
temperature increase to 2°C. It is crucial for a new international treaty to be ratified with
more ambitious objectives, and for all countries to step up their efforts. To this end, we
call on the EU to aim for a 30 % reduction in its emissions by 2020, we stress our support
for the inclusion of air transport in the European emissions trading system, and we ask
that the issue of emissions from the international maritime transport sector be addressed
swiftly. Unfortunately, the likelihood is that no new legally-binding international treaty
will enter into force before 2020, which would leave a void after the expiry of the Kyoto
Protocol at the end of 2012. This must be avoided at all costs, and I call upon all signatory
states to come to an agreement on a second commitment period for the current protocol.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. UN Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 18th session of the Conference of the Parties (COP-18) and
the eight Meeting of Parties of the Kyoto Protocol (MOP-8) will be held in Doha, Qatar
26.11.-7.12.2012. The Doha meeting is expected to make progress on the Durban Platform
of Action, setting work programme towards agreeing a ‘protocol, legal instrument or
agreed outcome with legal force under the Convention, applicable to all Parties’ at the latest
by 2015. The MOP should also adopt the formal amendments to establish a second
commitment period under Kyoto Protocol. The ENVI adopted resolution is mainly a positive
one, it calls for/stresses, inter alia: new protocol to ensure mitigation action in line with
below 2°C carbon budget, means for the required climate action in developing countries,
and robust compliance and clarity and agreement on comparability of effort for non-KP
developed Parties.

Kārlis Šadurskis (PPE),    in writing.  − The EP resolution on the forthcoming Climate
Change Conference in Doha (COP18) ‘stresses that the carry-over of assigned amount units
(AAUs) to the second commitment period would undermine the integrity of the Kyoto
Protocol’ and ‘points out that if Member States are allowed to transfer AAUs, the Kyoto
Protocol will have no real effect on climate mitigation’.

A group of EPP Members from the Central and Eastern European countries find this position
unacceptable as, with the ban on carrying over the AAUs, which are an important national
asset, these countries will be deprived of a significant amount of resources to be invested
in the green economy. It is not acceptable that the efforts by these countries to reduce CO2

emissions under the current Kyoto Protocol are disregarded, as they have contributed to
the average decrease in the EU27’s CO2 emissions and have helped the EU to lead the way
in combating climate change. In my view, this fact undermines the credibility of the EU to
speak with one voice and therefore I voted against the resolution.
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Tokia Saïfi (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The 18th United Nations Conference on Climate
Change will be held from 26 November to 7 December 2012 in Doha, Qatar. It follows
on from two other major international environmental summits: Durban (2011) and Rio+20
(2012). I supported this resolution because it provides a road map for the European
Parliament delegation that will take part in the conference, which will have to work to
obtain a legally-binding international agreement. In addition, it stresses the fact that the
Union must set an example by honouring its commitments and showing an ambitious
approach to climate change mitigation and climate finance, and that all EU institutions
consequently have a duty to engage in intensive climate diplomacy ahead of the Conference.
Furthermore, it underlines the problem of finance, more relevant than ever in this period
of crisis, and suggests ideas for resolving it. Finally, it reiterates a principle that seems to
me to be essential: we must move towards a sustainable economy, which takes the
environment into account throughout the production cycle.

Daciana Octavia Sârbu (S&D),    in writing.  − If we think back a few years to the
Copenhagen conference and the importance which was attached to it, it is quite striking
how little media attention the subsequent negotiations in Cancun and Durban have received
in comparison. This has obscured the fact that these more recent negotiations have in fact
produced constructive – if modest – progress. The developments we have seen on issues
such as forestry monitoring and reporting and the Clean Development Mechanism are
both encouraging and significant. They might not always be headline news, but they show
that international cooperation is working and that meaningful progress can be made. We
should continue to build on this progress, especially in the area of forestry and financing.
Deforestation is one of the single biggest contributory factors to CO2 increases. Effective
international forestry management will not only reduce these emissions, but will also help
preserve biodiversity and the invaluable eco-services it provides. We do not have to wait
for a finalised international agreement on emissions before we put in place concrete
measures which will deliver not only CO2 reduction but also wider environmental, economic
and societal benefits in the medium and long term.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Since the Durban Package
provided for measures that are insufficient to deal with the consequences of climate change,
I hope that the Doha Conference will serve as a platform for dialogue and lead to the
adoption of a legally binding international agreement. The Doha Conference must provide
the momentum for achievement of ambitious and sufficient targets and corresponding
policy measures for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. There should be greater
awareness of the urgency of the need for concrete actions, taking into account for example
the positive results achieved by the sustainable energy sector, which creates jobs, stimulates
economic growth and mitigates climate change. The next global agreement will provide
the opportunity for agreeing on enhanced action capable of implementing commitments
made. For these reasons, I voted in favour.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I am in favour of this resolution. It is simply
incredible to see the risks to which too many people are willing to subject future generations.
If urgent measures are not taken, the average temperature of the planet will increase by 3
to 5°C over the course of the century. The 2°C target set by the international community
is, according to scientists, the level above which the climate could spiral out of control,
with effects that would bring about a further rapid acceleration in temperatures.

However, even if the most ambitious promises made by the different states are kept, there
will be eight gigatonnes too many, two gigatonnes more than the estimates given in the
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previous United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) report in 2011. The new
assessment can be partly explained by the fact that the countries have clarified their promises
and the way in which they should be interpreted in practice.

How many verbal and tangible warnings do we need to hear before we act? The 2°C target
could still be attained, if swift measures were taken.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The 18th United Nations Climate Change
Conference (COP 18) to be held in Doha must build on the momentum achieved in Durban
in order to ensure that a legally binding global agreement will be delivered by 2015. This
agreement must be consistent with the principle of ‘common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities’, but must recognise the need for all major
emitters to adopt ambitious and sufficient targets and corresponding policy measures for
the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. The European Parliament welcomes the
establishment of the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action
and notes that Decision 1/CP.17 requires this group, as a matter of urgency, to start work
on the development of a document with legal force under the Convention, applicable to
all of the Parties, and to complete that work as early as possible and no later than 2015.
For those reasons, I voted in favour of the document.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted for the resolution on the Doha
Climate Change Conference. Climate change represents a constant and possibly irreversible
threat to humanity and the planet and requires concerted international action. According
to the International Energy Agency (IEA), world energy consumption will rise by a third
between 2010 and 2035, with the biggest increase in energy consumption and emissions
to originate in the developing world. Innovative action to reduce carbon emissions in the
energy sector may benefit the EU, which is a global leader in the production of energy
goods and services.

I believe that a coherent environmental protection policy is essential for an effective EU
strategy to combat and adapt to climate change. I would draw attention to the urgent need
to avoid a funding delay after 2012 and identify a way to ensure adequate funding for
climate change programmes for 2013-2020.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) Through this resolution, the
European Parliament has, on the eve of the UN Climate Change Conference (COP) in Doha,
once again set out its view on the stakes of climate change and the renewal of the Kyoto
Protocol, which expires at the end of December this year. Parliament is concerned, in
particular, about the latest scientific studies, which indicate that global warming could be
faster and more pronounced than predicted. Can the European Union set the example,
starting by honouring its commitments? How close are we to the adoption of binding
commitments and actions to reduce CO2 emissions by all Member States? There is cause
for scepticism given that the Commission’s targets are for 2050. I nevertheless voted in
favour of this resolution, on the grounds that the measures proposed are at least a step in
the right direction. More generally, it is regrettable that the COP is content to wait until
2015 to take the measures necessary to finally commit to fighting climate change.

Zbigniew Ziobro (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) Member States are not in a position to
continue financing unilateral emission reductions. In advance of the next Climate Change
Conference there is no indication that the US, China or India are prepared to follow Europe’s
lead and introduce significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. According to the
analysts, even if Europe did away with all its industrial emissions, the global trend would
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remain unchanged unless the aforementioned countries took action. Furthermore, there
is still no rational indication as to whether this trend is the result of human activity or of
natural climate change. Once again, I call on the European Parliament to reconsider its
stance. That is why I voted against the resolution debated. Personally, I am amazed that
Parliament can be opposed to the exploitation of shale gas, which can lead to a genuine
reduction in emissions, whilst it is simultaneously in favour of further unilateral emission
reductions, which would have serious consequences for European industry. It is time to
consider where this policy is leading us.

Report: Maria Eleni Koppa (A7-0274/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support the report, as I consider that we
must reaffirm our support for the European Union’s external policies and recent enlargement
processes, while always learning the lessons from all of these processes. I also believe that
the social role, which is complementary to the economic role of candidate countries, should
be highlighted, and that civil society in the European Union and candidate countries should
be given the chance to express their opinions. As a result, I welcome the proposal to include
civil society organisations, trade unions and other beneficiaries of the Instrument for
Pre-Accession Assistance in the enlargement process, as this is vital to better tackle the
social problems, labour rights and sensitive historical issues associated with ethnic and
religious minorities. All this effort is essential if we want a European Union based on the
values on which it was founded. Furthermore, in my opinion the European Parliament
should send a clear message that, despite the economic crisis, the EU must pursue its policy
of enlargement, which has proven to be a tool for consolidating democracy and stability
in candidate countries.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The Communist Party of Greece
(KKE) voted against the report on ‘Enlargement: policies, criteria and the EU’s strategic
interests’ (Α7-0274/2012) because it dangerously reinforces the reactionary nature and
aggression of the EU against the peoples of its Member States, the states applying for
accession and the countries in the wider area. The EU is demanding the right to impose its
own imperialist ‘law’ on international relations and cross-border disputes. International
disagreements will be turned into bilateral disputes under the arbitration of the EU, which
will undertake to settle them on the basis of its own interests. The EU will intervene with
‘all parties to disputes... to refer the matter to the International Court of Justice or to commit
themselves to a binding arbitration mechanism…’, calling upon the Commission and the
Council to develop an arbitration mechanism aimed at resolving bilateral and multilateral
disputes. The integration process is being used by the EU to impose the Europe 2020
strategy in order to serve the interests of the monopolies. The EU is transforming ‘the
political, socio-economic and cultural landscape’ of the countries wishing to join the EU,
and is financing mechanisms of the bourgeois state, non-governmental organisations and
the labour aristocracy of the trade unions to manipulate the workers’ movement.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) The enlargement of the EU has been
an essential part of its agenda since the outset. The last decade has proved that enlargement
is beneficial to the Union overall and makes it more prepared for global challenges. Even
though EU enlargement is desirable, all states that wish to join must meet all of the criteria
and commitments laid down in EU legislation. This report highlights the fact that EU
enlargement must be considered very carefully in the current climate by analysing not only
the capacity of a state to comply with European standards but also the capacity of the
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Union to integrate new states. I believe that states wishing to join the European Union
must first and foremost meet the criterion of respect for human rights and the rule of law.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I support this report because I value positively the
new negotiating approach for future enlargements, which prioritises issues related to the
judiciary and fundamental rights, as well as to justice and home affairs. Enlargement has
been part of the EU agenda since as early as the 1960s and has been a successful process
for the EU and Europe as a whole. It contributed to peace, stability and prosperity
throughout Europe. It also enhanced conflict prevention, stimulated reforms and
consolidated the respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. For these reasons,
taking into account both the experience of past enlargements and the new realities created
by the economic crises, the moment has come for a re-evaluation of the established related
procedures and of enlargement policy as a whole, without prejudice to the ongoing
negotiations.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this text, which provides a reminder
of the positive aspects of the European Union’s enlargement policy. Since the prospect of
accession can provide considerable motivation for third countries to undertake profound
reforms, it is important for the enlargement policy to maintain, or even enhance, its clarity.
This appeal from the European Parliament should enable the European Commission to
think about possible improvements.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal on
establishing the strategic interests of EU enlargement policy. EU enlargement policy is one
of the most important instruments for spreading democratic values, respect for human
rights and freedoms, security and stability throughout the European region. The EU must
be able to integrate new Member States in financial, institutional and political terms and
assessments of their preparedness should remain objective, fair and based on the progress
made by the country in meeting the Copenhagen criteria. Owing to the economic crisis,
the popularity of EU enlargement is on the wane, both in the Member States and in the
candidate countries. I welcome the proposals set out that the EU needs a new
communication strategy which would disseminate information about EU enlargement
policy through civil society, unions and non-governmental organisations and bring it
closer to EU citizens. The Commission should carry out comprehensive impact assessments
whenever it considers requests for countries to join the EU. I agree that we should focus
on the creation of an efficient and independent judicial system, which would strengthen
citizens’ confidence in the rule of law, and the promotion of an atmosphere of tolerance,
neighbourly relations and regional cooperation, and so on.

Erik Bánki (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) Today the European Parliament voted on the report
entitled ‘Enlargement: policies, criteria and the EU’s strategic interests’, which continues
to stress the importance of the Copenhagen criteria. Thanks to the amendment tabled by
my colleague Kinga Gál, protection of national minorities – one of the Copenhagen criteria
– will be given the same weight as the other conditions set out in the report. Traditional
national minorities play a key part in the current enlargement package for the Western
Balkans, given that these communities are present in significant numbers in the candidate
countries. Motions tabled by Members of this House can help the Vojvodina Hungarians
in the context of Serbia’s accession, while it will help ethnic Hungarians in Slovakia and
Transylvania if the Commission calls upon Member States to improve implementation of
the law in this regard. As a result of other amendments proposed by my colleague Kinga
Gál the report now also includes the idea first proposed by the Hungarian
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Presidency-in-Office that mutual understanding and historical reconciliation are essential
for candidate countries to set out on the path to EU membership. This is why the teaching
and learning of each other’s history, language and cultural heritage both during and after
the accession process is important. In accordance with the above, I voted in favour of the
report.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
the enlargement process has a significant impact on the EU itself, serving as an opportunity
to better define its identity, goals, values and policies, and also as a suitable moment to
better communicate these to its citizens. I believe that it is important for the EU and the
candidate countries to respect all of their obligations and commitments and create the
conditions for ensuring the success of future enlargements, inter alia by assisting the
countries concerned in their efforts to meet the criteria for EU accession. I believe that
enlargement policy is a credible policy and compliance with the Copenhagen criteria
continues to constitute a fundamental basis of EU membership and the Union’s integration
capacity must be duly taken into account. I believe that candidate and potential candidate
countries need to make improvements in the fields of democracy, human rights, and
reconciliation processes, areas which should always be given priority in the enlargement
process and reflected in the financial instruments.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the report on enlargement policies
and criteria and the EU’s strategic interests in this area. I consider it essential to use the
Copenhagen criteria as the fundamental basis for the enlargement process. In addition,
this report calls for better monitoring by the European Commission at all stages of the
accession process. I also support the new negotiating approach for future negotiating
frameworks, which prioritises issues related to judiciary and fundamental rights, as well
as to justice and home affairs.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Enlargement policy must take account
of the specific characteristics of the candidate country and scrupulously respect the European
Union’s criteria and principles. In order to remain a credible process, access to the Union
must be transparent and balanced and must fully respect the candidate country’s merit. It
is vital to pay most attention to the reform of the judicial system and the fight against
corruption and fraud from the very start of the assessment process. I voted in favour of
this report as I consider that the Commission decision is heading in this direction.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) The EU’s enlargement is a successful process
that brought peace and prosperity to Europe. The EU continues to attract other states due
to its unique combination of economic and social dynamism and I regret that the social
dimension is overlooked in the enlargement process. The socially relevant acquis includes
the minimum standards for labour rights, gender equality, and health and safety at work.
Failure to respect these can be seen as a form of ‘social dumping’, which is detrimental to
both European employers and workers, and could effectively prevent a candidate state
from joining the single market. We must give more careful consideration to improving
implementation mechanisms, such as workplace inspections, worker protection, access
to social rights and prevention of exploitation, in particular the exploitation of
undocumented workers. Equally important is implementation of the gender equality policy.
One of the countries that is suitable to join the European family, as confirmed by the
accession negotiations, is the Republic of Moldova, a success story that has made great
progress in a short period of time.
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Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) A well-planned enlargement policy could prove
to be a strategy for success in terms of the EU’s economic development. Since the first
enlargement in 1973, the EU has kept growing. This policy has benefited the European
Union as a whole. It has created the conditions for addressing global challenges, preventing
conflicts, contributing to stability, stimulating reforms and consolidating peace. Any state
which wants to become a member of the EU must commit to the values of freedom, equality,
democracy and respect for human rights, as these values form the very foundations of the
European Union. The attractive prospect of accession has a significant impact on the
political, socioeconomic and cultural landscape of candidate countries. These countries
must undergo an assessment process, in which they are judged on their own merits and
their compliance with the set criteria. The Union is responsible for the ease of integration
and for analysing the European aspirations of candidate candidates. However, we must be
careful to ensure that the Union can successfully integrate new countries, which, in a
context of economic and financial crisis, is a particularly sensitive issue.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) In a globalised world, the European
Union continues to attract candidate countries due to its founding principles and model,
which includes the Copenhagen accession criteria. These must remain the foundation of
the accession process and they will help accession countries, just as they helped the Member
States from Eastern and Central Europe, to adapt to the Union’s requirements and become
fully fledged Member States.

Mário David (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) As I consider that the European Union should
continue to support the accession process for candidate countries, provided that they are
prepared to accept the legacy of the EU acquis and meet the criteria imposed by the accession
process, I voted in favour of this report. As I have had the opportunity to argue, in order
to overcome the current dramatic crisis, we need MORE Europe. We must aim for a federal
solution! One with more economic, monetary, fiscal, social and political harmonisation.
We have achieved an important critical mass, with 500 million citizens, a commercial
weight that rivals the United States and China, a currency that, in just a decade, has become
the second most important in the world (which mostly explains the attacks on the ‘markets’),
and a social model that is cause for envy on all of the other continents (which, however,
we will have to reform as its sustainability has been compromised). I consider that we still
need, as a political entity, a proper common foreign and defence policy. Only through
such a policy can we exercise our economic weight.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this text, which clarifies
the enlargement criteria and the EU’s strategic interests. The Union must be clear on its
enlargement policy, and third countries must understand the rules that must be followed
and the requirements for those wishing to become potential candidate countries.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The 2012 Nobel Peace Prize was
awarded to the European Union for its contribution, for over six decades, ‘to the
advancement of peace and reconciliation, democracy and human rights in Europe’. The
six founding states have since been joined by a further twenty-one, with more being
interested in joining. This report by Maria Eleni Koppa concerns the enlargement of the
EU to include other countries, bearing in mind the policies, criteria and strategic interests
of the EU. Everyone recognises that countries which join the EU see a significant
improvement in their quality of life. However, candidate countries must prove their respect
for human rights, democracy and the rule of law, and must not be involved in conflicts. I
welcome the adoption of this text, which advocates maintaining and enhancing the EU’s
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enlargement policy – one of its most successful policies proving the open nature of the
European project – based on the Copenhagen criteria. I would prefer there to be no budget
reduction in the enlargement chapter, but understand that this is necessitated by the
financial situation. We must therefore better utilise the EU’s resources.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) The enlargement of the EU to include new
countries, if it is to happen, should stem from a sovereign decision of the people and
countries in question, and should respect their right to economic and social development.
This report does not guarantee that these requirements will be duly observed, which is
why we voted against. In addition, the report affronts principles of the Charter of the United
Nations and international law. The ‘new negotiating approach’ advocated by the report is
even more interfering, imposing economic and social models and political system and
democracy models that conflict with the people’s right to self-determination in accordance
with their own interests and aspirations. The majority in Parliament argue that the ‘EU’s
overall interests’ should prevail over the people’s interests and over ‘disputes’ between
countries that want to join. In the ‘case of not being able to reach a bilateral agreement’,
these countries must commit themselves to a ‘binding arbitration mechanism of their
choice’ or, in other words, to an attempt to impose the EU’s interest on sovereignty disputes.
This specifically means attempting to force Serbia to accept the Kosovo secession defended
by the EU and NATO, and Cyprus to accept Turkey’s accession while the latter continues
to occupy the northern part of the former.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) In accordance with Article 49 of
the Treaty on European Union, any European state which respects and is committed to
promoting the values of human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and
respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities, may
apply to become a member of the Union. These values are the foundation of the European
Union itself and guide its action on the international scene, and must be respected and
upheld by all Member States. Enlargement has been part of the EU agenda since as early as
the 1960s. Since the first enlargement in 1973, the Union has grown gradually, its
membership rising from the six founding members to the current 27 (soon to be 28).
Enlargement has been a successful process for the EU and Europe as a whole, in helping
to overcome the divisions of the cold war, contributing to peace, stability and prosperity
throughout Europe, enhancing conflict prevention, stimulating reforms and consolidating
freedom, democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms and the rule of
law, as well as the development of market economies and socially and ecologically
sustainable development. Twenty years after the Copenhagen summit, which affirmed the
membership prospects of the Central and Eastern European Countries and laid down the
accession criteria, I believe that the time has come for a re-evaluation of the established
procedures and of enlargement policy as a whole, without prejudice to the ongoing
negotiation.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Although the report raises some interesting
questions, I do not agree with its blanket support for enlargement nor with the items on
visa liberalisation and presentation of information to EU citizens to promote the multiple
benefits of enlargement for Member States. I therefore abstained.

Bruno Gollnisch (NI),    in writing. – (FR) This report is very disappointing. If the
recommended accession criteria had been adopted, in particular the condition concerning
prior resolution of conflicts, then Turkey would never have been invited to open
negotiations and Cyprus, which it occupies militarily, would not be a Member State.
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However, that is almost an incidental point, because, if I understand the sense of this report
correctly, enlargement has become a policy in its own right, almost enough in and of itself,
which is supposed, in some cases, to compensate for shortcomings in diplomacy or for
the political instability of an immediate neighbour. It looks rather like caution is being
thrown to the wind, as has always been the case prior to the strengthening of Brussels’
powers by a new treaty. It also looks like a hope on the part of pro-Europeans that there
is a critical size above which their utopia would be ‘too big to fall and to fail’. The only idea
worthy of the slightest consideration is the proposal of an ‘associate member’ status.
However, I fear that in the rapporteur’s mind, this would be a status aimed more at
Switzerland and Norway than at Turkey.

Jacky Hénin (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) While we should welcome the emphasis
placed on human rights and greater participation by civil society, this report is nevertheless
based on compliance with the Copenhagen criteria, namely the establishment of ‘stable
institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and
protection of minorities’; ‘a functioning market economy and the capacity to cope with
competition and market forces in the EU’; and ‘the ability to take on and implement
effectively the obligations of membership, including adherence to the aims of political,
economic and monetary union’.

To vote for this report would therefore be implicitly or explicitly to support these economic
and social policies, which have devastating effects on the people. I voted against this report
in order to protect the inalienable right of peoples to decide for themselves.

Salvatore Iacolino (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Enlargement represents the future of the
European Union in order to ensure cohesion and integration. The recent financial crisis
has highlighted the interdependence of national economies, both within and beyond the
EU. It is therefore important to consolidate relations, especially in the economic area, with
candidate and potential candidate countries. It is essential to create a climate of harmony
and conciliation between different nations and peoples, encouraging economic cultural
and religious dialogue. The peaceful resolution of conflicts and the establishment of good
neighbourly relations between European countries are essential to sustainable peace and
stability and contribute substantially to a genuine European integration process. It is
important to give adequate priority within enlargement policy to the building of an efficient,
independent and impartial judicial system, effectively fighting corruption, money laundering
and organised crime. Enlargement must remain a credible policy, based on democracy,
human rights and reconciliation.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document. I strongly
support the enlargement process and believe that enlargement needs to remain a credible
policy, supported by the public both in the EU and in the candidate and potential candidate
countries. I would therefore underline the importance for the EU and the candidate and
potential candidate countries of fulfilling all obligations, respecting all commitments and
creating the conditions for ensuring the success of future enlargements, inter alia by assisting
the countries concerned in their efforts to meet the criteria for EU accession. Furthermore,
I acknowledge the benefits of the enlargement and accession process, both for the citizens
of the candidate and potential candidate countries and for European citizens.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I am glad that this report clearly states
that any European state that respects the values shared by the EU countries can apply for
membership. Judging by the growing economic strength of many Central and Eastern
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European Member States, it is beyond a doubt that EU enlargement is a story of success.
We have to go beyond what is often called enlargement fatigue and see the bigger picture:
many of our neighbours have European aspirations and we should make an effort to
facilitate their European dream. Let us take Ukraine, for example: it is unfair to take away
the perspective of membership from Ukraine, considering that a large majority of its citizens
look very favourably on the EU.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I believe that a streamlined, forward-looking
enlargement policy could be a valuable strategic tool for the EU’s and the region’s economic
development, and should aim to create budgetary synergies and enhanced coordination
between the various measures and types of assistance provided by the EU, the Member
States and international financial institutions. The policies and strategic interests of the EU
should therefore tend towards ever greater economic and political cohesion. The actions
of the European Parliament are important in terms of the signal they send out, but must
also be accompanied by efforts by the Member States, who also have their part to play in
transmitting the message of cohesion and efficiency nationally, parallel to the activities
carried out at EU institutional level.

Krzysztof Lisek (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) I am delighted to endorse the report by the
Greek Member Maria Eleni Koppa. I welcome the support for enlargement contained in
the report, and the call for steps to be taken to increase the level of awareness and social
support for this process. I should like to take advantage of this opportunity to emphasise
also how important it is to bear in mind the Eastern Partnership countries, especially
Ukraine and Georgia. Elections have recently been held in both these countries. In this
connection, it is essential to make it clear to the new Georgian Government that we are
counting on full implementation of the declared pro-European policy. Relations with
Ukraine are very important too. I trust that relations between the European Union and
Ukraine will improve in the near future.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution which recalls the need for
candidate and potential candidate countries to make improvements in the fields of
democracy, human rights, and reconciliation processes, areas which should always be
given priority in the enlargement process.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report ‘Enlargement:
policies, criteria and the EU’s strategic interests’. It is important to respect the Copenhagen
criteria in order to guarantee a credible and effective enlargement strategy. The Commission
must continue and intensify its monitoring of the progress of the accession process. The
integration capacity of the European Union should be assessed from the start and should
be properly reflected in the Commission’s ‘opinion’ on each potential candidate country.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The interdependence of national economies, both
within and beyond the EU, underlines the importance of further consolidating economic
and financial stability and fostering growth, also in the candidate and potential candidate
countries. Adequate and better-targeted pre-accession financial assistance should therefore
be provided to candidate and potential candidate countries.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I was unable to vote in favour of this report,
as I disagree with the political agenda the European Union requires candidate countries to
follow as part of its enlargement policy. Nevertheless, this report contains some very
positive aspects, such as the stipulation, for the very first time, that potential candidate
countries must meet various social requirements. According to the report, candidate
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countries will have to comply with the rules set out in the different European Treaties in
force as regards social and employment considerations, as well as the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union, in order to avoid any form of social dumping.
However, at the same time, there is a degree of political vagueness in this report that may
cause difficulties with regard to the accession of certain countries. More specifically, in
terms of the peaceful resolution of conflicts, the invasion of a territory cannot be classed
as a ‘conflict’, meaning that, in the case of Cyprus and Turkey, the European Union’s lack
of jurisdiction would become an issue. For that reason, I voted against this report.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SK) The attraction of the European Union arises
out of its special socio-economic operating model. Over the last decade, we have witnessed
two significant enlargements, which have benefited the entire EU, which has become an
important world player with a market of almost 500 million. After the outbreak of the
economic and financial crisis, however, the Union and its Member States found themselves
in an unprecedented situation. The decline in economic growth, increasing national deficits
and debt in many Member States became for the EU and its Member States a real test of
solidarity and commitment to the basic principles for which the Union stands. In the
context of adoption of the budget for 2013 and the financial review for 2014-2020, it
therefore annoys me that some countries are abandoning European solidarity among
Member States and trying to push through a reduction in the volume of resources for the
cohesion policy, which helps to balance inequalities within the EU. Yes, a more effective
and prudent enlargement policy might be a valuable strategic instrument for the economic
development of the EU and the region, but I am convinced that every effort, including
financial resources, must be primarily directed towards the consolidation of economic and
financial stability within the EU’s boundaries.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Despite the economic crisis, the EU should
continue its enlargement policy, which has proved to be the most effective tool in
consolidating democracy and stability in accession countries. It is necessary to consider
the possibility of pre-term agreement with Ukraine. I am in favour.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour. It is
important that the European Parliament has expressed its firm position supporting the
continuity of EU enlargement policy. Enlargement policy is one of the EU’s main and most
effective soft power tools. The ambition of membership encourages internal reforms and
contributes to the political, economic and even social transformation of those seeking EU
membership. Enlargement undoubtedly opens up new opportunities for the whole of the
EU and its citizens. Of course, it is not an easy process and we often face some
disappointment. However, the text of the EP resolution quite rightly begins with a reference
to Article 49 of the of the Treaty on European Union. It is my belief that the door of the
enlargement process must not be closed to any European country which expresses a desire
for European integration and shows concrete progress. EU enlargement also has another
dimension. It is a process which promotes peace and stability through deepening integration
and democratisation and the EU was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for the implementation
of these ideas.

Katarína Neveďalová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Despite the economic crisis, the EU
should continue with the process of enlargement. It is this EU policy which has been found
to be a clearly effective instrument in securing democracy and stability in the accession
countries. How many conflicts have there been in Europe since the adoption of the Treaty
of Rome? None. How many have there been in the Middle East or Africa? However, as is
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usually the case, not even the enlargement policy can manage without some reforms. In
view of the constantly changing internal EU environment, consideration needs to be given
to the social and economic indicators and, in the process of enlargement, room must be
made for the voice of civil society. I therefore agree that the European Union, as an area of
free movement of people, goods, services and capital, should pay the utmost attention to
the protection of labour rights, overcome the mistrust of candidate countries arising out
of historical events and ensure the unequivocal respect of the rights of ethnic and religious
minorities.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing.  −  (DE) Mr President, the rapporteur seems to be
looking at many aspects through rose-tinted spectacles, especially as regards the
Copenhagen criteria. I cannot see any positive developments in Turkey, for example.
Freedom of expression, press freedom, freedom of religion, women’s rights: these are
unresolved issues with no solution in sight. According to the report, candidate and potential
candidate countries should have resolved any disputes with their neighbours prior to
accession, particularly those concerning territorial issues. My question is this: where is the
solution to the Cyprus issue? Indeed, it is the EU that has to foot the bill. This year alone,
we paid EUR 860 million to Turkey in so-called pre-accession assistance! The critical
situation along the Syrian border highlights the additional dangers associated with Turkish
accession. When the European Coal and Steel Community was founded exactly 60 years
ago in 1952, its founders’ main aim was to achieve lasting peace in Europe. We simply
have to recognise that, as is quite apparent from the present situation, accession by Turkey,
which has a border to Syria and is a front-line state in the Middle East conflict, would mean
bringing ongoing military conflicts into the heart of the European Union. I therefore voted
against the report.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing. − (ET) I supported this resolution, which underlines the
importance of further EU enlargement, because enlargement is beneficial to current as well
as future Member States. Scary predictions by Eurosceptics of an economic fiasco in Europe
ensuing from the accession of further candidate countries are certainly ill-founded. On the
contrary, enlargement provides new markets – in other words, income – for the old Member
States and ensures new investments for candidate countries, which boosts the entire
European economy. This is supported by the experience gained from the accession of
eastern European countries. As well as the economic benefits, one should not underestimate
the political benefits offered by a single Europe. It goes without saying that the EU should
not make any compromises with candidate countries as regards our values and fundamental
principles such as respect for human rights and democracy. It is important to pay more
attention to the social dimension in the enlargement process, meaning that future Member
States should meet the requirements of the acquis in the area of labour law, health and
safety at work, and equal treatment of men and women.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution because enlargement
policy has undoubted benefits and it is therefore necessary to ensure the consistency and
stability of this policy. It is very important for any state acceding to the EU to resolve its
main outstanding bilateral problems and major disputes, including border disputes. Given
the complexity and form of certain disputes, sometimes countries are unable to resolve
them independently, constructively and peacefully and the Commission and the Council
have a special role to play. I therefore welcome the proposal calling on these institutions
to establish an arbitration mechanism aimed at resolving bilateral and multilateral disputes.
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Furthermore, a fresh dynamic should be created in the reform process, but any form or
type of discrimination should continue to be strictly prohibited.

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D),    in writing.  − Enlargement and cohesion have always
served as a foundation for the future of the European Union.

The enlargement process has brought peace, stability and prosperity to many parts of
Europe and has allowed for the diffusion of norms such as human rights, environmental
protection and liberal democracy. The EU should continue to support the accession process
for candidate countries, provided said countries conform to EU standards on social,
economic and political issues.

Despite the current European financial crisis, the EU should continue to support and fund
the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA), as this mechanism helps to stabilise
candidate countries and prepare them for their acceptance into the EU.

I voted in favour of this report because it urges to take a focused approach to integration.
The EU’s capacity to integrate and to incorporate each new candidate country should be
closely monitored and evaluated by the Commission to avoid impairing the ability of the
EU to fulfil its economic, political and social objectives.

Antigoni Papadopoulou (S&D),    in writing.  − Undoubtedly, enlargement has been a
successful process for the EU and Europe as a whole, in helping to overcome the divisions
of the cold war, contributing to peace, stability and prosperity throughout Europe. It is
beneficial for the EU to have important partnerships, especially within areas of security,
external affairs and energy policy, as long as there is mutual respect, fulfilment of obligations
and commitments, full respect of human rights and dedicated orientation towards common
European values. If a candidate country fails to fulfil the above, then it should accept that
its EU candidacy will be jeopardised. This is exactly the case of Turkey. The Turkish PM
Tayip Erdogan exhibits continually provocative and scandalous behaviour, by not
implementing the Protocol of Ankara, not recognising the current presidency of the
European Council, threatening the Republic of Cyprus for natural gas excavations in the
Cyprus Economic Exclusive Zone. Moreover he is in favour of reinstating the death penalty.
Therefore the EU must be very careful with its present enlargement policies and procedures.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The European project, as a project
promoting peace and economic and social equality between peoples, inherently includes
the concept of enlargement. In this context, I support the gradual enlargement of the
European Union to other countries and peoples. However, I consider that this enlargement
must take account of the European Union’s capacity to integrate new states, while
maintaining the standards of respect for human rights and promotion of social justice. In
the current situation of economic and social crisis, this is even more vital. In this context,
I voted in favour of this report.

Fiorello Provera (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Enlargement is a very complex question and
should be analysed from all points of view, from economic considerations to geopolitical
repercussions and potential social impact. Above all at a time of economic crisis I think
that it is advisable to be as prudent as possible and to learn from the mistakes of the past.
I do not share the rapporteur’s view that the EU should launch a campaign in favour of
enlargement in the candidate countries, since I do not believe that enlargement has proved
successful in all cases or that visa liberalisation has always proved beneficial. For these
reasons I did not vote in favour of the proposal.
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Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Parliament strongly supports the enlargement
process. It is important for the EU and the candidate countries to fulfil and respect all
commitments, creating the necessary conditions for ensuring the success of future
enlargements. Parliament considers that the Copenhagen criteria should continue to
constitute a fundamental basis for future enlargements. The Committee on Foreign Affairs
proposes a new approach for future negotiating frameworks, which prioritises issues
related to the judiciary and fundamental rights, as well as to justice and home affairs. Any
acceding state (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, Iceland, Kosovo, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey) should also resolve its
main bilateral problems and major disputes with neighbours, particularly those concerning
territorial issues, before it can join the Union. Consideration should therefore be given to
the possibility of developing an arbitration mechanism aimed at resolving any disputes
between these states and their neighbours.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. In accordance with Article 49
of the Treaty on European Union, any European state which respects and is committed to
promoting the values of human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and
respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities, may
apply to become a member of the Union; whereas these values are the foundation of the
European Union itself and guide its action on the international scene, and must be respected
and upheld by all Member States. Enlargement has been part of the EU agenda since as
early as the 1960s; whereas since the first enlargement in 1973, the EU has grown gradually,
its membership rising from the six founding members to the current 27 (soon to be 28);
whereas a number of other countries aspire to EU membership, as a guarantee for a secure,
democratic and prosperous future.

Tokia Saïfi (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this resolution because it reiterates
some simple principles that should continue to guide the Union’s work on enlargement.
In particular, I support the definition of integration capacity proposed by the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, to which I belong. This concept is the essential counterpart to
enlargement, and it is important to take greater account of it. Furthermore, we were anxious
to underline the fact that failure to comply with the EU’s common basic social standards
constitutes a form of social dumping which is detrimental to European enterprises and
workers. This is, in other words, an appeal for the widest possible dissemination of European
values and their incorporation in the legal orders of our neighbouring countries. Finally,
this resolution highlights a point that I consider essential: the EU must rethink its
communication policy on enlargement, which must be more effective and transparent.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) I voted for Ms Koppa’s report because it
confirms the European Parliament’s dedication to the policy of enlargement, and introduces
innovative approaches in order to improve this policy. New realities such as the economic
crisis, and also the international challenges, call for a new approach to enlargement.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The enlargement process
requires a constant level of interest and concrete support actions, especially given the effects
of the economic crisis. By encouraging reforms in candidate countries, it will be possible
to contribute to greater stability and prosperity in Europe. For this process to be successful,
certain tangible objectives must be established, such as strengthening of democratic
governance in some countries, while focusing on consolidation of economic and financial
stability. Success also depends on laying down a new set of accession criteria that take
account of social implications. This will provide new momentum for the candidate countries
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to achieve their objectives. It is also necessary to promote the fact that belonging to the
European Union offers the prospect of stability and prosperity, as well as political,
socio-economic and cultural benefits. Each candidate country must be able to demonstrate
achievement of commitments made, while the EU must take steps to remove obstacles to
the success of enlargement policy. In particular, the EU must strive to include among its
priorities intelligent, sustainable and inclusive growth. I voted in favour in order to support
further enlargement and encourage candidate states to undertake reforms.

Francisco Sosa Wagner (NI),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report, but
subject to the removal of the current references to Kosovo, as I neither recognise nor agree
with its unilateral declaration of independence.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I fully understand the aim of the text, which is
favourable to the enlargement process, as am I. I would stress, however, that the enlargement
policy must remain credible and have the support of citizens. I would also stress that
candidate countries must meet all of their obligations and commitments. The Union, for
its part, should be responsible for improving its integration capacity when examining the
legitimate European aspirations of candidate or potential candidate countries.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) It is vitally important for the EU and the candidate
country that all obligations and commitments resulting from the accession process are
fulfilled by both parties. The accession/enlargement process should be carefully assessed,
with account being taken of the socioeconomic effects for both parties. The Union should
take into account not only the social implications of accession for the candidate country,
but also its own integration capacity. As a result, it is vital that the Union maintains and
further intensifies its monitoring and socioeconomic support mechanisms in the accession
process. The fact that the new approach to be used in future negotiations will prioritise
issues related to justice and home affairs, as well as insisting that acceding states should
resolve their territorial disputes or other bilateral problems with their neighbours before
they can join the Union, will avoid impasses within the Union itself. I also agree with the
rapporteur urging the Commission and the Council to start developing an arbitration
mechanism aimed at resolving bilateral and multilateral disputes. For those reasons, I voted
in favour of this report.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) Mr President, I voted for the European
Parliament’s resolution on ‘Enlargement: policies, criteria and the EU’s strategic interests’.
Following the adoption of the Treaty of Lisbon, the European Parliament’s legislative power
increased, including in respect of the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA). I voted
for the paragraphs concerning the failure to respect basic social standards, which constitutes
a form of social dumping that negatively affects European employers and workers. I wish
to highlight the importance of EU assistance for the candidate states. We call on the
Commission to simplify the administrative procedure and reduce the administrative burden
associated with IPA financing so as to make the IPA more accessible and to ensure the
participation of small non-centralised civil society organisations, labour unions and other
such entities. We call for greater assistance for SMEs, which are essential for socio-economic
progress in accession countries. We also call for continued attention to be given to high
unemployment and the integration of the most vulnerable groups. It is important that
candidate countries benefit from the IPA and Neighbourhood Policy investments to
implement the macro-regional strategies, such as the EU Strategy for the Danube Region.
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Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I voted against this report on
the EU’s enlargement policies and criteria. The report is based on the Copenhagen criteria,
which include the objective of ‘a functioning market economy and the capacity to cope
with competition and market forces in the EU’. This says all there is to say about the main
objective of European integration, and there is no question of my supporting these policies,
whose consequences become more visible to us every day. Moreover, I condemn the
hypocrisy of this report, which states that enlargement facilitates respect for human rights
– the poor relation of the Copenhagen criteria – and particularly their monitoring after
accession. If this is the case, how do we explain the impunity enjoyed by Mr Orbán’s
Government in Hungary? I deplore the fact that the system for imposing sanctions in the
event of a human rights violation, as provided by Article 7 of the Treaty on European
Union, is totally closed off by the Member States, that its implementation is a matter for
the Council alone and that the Council requires unanimity to implement it, which effectively
makes the provision entirely unenforceable. To claim to enforce human rights in candidate
countries when it is impossible to do so in Member States is intolerable.

Motion for a resolution: B7-0522/2012

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report as I consider that
Parliament has repeatedly expressed its support for the two-state solution, with the State
of Israel and an independent, democratic and viable State of Palestine living side by side in
peace and security, and called for the creation of the conditions for the resumption of direct
peace talks between the parties. Bearing in mind that the blockade of, and the humanitarian
crisis in, the Gaza Strip continues despite numerous calls by the international community
for the opening of crossings for the flow of humanitarian aid, commercial goods and
persons to and from Gaza, as also reiterated in the Council conclusions of 14 May 2012,
I express my grave concern about the situation in Gaza and Israel, and consider deeply
regrettable the loss of civilian life, including among women and children. All attacks must
end immediately as they cause unjustifiable suffering among innocent civilians.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this resolution which
expresses grave concerns over the situation in Gaza and Israel and commends the cessation
of hostilities which cause unjustifiable suffering of innocent civilians. It is of utmost
importance that an urgent de-escalation and cessation of hostilities takes place immediately.
All sides must fully respect and abide by international humanitarian law. The situation in
the region clearly shows that a two-state solution allowing both sides to live side-by-side
in peace and security is the only solution in the current situation. The mediating efforts by
Egypt to achieve a ceasefire are very much welcome but it is necessary to address also the
core of the problem in order to have the ceasefire which would be broad and sustainable
as well as to ensure stability in the region.

Roberta Angelilli (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Parliament has again confirmed
the position it has taken on a number of occasions in the past: the only way to put an end
to violence and hostility between Palestine and Israel is through a two-state solution. The
latest escalation of violence, with innocent victims including many women and children,
urgently requires a solution to the conflict without further delay. The EU, by virtue of the
Nobel Prize it has been awarded, should step up efforts to achieve a sustainable ceasefire
and to remove the causes of this long-lasting conflict. Is it also important that the EU has
confirmed its support for Palestine’s bid to become a UN non-member observer.
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Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The European Parliamentary
Group of the Communist Party of Greece (KKE) condemns the contemptible joint resolution
of the People’s Party, Social Democrats, Liberals and Greens on Gaza. At a time when
Israel’s criminal war is raging against the Palestinian people, and imperialist intervention
by the US, NATO and the EU is in full swing in Syria, the majority in the European
Parliament condemns the Palestinians’ attacks on Israel! It does not say a word about Israel’s
murderous bombing of Palestinian civilians. It does not call for an end to the criminal
excesses of the Israeli occupying forces. On the contrary, it defends Israel’s ‘right to protect
its population’, while calling on it to ‘act proportionately’. In other words, it defends Israel’s
crimes, and it is enough to be ‘proportionate’! We support the struggle of the Palestinian
people against the Israeli occupation, for an independent, viable, sovereign Palestinian
state within the 1967 borders, with East Jerusalem as its capital; the lifting of any exclusion
of Palestinians on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip; the immediate release of all Palestinian
and other political prisoners in Israeli prisons; the withdrawal of the Israeli army from all
the occupied territories of 1967. We demand that the Greek Government should cancel,
now, its military collaboration with Israel, and close the Souda military base.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I support this resolution because we must send a
signal to both sides of the conflict. We strongly condemn the new outbreak of violence in
and around the Gaza Strip and we ask for an urgent de-escalation and cessation of hostilities.
All attacks must end immediately as they cause unjustifiable suffering of innocent civilians.
I believe in the urgent need to bring humanitarian assistance to all the people affected by
the conflict, and in particular to the deprived population in the Gaza Strip. It must be
reiterated again that, in protecting its population from the missile attacks, Israel must act
proportionately. Unfortunately this is not what is happening. With this text we support
the efforts of Egypt to mediate for a rapid, sustainable ceasefire and welcome the mission
of the United Nations Secretary-General to the region. The only way to achieve a just and
lasting peace between Israelis and Palestinians is through the resumption of direct peace
talks between both parties. For this reason I support Palestine’s bid to become an UN
non-member observer.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) In view of the pressing nature of the current
situation, the European Parliament has called for a cessation of violence between the two
parties. I supported this measured text, which unconditionally supports the two-state
solution based on 1967 borders, with Jerusalem as the capital of both states, with the State
of Israel and an independent, democratic and viable State of Palestine living side by side.

Marielle de Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Every day, pictures from Gaza and from
Israel remind us just how bruised that part of the world is, and every day, the despair of
the failure to find a solution takes deeper root. Resolving this conflict is therefore of the
utmost urgency and a matter of daily concern for the whole world. Israel’s security must
be guaranteed, and a Palestinian State must be created. The only possible option, and the
one to which the European Union must lend all its weight, is the ‘two-state solution’. The
UN General Assembly’s recognition of Palestine as an ‘observer state’ constitutes a first
step in this direction, as it may open the way for new prospects, provided that the two
parties return to the negotiating table and resume direct peace talks as soon as possible.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) In recent days the Israeli-Palestinian issue has reignited
once again. We can only deeply regret the victims of a conflict that threatens never to end
until two conditions exist: the security of the State of Israel and the inalienable right to
protect its population, and the right of the people of Palestine to build their own state in
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peace and freedom. Without these two conditions, I fear that everything will stay the same,
that the divisions, tensions and desire for vengeance will further deepen and that violence
will break out again in the future. Through its Minister for Foreign Affairs, the Portuguese
Government has recently stated its readiness, in principle, to recognise Palestine as a United
Nations observer so that it has the means, and the country and its inhabitants can develop
the desire, to find a political solution to its problems. I welcome this decision and applaud
the House for having followed the line that seems most appropriate in my opinion.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This joint motion for a resolution,
tabled pursuant to Rule 110(2) and (4) of the Rules of Procedure, replacing the motions
by the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), the Group of the
Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe, the Group of the Progressive Alliance of
Socialists and Democrats in the European Parliament, the Group of the Greens/European
Free Alliance, and the European Conservatives and Reformists Group, concerns the situation
in the Gaza Strip, where the conflict between Palestine and Israel has now dragged on for
over a week, resulting in over a hundred deaths and hundreds of injuries, in addition to all
of the inherent property damage. I welcome the ceasefire agreed after several failed attempts,
and I hope that this will be sustainable and allow an understanding to be reached between
the parties to the conflict. The imminent analysis, by the General Assembly of the United
Nations, of Palestine’s request to be granted UN observer status may have been at the root
of the conflict. However, nothing justifies this violation of human rights. Israel has a right
to protect its people, but it also has an obligation to respect its neighbours. I support the
Commission’s proposal that the EU should continue helping to find a solution, which will
obviously entail the recognition of Palestine as a sovereign state. I urge the parties to allow
the available assistance (food, water and medicines) to be provided to vulnerable families
through the humanitarian corridors.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) This resolution is yet another attempt to
cover up the violent occupation and oppression of Palestine and its people by Israel. Starting
from the principle that there was a ‘conflict’ between two parties, it welcomes the ‘ceasefire’
and obscures what really happened and what is happening in Palestine: continued
occupation and aggression, repeated massacres, systematic violation of signed agreements
and United Nations resolutions on Palestine and the Palestinian people, and a continued
policy of apartheid on the part of the Israeli army and authorities. It also downplays the
Israeli aggression and its causes, and condemns the legitimate right of the Palestinian people
to resist. It casts a veil over Israel’s responsibility for the death of over 20 people, including
civilians, children and political leaders who have been selectively assassinated, and also
over the attacks by Israeli missiles against Syrian territory. It glosses over the role of the
main imperialist powers, particularly the United States and EU countries and the autocratic
monarchies in the region, in destabilising the entire region. The criminal escalation of
violence perpetrated by Israel cannot go unpunished. Obviously, we voted against.

Nathalie Griesbeck (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this resolution, since it strikes
a good balance in condemning the serious acts of violence between Israel and Hamas. The
cessation of rocket attacks is imperative and cannot be up for negotiation. Terror is not a
policy and Hamas must understand that. Equally, however, while there can be no question
that Israel is entitled to protect itself, Tzahal should be more measured in its retaliation.
The blockade on the Gaza Strip has been going on for too long now. Tel-Aviv must loosen
its grip on this narrow strip of land. Its actions are counter-productive from a security
viewpoint and create an intolerable humanitarian situation for the Palestinians.
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Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this resolution. It is
repulsive that Hamas has placed its rocket launchers in areas densely populated by civilians.
It does this knowingly and thus places its civilian population at risk of Israeli bombardment.
But apart from Hamas, the other perpetrator of violence is Iran. It supplies Hamas with
the Fajr-3 and the Fajr-5 missiles that have brought Israel’s major cities within range. It is
very telling that a huge billboard hangs on an overpass of the Niayesh highway in Tehran
with an illustration of a green missile on a launcher and a text in Persian saying ‘Destination
Tel Aviv’. Let us hope that the ceasefire lasts; but let us also remember that Israel has the
right to defend itself – both against Hamas and against Iran.

Krzysztof Lisek (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) I abstained, because I believe that Palestinian
membership of the United Nations should come about as a result of negotiation and
compromise with Israel, not through a vote.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution. I particularly welcome it
supports for Palestine’s bid to become a UN non-member observer, and consider this an
important step in making Palestinian claims more visible, stronger and more effective. It
also calls on the EU Member States and the international community to find an agreement
in this direction.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) We must make all possible efforts to bring about
an immediate cessation of hostilities between Israel and Palestine. The current situation
underlines once more the urgent need to move towards a two-state solution allowing both
sides to live side-by-side in peace and security. The European Union should continue
working with all those with influence in the region in order to bring this about.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome the fact that this joint
resolution reaffirms its support for the two-state solution based on 1967 borders and
supports the Palestinians’ request to be granted reinforced non-member status by the UN
on 29 November. However, this text poses several problems: while it rightly condemns
the rocket attacks by Palestinian groups, at no point does it condemn the assassination of
Hamas military leader Ahmed al-Jabari or the massive attack carried out by Mr Netanyahu’s
government. Worse, it considers that the Palestinians are responsible for the situation and
contents itself with calling on Mr Netanyahu to act ‘proportionately’. As for the text’s
support for the lifting of the blockade on Gaza, it is contingent upon ‘an effective control
mechanism to prevent the smuggling of arms into Gaza’, thus justifying the blockade in
the name of Israel’s security. In Israel’s current electoral context, this resolution provides
unacceptable support for the criminal policies of the outgoing right-wing government. I
abstain in order to encourage the position proposed for the UN meeting on 29 November.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I was unable to vote in favour of this motion
for a resolution, as it condemns the violence committed by Israel and by armed groups in
Gaza in equivalent terms. While I condemn the missile attacks on Israel, this country, aside
from causing almost 100 times as many deaths, fails to comply with any of the resolutions
adopted by the international community and is the main threat to peace in the region.
Israel has disregarded all of the United Nations Security Council resolutions, is occupying
territories that legitimately belong to the Palestinian State and continually violates the
sovereignty and human rights of Palestinians. All of these infringements go unpunished,
since no action will be taken in response to these war crimes against civilians. This allows
Israel to act unilaterally, without the international community imposing any form of
restraint. This situation is unacceptable and it not possible to condemn both sides in the
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same way as if they were equally responsible for the violence that occurred during the
military operation. For that reason, I did not support this motion for a resolution.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Since the European Parliament strongly condemns
the rocket attacks on Israel from the Gaza Strip, which Hamas and other armed groups in
Gaza must cease immediately, and stresses that there can be no justification for the deliberate
targeting of innocent civilians, and that Israel has the right to protect its population from
these kinds of attacks, while pointing out that, in doing so, it must act proportionately and
ensure the protection of civilians at all times, I voted in favour.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing. − (ET) I supported the adoption of the resolution. Although
more than a thousand missiles a year head from the Gaza Strip towards Israel, the latter
has been a patient sufferer over the last few years. The escalation of this armed conflict
surprised the world and we cannot ignore the fact that missiles from the Gaza Strip no
longer land only in the Negev Desert but are now capable of hitting Tel Aviv. Major civilian
casualties have been avoided thanks to Israel’s strong military and technical capabilities.
Egypt’s role in the area and its support in putting pressure on Palestinians to return to the
roundtable for negotiations is very important. Continuation of the activities of Hamas is
destructive also for the Palestinians living in the area. I supported the resolution but could
not support paragraph 5. Awarding Palestine a status equal to that of the Vatican, for
example, is most questionable. In the long term, creating such a precedent is short-sighted.

Georgios Papanikolaou (PPE),    in writing. – (EL) Last night’s decision on a ceasefire in
the Gaza Strip is the first step in the de-escalation of hostilities. Through this resolution,
Parliament is reiterating its firm position on a two-state solution: the State of Israel and an
independent, democratic and viable State of Palestine, which will coexist under conditions
of peace and security. I voted for this resolution, which recognises that the long-term
continuation of the dispute, which is continually costing the lives of civilians and children,
cannot be resolved with condemnations and appeals. The entire international community
and the EU, which has a special interest in the security and the peaceful coexistence of the
two peoples in the area, must take on a more active political role in the efforts to achieve
a fair and viable peace between Israelis and Palestinians. Besides, we should not overlook
the fact that at this time, with the situation in Syria showing no signs of improvement, a
derailment of the situation in the area as a whole constitutes a threat to international peace
and security.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted for this resolution in the
hope that measures will be adopted to allow the reconstruction and economic recovery
of Gaza.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The resolution on the conflict
in the Gaza Strip has been adopted with an overwhelming majority (447 + and 113 -).
Thus, the EP supports Abbas’s application for UN non-member observer status for Palestine.
It is a real success for us since this paragraph was taken from our resolution. Next week
the application will be presented at the UN General Assembly.

Vilja Savisaar-Toomast (ALDE),    in writing. − (ET) It is regrettable that another tense
situation has arisen in the Gaza Strip which fortunately has already ended in a ceasefire
agreement. I strongly condemn such an escalation of violence, which has resulted in loss
of life and unacceptable suffering among the civilian population of both parties involved.
I supported the adoption of this joint resolution; however, I could not support the paragraph
concerning Palestine’s bid to become a UN non-member observer, as this has nothing to
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do with the current critical events, and I believe that these two very different issues should
not be addressed jointly. This resolution can and should have only one purpose – to end
and prevent acts of war between the parties to avoid the suffering of innocent civilians.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The EU calls for an immediate
cessation of hostilities between Israel and the Gaza Strip. Grave concern has been expressed
about the situation in Gaza and urgent efforts must be made to bring about a situation
favouring the resumption of dialogue. I trust in Europe’s ability to act as a mediator and
call for the exercise of moderation in all military operations. In recent times old tensions
have given rise to a new scenario following the outcome of the Arab Spring. The EU, and
not just the individual Member States, should assume greater responsibility. I believe that
a long-term and two-state solution is achievable and sustainable. It is however necessary
to move gradually in this direction, including all parties and above all providing sufficient
guarantees to all those involved.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) The credibility of the United Nations had already
been tarnished by the Security Council’s persistent deadlocks on Syria. The international
community’s inability to bring an end to the serious escalation of violence in the Middle
East appears to have buried it. Despite the death of at least 140 people – 135 Palestinians
and 5 Israelis – in a week, the Israeli raids continue, as do the Palestinian rocket attacks on
Israel. According to international law, the Gaza Strip is part of a Palestinian State that does
not yet exist. This non-status allows Israel, and Egypt, to do what they want with it. That
is the first problem. Gaza’s other problem is a political one. Since the legislative elections
of 2006, won by Hamas, who took power by force the following year to the detriment of
Fatah, the Gaza Strip has been governed by the Islamist movement. Yet, in the eyes of the
international community, the Palestinian enclave continues to be administered by the
Palestinian Authority, the principal component of which is Fatah. I voted in favour of this
text, even though I would have liked to do a lot more to stop the shedding of Israeli and
Palestinian blood.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The ceasefire calling a halt to the growing
escalation of violence between Israel and the Gaza Strip was agreed on 21 November. I
believe that this unjustifiable resurgence in the violence has caused unacceptable losses
for the civilian population. I also want to underline my distaste for the continued blockade
of the Gaza Strip, which is causing a humanitarian crisis. Of course weapons smuggling
must be prevented, but humanitarian aid and the flow of people and goods must not be
stopped.

Zbigniew Ziobro (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The current situation in Gaza must be viewed
in the context of the broader situation of Palestinians across the Middle East. Palestinian
society is poor, internally divided and focused on a single aim, namely to attack the State
of Israel. It is therefore a useful tool in the hands of Egypt, Iran, Saudi Arabia and Syria,
who are prepared to speak of attacking Israel. That is why I am not convinced by the
provisions on lifting the maritime blockade of the Gaza Strip, and have serious doubts
about them, particularly in view of the information regarding preparations for the transport
of rockets from Iran.

Furthermore, the provision referring to the two-state solution, with Jerusalem as the capital
of each is totally unrealistic. This resolution will not change anything. Any change in
relations between Israel and Palestine is bound to be painful. Geopolitically and in terms
of resources of raw materials, this region is too small for Israel’s ambitions as an independent
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and sovereign state. It is also too small for the aspirations to independence of a divided
Palestine bent on retaliation.

Report: Arnaud Danjean (A7-0357/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report as we must remember
that, since the adoption of the Treaty of Lisbon, the European Union has had instruments
in this area, which can be used. As a result, I think it is useful to review this policy,
particularly bearing in mind the cases of the European Neighbourhood Policy and the
Middle East, the nuclear proliferation in Iran, the change in strategy of the United States,
which is now turning towards the Asia-Pacific region, and, lastly, the economic and financial
crisis. All of these factors indicate that the European Union urgently needs to adopt a
position, not in terms of becoming more militarised, but as an instrument of collective
defence through resource-sharing.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of the resolution on the
implementation of the Common Security and Defence Policy. The Common Security and
Defence Policy is not a luxury or an anecdote. On the contrary, it is a strategic necessity
for the European Union. I support the rapporteur’s view that, even though NATO still is
a cornerstone of our continent’s common defence, even though the transatlantic partnership
must be reaffirmed and is irreplaceable, there are cases of crises which affect our security,
and in which NATO cannot intervene (the Georgian crisis for example, and African conflicts
in general), or in which the United States deem that they do not have to intervene. We must
admit that the strategic challenges which we are facing are huge and unprecedented: a
structural and lasting decrease of defence budgets in the European countries, a reorientation
of US priorities, and volatility and extreme diversity of threats. Therefore, the European
countries must make a following choice: either suffer a collective strategic drop, or pull
themselves together and fully use the CSDP’s potential, however modest it may be. I urge
Member States to choose the latter way.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The Communist Party of Greece
(KKE) voted against the report on the Common Security and Defence Policy because it
signals a reinforcement of the EU’s reactionary characteristics and an extension of its
imperialist wars throughout the planet, in line with NATO’s new strategic dogma. The
report criticises the Community institutions for their failure to make full use of the EU’s
complete range of military resources. The imperialist war of the EU, the US and NATO in
Libya is being used to promote the ‘pooling and sharing’ of equipment for operations on
an even more murderous scale against the people. The report calls for an increase in military
operations and their funding by the Instrument for Stability and the European Development
Fund; the formation of a permanent EU Army General Staff; immediate use of the EU
battlegroups and an upgrade of the European Defence Organisation. It also demands a
faster move towards enhanced military cooperation (the Weimar initiative), interventions
by ‘coalitions of the willing’ and joint armament programmes which lead to centralisation
of the war industry. The EU is stepping up the intervention in Syria and reinforcing Israel’s
attacks on the Palestinian people – a bridgehead to the imperialist plans for intervention
in Iran and control of wealth-generating resources and exploitation of the people. The EU
is an imperialist alliance of monopolies and the enemy of peoples in the Member States
and throughout the world.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted against this report because, although I am in
favour of the creation of a European defence force, I believe that this can be achieved
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through a further decrease in the Member States’ national security budgets. This text suggests
instead that defence cuts may lead to lack of credibility of the EU. Concerning EU-NATO
cooperation, I believe in a clear separation of the EU from NATO. We must consider that
NATO is a military-political alliance created to fight a threat, Soviet Communism, which
ceased to exist 23 years ago. For this reason, in recent years, NATO has tried to reinvent
its role, creating new enemies. I believe that European countries should reduce year by year
their share of the NATO budget and refrain from stronger cooperation with it. To conclude,
I would value it if a report like this one were to focus also on civil peaceful conflict solutions
and not only on EU military interventionism.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported this annual report, the aim of which
is to express the European Parliament’s views on the implementation of the European
security strategy within the context of the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP).
The European Parliament calls for a strengthening of this policy so that the European Union
can affirm and take on its responsibilities at global level.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report on the
implementation of the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). The EU undertakes
operational missions in third countries on the basis of the CSDP. The goal of these missions
is to maintain peace and strengthen international security on the basis of civilian and
military means provided by the Member States. We need to strengthen cross-border conflict
prevention and civilian and military crisis management capacities and I therefore welcome
the measures set out in the proposal. I welcome the calls for the establishment of an EU
operational headquarters which would conduct civilian missions and military operations
together with the European External Action Service. I agree that the partnership between
the public and private sectors in the area of air transport needs to be enhanced, allowing
both the delivery of humanitarian aid for disaster relief and the transport of equipment
and personnel as part of CSDP missions. I believe that for the European Security and Defence
Policy to be implemented more effectively there needs to be greater support for the European
Defence Agency, the EU Satellite Centre and the European Security and Defence College.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
the European Union should be a global political player on the international scene in order
to promote international peace and security, to protect its interests in the world and to
ensure the security of its citizens. Particularly now when significant changes are taking
place in the geostrategic context in which the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
and the CSDP operate, owing in particular to the upheavals in the Middle East and North
Africa, the emergence on the international scene of new players with regional or even
global ambitions and the reorientation of US defence policy priorities towards the
Asia-Pacific area, it is important for the EU to assert its strategic autonomy through a strong
and effective foreign, security and defence policy. This strategic autonomy should be built
by maintaining the link with NATO and other organisations and establishing a universal
common EU position which would ensure consistency, act in a spirit of solidarity and
make use of all the means and instruments available to secure peace and security for citizens.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the
implementation of the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). The CSDP is an
important crisis management tool for the European Union. This report proposes several
innovative solutions for the development of the CSDP in view of the many obstacles
hampering its implementation, such as the timidity of Member States when it comes to
closer cooperation. In this sense, I support the idea of strengthening the crisis management
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structures and developing the European Union’s civilian and military capabilities in a more
effective way.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The European Union has the potential
to bring peace to turbulent regions. Since 2003 the EU has launched 19 civilian missions
and 7 military operations. In the future Europe’s capacity to respond to this type of challenge
should continue to be reinforced. I voted in favour of this report as I consider that the EU
should develop a more independent and coherent common security and defence strategy,
without, however, ignoring its transatlantic relations and alliances.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) In a geopolitical context that has changed
significantly over recent years, the EU must seize its opportunity to assert itself as a global
political player. Decline is not an option: we must build a strong and ambitious security
and defence policy for Europe. This report reminds us, in particular, of the importance of
our satellite resources in the defence of the Union. Global Monitoring for Environment
and Security (GMES) and Galileo must be seen as critical infrastructures, given their
importance for our future and our security.

Marielle de Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Union is currently engaged
in 14 civilian and military missions abroad. These are the first signs of Europe becoming
a player in security and defence, a long-held ambition for those who believe that Europe,
a first-rate economic power, cannot remain a ‘diplomatic dwarf’ for long. However, these
initial signs do not yet herald any unequivocal advances, as Europe is, on the big global
issues – and conflicts are among them – struggling to find its way and speak with one voice,
despite the fact that everything – our economic weight, our democratic tradition, our
diplomatic history, our role in promoting balance and dialogue – appears to favour greater
EU involvement in these serious matters. It is because these matters are so serious that we
have an obligation to press onwards and set ourselves clear defence priorities: the allocation
of sufficient material and human resources to allow us to act more quickly and effectively;
stronger coordination of Member States’ diplomatic and military resources; and consistency
of analysis and action in our relations with international institutions such as NATO. To
this end, the drafting of a white paper on the EU’s security and defence policy, which has
been requested several times, is more necessary than ever.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I supported the adoption of this text, which
calls for the implementation of a real European defence policy. At a time when national
defence budgets are being reduced, the pooling and sharing of our capabilities seems to
be the best possible response. To do this, Europe must support and strengthen its defence
industry, and the European Defence Agency must assert its role in this area. It is time for
all European countries to show their willingness to endow the Union with real capabilities
in line with the geopolitical challenges that we are facing. NATO is one forum for
interventions, the European Union is another. The Union must show its unity, its
independence and its responsiveness when deemed necessary by the 27 Member States.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The issues surrounding common security and
defence, because they go to the very heart of Member State sovereignty, have been tackled
very cautiously, which has sometimes prevented us from responding appropriately to real
geostrategic challenges. Given the global threats and the strategic devaluation of the Atlantic
space to the benefit of the Asia-Pacific region, it has become clear that we need to respond
by improving capacity and coordination of resources and staff and by increasing the
potential for force projection. Unfortunately there are sources of tension and instability
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near to the borders of the Union, which cannot fail to cause apprehension and encourage
military vigilance and readiness. In this context, the Union’s efforts not only to equip itself
with resources, but also to strengthen the alliance with the US and increasingly share the
burden in the joint effort to protect democracy and human rights are particularly important.
European society, which has thankfully been mostly free of armed conflicts for some
considerable time, has become accustomed to minimising the importance of security and
defence. Policy makers must try to reverse this trend and promote the need and respect
for armed forces and the military condition.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The European Union’s enlargement
towards the east has brought peace to a large part of Europe that was previously engaged,
if not in explicit conflict, then at least in latent conflict. The fall of the Berlin Wall and the
end of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics stripped military organisations such as
NATO of their role. In reality, Europe has never been as prosperous, safe or free as it is
now. This report, by Arnaud Danjean, on the implementation of the Common Security
and Defence Policy (CSDP), based on the Annual Report from the Council to the European
Parliament on the Common Foreign and Security Policy, draws attention to the need to
improve our action, bearing in mind the economic crisis facing the Member States and
NATO’s attention being focused on another part of the globe (Africa and Asia) rather than
Europe. I welcome the adoption of this report, for which I voted and which contains a very
positive approach to the CSDP, particularly in times of budgetary austerity, as I agree that
the EU cannot leave its defence solely to NATO. The EU must therefore increase cooperation
between the Member States and create synergies between the CSDP and other policies.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) The majority in Parliament advocate the
EU’s military autonomy via increased investment in weapons for the defence and military
sectors, ‘sharing’ and ‘pooling’ of resources, permanent structured cooperation between
‘Member States that meet higher military capability criteria’, reinforcement of the European
Defence Agency’s role, greater operability of rapid response teams, and closer relations
with NATO. These developments are indissociable from the need to access and control
the natural and energy resources on which the EU monopolies depend. The majority in
Parliament have therefore clearly revealed their ambition: to bring about the destruction
of the Charter of the United Nations and international law, through more aggression and
belligerence in increasingly militarised international relations, through attacks on
sovereignty, and through an evident crusade to occupy countries and regions that are
geostrategically important. This policy fits, after all, with the EU’s role as the European
pillar of NATO. This is only one position of the European Parliament, but it clearly shows
the need for the re-establishment of democracy in the EU, through a process of
demilitarisation and disarmament, the dissolution of NATO, and the creation of a system
of collective security which respects and ensures the sovereignty of states and the free
choice of the people.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Significant changes are taking
place in the geostrategic context in which the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) operate, owing in particular to the
upheavals in the Middle East and North Africa (including revolutions, conflicts and/or
regime change in Libya, Tunisia, Egypt and Syria), the emergence on the international scene
of new players with regional or even global ambitions and the reorientation of United
States defence policy priorities towards the Asia-Pacific area. At the same time, threats and
challenges to global security are growing because of uncertainties linked to the attitudes
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of states and non-state actors (such as terrorist organisations) engaged in programmes
which dangerously encourage proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (including
nuclear weapons), the escalation of local crises in the EU’s neighbourhood with major
regional implications, such as the current Syrian conflict, the vagaries of the transition
process in the Arab countries and its security dimension (for instance in Libya and the Sinai
Peninsula), the evolution of the Afghan-Pakistan area in the light of the prospective
withdrawal of NATO troops, and increased terrorist threats in Africa. I am convinced that
the Union must respond to these threats and challenges by speaking with one voice and
acting in a spirit of solidarity between Member States and by making use of all the means
and instruments at its disposal to secure peace and security for its people.

Nathalie Griesbeck (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report on the
Common Security and Defence Policy, as it makes a pertinent assessment of the Union’s
record on the matter and of the challenges that we must prepare to tackle together. It is
important not to allow Europe to enter a strategic decline. The European Union has the
tools to pursue a truly ambitious policy in security and defence. As the report indicates,
the European Union must preserve its military intervention capability, but also its capacity
to intervene by civilian, economic, humanitarian and commercial means to deal with the
new situations that are arising in the world, sometimes at the fringes of Europe. I believe
that Parliament is making a clear appeal for Member States to make a stronger commitment
to the Common Security and Defence Policy, which is the only way of maintaining the
strategic weight of a Europe that has fallen prey to budgetary difficulties in a multipolar
world.

Ágnes Hankiss (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) In his comprehensive report, Mr Arnaud Danjean
points out convincingly that the European Union needs to become and independent
political player in the international arena. It is right that Europe should have an autonomous
defence strategy and an effective security and defence policy that would enable it to act
alone if necessary to resolve conflicts. For this to happen, however, we need proper civilian
and military capabilities. While our alliance with NATO remains a priority and is inviolable,
the EU must define its strategic interests in the light of changing threats and the Member
States’ security capabilities. We need to carry out a review of the military strengths and
weaknesses of the EU Member States. I would like to stress the importance of ensuring that
permanent structured cooperation (PSC) does not become an elite club of the largest and
strongest countries, relegating weaker countries to the sidelines and thereby distorting
cooperation and creating an undesirable two-tier Europe. As I have advocated in previous
discussions, one potential solution might be to ensure that countries which are weaker in
terms of their military capability are given a remit and role that ties them into overall
Common Security and Defence Policy based on their particular capabilities and
characteristics. We agree with the rapporteur when he says that revitalisation of the CSDP
in the key areas of institutions, operations and capabilities is a crucial task that the European
Union needs to address.

Anna Hedh, Olle Ludvigsson, Jens Nilsson and Åsa Westlund (S&D),    in writing.  −
(SV) We, the Swedish Social Democrats, support the fact that the EU is strengthening its
powers to use the resources of the Member States to contribute to maintaining peace,
preventing conflicts and strengthening international security. We do not, however, support
the appeal to Member States to increase European cooperation in the area of defence and
to develop permanent, structured cooperation in the area of security and defence that
could lead to a Community defence force. We feel that the report fails to tackle the
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reservations held against it. We also feel that it would have been important to have a paper
that also deals with the views of Member States on the subject and gives due consideration
to the different traditions and attitudes of the Member States in the area of security and
defence.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report. It is
reassuring that the EU and NATO, which are united by a strategic partnership reaffirmed
at the Chicago summit, are both active in a number of theatres, such as Kosovo, Afghanistan
and the fight against piracy in the Gulf of Aden and the Indian Ocean. I would like to draw
attention to the fact that external operations in recent years, whether in Iraq, Afghanistan
or Africa, including Libya, have created a significant financial burden for those states that
have participated (or are still participating) in these operations. This is particularly true for
Poland and my country’s military’s operations in Afghanistan. For this reason, our common
security and objective of securing peace should be met with a common approach,
commitment and burden-sharing.

Kent Johansson (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (SV) I voted in favour of the report, but against
the provisions on future EU-financed civil-military research and procurement under
Horizon 2020 and the Commission communication ‘A Stronger European Industry for
Growth and Economic Recovery’, and against starting a planning process for a European
defence force. I can see a need for own structures for cooperation within the EU, but at the
same time I advocate a clear distinction between the EU and NATO.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) A revision or rethinking of the strategic
framework for European foreign policy is a very topical issue, especially in view of the
recent revolutions over the last 18 months in states bordering the EU. There is a growing
need for the EU to adopt a strong and effective foreign policy, with credible civilian and
military capabilities. It should however be remembered that security and foreign policy
spending, like spending in other policy areas, must take account of the crisis affecting the
national economies, as reflected in the current debate about the future of the EU finances.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The purpose of this report, drafted by
Arnaud Danjean, is to express the European Parliament’s views on the implementation of
European security strategy within the context of the Common Security and Defence Policy
(CSDP), as well as on the developments of the past year and those envisaged for the years
ahead. The report notes the changes in our strategic environment and the obstacles to the
positive development of European defence cooperation, but also makes proposals to
improve the current system. I strongly believe in the need for a European defence policy,
and this is why I, like the majority of my colleagues, voted in favour of this report. A strong
Europe requires economic and political coordination, but it also requires coordination in
matters of defence.

Sabine Lösing (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (DE) I rejected the report because it advocates
a further militarisation of the EU and demands military autonomy via increased investment
in armament, defence and military sectors despite the financial and economic crisis. It also
calls for the expansion of military (training) operations and further strengthens EU-NATO
cooperation. It encourages the use of development aid (European Development Fund) to
finance security operations, supports and encourages further civil-military cooperation
and advocates subordination of policy areas under the Common Security and Defence
Policy (CSDP), and fosters the Military Industrial Complex (MIC). It supports and presses
for the ATHENA mechanism and use of battle-groups.
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Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) It is well known that the Common
Security and Defence Policy relies on the Member States. The European Union is
experiencing austere times as a result of the economic crisis, which translates into defence
budget cuts. The situations in Congo and Syria demonstrate that the Common Security
and Defence Policy is a strategic necessity for the EU, and it can only be implemented if
there is the capacity to deploy territorial defence and strategic missions in its proximity.
We must therefore implement coherent, consistent initiatives such as ‘Smart Defence’ and
the ‘pooling and sharing’ initiative, and develop coordinated, complementary EU and
NATO capabilities.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution which ‘Stresses that the EU
should be a global political player on the international scene in order to promote
international peace and security, to protect its interests in the world and to ensure the
security of its citizens; believes that the EU should be able to assume its responsibilities
when confronted with international threats, crises and conflicts, especially in its
neighbourhood; underlines, in this connection, the need for the EU to be consistent in its
policies and faster and more efficient in taking up the aforementioned responsibilities’.

Jiří Maštálka (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (CS) I should like to make a small general
comment on the European Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy. In recent times,
certain events, especially the course of the Arab Spring, have led me to ask whether we
should not become more deeply concerned with the relationship between the EU’s Common
Foreign and Security Policy and NATO. I believe that the time has come for us to say what
rules apply for Member States of the Union. Whether statesmen can, during the day, speak
on behalf of the Union about peace, the observance of human rights and the binding nature
of international law and, during the night, can the same statesmen decide on behalf of
NATO to bomb a state, supply weapons to selected insurgents and break off hitherto
unquestioned diplomatic relations. I am deeply convinced that we should start a debate
on the boundary of Member States’ licence. Is it possible that some state has recognised
Kosovo or an insurgent group in Syria without consulting the other states here and that
the European Parliament has remained silent because it is also discussing the violation of
human rights in Myanmar? For how long, for example, can Paris breach our agreements
on a common policy in the Mediterranean and Africa without any consultation with their
Union partners?

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the
implementation of the Common Security and Defence Policy. The report presents the
changes that have occurred in the environment and the conflicts taking place at Europe’s
borders, which affect European security. The EU should develop its civilian and military
capabilities and implement tangible measures enabling it to react to strategic changes and
developments.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour. The EU urgently needs to assert
its strategic autonomy through a strong and effective foreign, security and defence policy,
enabling it to act alone if necessary. It should be emphasised that this strategic autonomy
will remain illusory without credible civilian and military capabilities.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report is entirely in keeping
with the submission to NATO advocated and endorsed by the Treaty of Lisbon. It calls for
an increase in military spending and greater liberalisation of public defence procurement
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and the development of public-private defence partnerships in Europe. The supremacy of
the UN Charter is maintained, but that is the only positive point. I vote against this text.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) This report serves to further the European
Union’s strategy of militarisation. It seeks to move ahead with the implementation of the
Common Security and Defence Policy, representing a major step towards a global military
role for the EU in the interests of maintaining stability and upholding human rights. The
report also attempts to encourage the use of funding intended for cooperation for military
objectives, by arguing that development cannot exist without stability, as well as to extend
civilian-military cooperation to the Common Security and Defence Policy. This report
does not explore other avenues for the peaceful conduct of negotiations on and resolution
of conflicts; it merely seeks to extend the military option as the EU’s standard response to
potential global conflicts, linking military expenditure with political credibility on the
world stage. In view of the above, I consider this report to mark a real push ahead with the
EU’s strategy of militarisation and therefore voted against it.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − It is a very important report since it looks at the
15 CSDP missions currently deployed, makes recommendations, but also provide some
background on the work of the CSDP. I voted in favour.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour. In the
context of the economic and financial difficulties, the EU Member States are facing problems
that limit their defence spending. This is not just a question of NATO commitments, it has
an impact, above all, on national capacities, the loss of expertise and the marginalisation
of industry, while at the same time having a negative impact on the effectiveness of the
European Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). The international context – the
growing crisis in the EU’s close neighbourhood, the militarisation of certain third countries
– prevents us from relaxing and resting on laurels of relative security. Given the limited
resources available we need to strive for the pooling and sharing of capacities. However,
the CSDP should not be some sort of duplication of NATO’s functions.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The EU should be a global political
player on the international scene, promoting peace and international security. In the context
of this responsibility, which includes the security of its citizens, I voted in favour of this
report, which defines a new strategic framework for the Common Security and Defence
Policy as a result of significant changes in the geostrategic context.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The significant changes which are taking place in
the geostrategic context in which the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the
Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) operate, owing in particular to the upheavals
in the Middle East and North Africa (including revolutions, conflicts and/or regime change
in Libya, Tunisia, Egypt and Syria), the emergence on the international scene of new players
with regional or even global ambitions, and the reorientation of United States defence
policy priorities towards the Asia-Pacific area mean that the EU must develop its civilian
and military capabilities, by implementing practical measures allowing it to respond
adequately to these new challenges. In essence, the aim is for the EU to assert itself as a
global political player on the international scene, able to assume its responsibilities when
confronted with international threats, crises and conflicts, especially in its neighbourhood.
I voted in favour.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Abstention. We tabled amendments
contesting the following issues: Strategic Autonomy, Defence Budgets, Need for more
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military action, Extension of ATALANTA, EUTM Somalia, Military action in North Mali
and alternatives, EU border control mission in Libya, Procurement of drones, European
Buying Act for arms, Defence Research, EU budget and Defence Agency, Military and
civilian chains of command and HQ. Almost none of them were adopted.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The European Union, as a
global political player, should do more to protect its interests in the world and to ensure
the security of its citizens in order to gain more importance on the international scene.
The EU needs to be equipped with appropriate means in order to promote international
peace and security and acquire greater strategic autonomy. This strategic autonomy can
only be asserted through a stronger and more effective foreign, security and defence policy.
I believe it is essential to take account of the changing threats in the world. EU security
strategy must allow Europe to contribute meaningfully to peacekeeping operations around
the globe. Only by mobilising the full range of political, economic, development and
humanitarian instruments at its disposal will the Union be able to respond to specific risks.
Hoping that renewed political credibility and visibility will be lent to the Union’s actions,
I voted in favour.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) The last text on European security strategy was
dated 2008. It should be noted that the situation is no longer the same: there has been
upheaval in the Middle East and North Africa (in particular the revolutions in Libya, Tunisia,
Egypt and Syria), new players with regional or even global ambitions have emerged on the
international scene, and the US’s defence priorities have been refocused on the Asia-Pacific
region. There are also local crises in the countries neighbouring the Union, with major
regional repercussions: the uncertainties about the transition processes in the Arab countries
and their scale, the changes in the Pakistan/Afghanistan area in light of the upcoming
withdrawal of NATO’s military forces, and growing terrorist threats in the Sahel, the Horn
of Africa and Nigeria. The European Union should be a global political player on the
international scene, so as to promote international peace and security, protect its interests
in the world and guarantee the security of its own citizens. We have an important role to
play as a provider of security services for Member States and their citizens.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The geostrategic context and the challenges
facing the European Union require the institutions, particularly the Council, to rethink the
Common Security and Defence Policy. It is a fact that the EU’s main partner – the United
States – is increasingly placing more importance on the Pacific to the detriment of Europe.
I agree with the rapporteur when he states that the European External Action Service needs
to be reinforced in the area of crisis management and that greater cooperation between
the Member States needs to be encouraged with regard to the common defence policy.
Greater cooperation in terms of defence, particularly as regards technology, military
industry and intelligence-sharing, should be promoted. Such measures should be adopted
within a previously defined strategy, as only in this way can the Treaty of Lisbon be properly
implemented. In other words, we need permanent structured cooperation, application of
the mutual defence and solidarity clauses, and a more active role for the European Defence
Agency.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted for the resolution on the
implementation of the Common Security and Defence Policy. The geostrategic context of
the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and Common Security and Defence
Policy (CSDP) is undergoing major changes, especially in light of the recent troubles in the
Middle East and North Africa and the rise of new actors with regional and global ambitions.
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Climate change compounds the threats to global security, peace and stability. I believe that
the European Union must respond to these threats and challenges by adopting a common
position and coherent action in the spirit of solidarity with other Member States in order
to secure the safety and security of its citizens. I am in favour of a White Paper on the
security and defence of the EU, which will define the EU’s strategic interests in a context
of changing threats, in the light of the Member States’ security capabilities and the capacity
of EU institutions to act effectively in security and defence policy.

Geoffrey Van Orden (ECR),    in writing.  − There are some aspects of EU external action
which are useful. These include humanitarian and development assistance and certain
aspects of foreign policy engagement. However, there is no acceptable justification for EU
involvement in military matters. The promotion of EU military structures under the guise
of a Common Security and Defence policy (CSDP) with a largely civil component is of
course, a sleight of hand. The Danjean report is merely another chapter in the extensive
litany of reports advancing European political integration. It wants the EU to develop its
autonomous capability to intervene in ‘high-intensity conflicts’ (paragraph 21); calls for
an increase in the numbers of EEAS staff dealing with crisis management and CSDP missions
(paragraph 62); and regrets that no new EU military operations have been launched. It also
calls for the creation of a permanent EU Operational Headquarters ‘if necessary, through
Permanent Structured cooperation’ - a mechanism to bypass our national vetoes(paragraph
102). The ECR could not, therefore, support this report.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) This report is extremely pro-military
in tone. Many passages contain well-researched and nuanced statements. Safeguarding the
EU’s capacity to act effectively in security and defence policy, understood as an instrument
of crisis management, is extremely important. The country-specific statements, in particular,
emphasise the importance of the EU’s civil-military operations in achieving and maintaining
peace and in establishing functioning governments and the parameters needed to facilitate
local people’s independent livelihoods in various regions. The report also calls for the
involvement of Parliament in the planned global approach to the Common Security and
Defence Policy (CSDP) and the drafting of a White Paper on the establishment of an
appropriate strategic framework.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The significant changes taking place in the
geostrategic context in which the Common Foreign and Security Policy operates, owing
in particular to the upheavals in the Middle East and North Africa and the emergence on
the international scene of new players with regional or even global ambitions, require that
Europe develop its own military and civilian capabilities. The EU has the full range of
political, economic and humanitarian instruments at its disposal to assume its
responsibilities effectively in the area of security and defence. We must therefore strengthen
and implement these instruments.

Zbigniew Ziobro (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) The debate on the Common Security and
Defence Policy, and more specifically on whether such a policy can be justified, has been
ongoing for many years. At a time of crisis, is it still necessary to strengthen this policy and
develop it further? Would it not be better to devote those resources, for example, to
developing the EU’s energy security by diversifying its sources of supply? The fact that
European Union Member States are already members of NATO is particularly relevant
here. NATO is an effective and well-proven alliance. What links are envisaged between
NATO’s policy and the Common Security and Defence Policy? I could not find any
information on this in the resolution debated and therefore abstained from voting.
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Report: Ioan Mircea Paşcu (A7-0356/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report because it does not
propose creating a new instrument, but rather bringing together and better coordinating
various instruments to ensure an effective response, so that proper solidarity can be
demonstrated when a Member State’s capabilities are exhausted. I also consider that, at a
time of financial crisis, it is essential to identify solutions for common investment and joint
development by the Member States. A rapid response combined with a contribution by
each country within a flexible framework could successfully meet many needs in the area
of defence within the European Union.

Charalampos Angourakis (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (EL) The report fully confirms the
positions taken by the Communist Party of Greece (KKE) when it warned that the solidarity
and mutual defence clauses in the anti-popular Treaty of Lisbon deepen the militarisation
and reactionary characteristics of the EU and strengthen the mechanisms for arming the
dictatorship of the monopolies. The clauses promote military and civil interventions by
the EU in Member States on the pretexts of ‘terrorism’, ‘natural or man-made disasters’,
‘cyber attacks’ and even ‘pandemics’ or ‘energy shortages’. The report describes the actions
and mobilisations of the popular movement as ‘a threat to democratic institutions’. The
report demands that Member States and the EU as a whole should be required to respond
with ‘all the means’ in their power, in close collaboration with NATO, and calls upon the
EU to adopt NATO’s new strategic approach, so that the EU and NATO can act together
as global policeman and terroriser of the peoples. The report calls for a ‘permanent
operational headquarters’ and a ‘permanent EU… crisis management… system’, training
exercises for ‘crisis management’, and the development of ‘rapid response’ military
capabilities and forces. The KKE votes against this reactionary and anti-popular report,
and thus helps to strengthen the popular alliance and the anti-monopoly struggle of the
working class and their allies for disengagement from the EU and for people’s power.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I abstained from voting on this report because I
disagree with the aim of the mutual defence clause itself. In practice this instrument, which
makes obligatory mutual assistance within the EU by all possible means in the event of an
attack on an EU Member State, transforms the EU into a military alliance. Moreover, in
this report the solidarity clause is also applied to unarmed attacks, without clearly defining
the latter, thus leading to possible dangerous interpretations.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report, which aims to
assess current use of the mutual defence and solidarity clauses among EU countries. These
provisions define relations between Member States from a defence point of view, while
also establishing the conditions for solidarity in exceptional circumstances. The European
Parliament calls for clarification of several aspects, in particular the relationship between
these clauses and the North Atlantic Treaty.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal on the
development of the EU’s mutual defence and solidarity policy. A stronger and more capable
European defence is essential for ensuring that all Union citizens have the same security
guarantees. A mutual defence and solidarity clause was provided for in the Treaty of Lisbon.
Under this clause the Member States have an obligation to assist one another in the event
of a terrorist attack or a natural or man-made disaster. I welcome the proposal to establish
practical arrangements and guidelines for ensuring an effective response in the event of a
Member State being attacked, as well as an analysis of the role of the EU institutions. Both
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the EU and the Member States must perform regular joint threat and risk assessments,
based on the analysis of intelligence. In order to avoid a duplication of effort and waste of
resources closer political collaboration between the EU High Representative and the
Secretary General of NATO needs to be ensured.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of the report by Mr Paşcu, which
draws the attention of the institutions to the ‘mutual defence clause’ (Article 42(7)) of the
Treaty on European Union and the ‘solidarity clause’ (Article 222) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union, which aimed to fight threats to the EU Member States.
However, almost three years after the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon there are still
no implementation arrangements to bring these clauses to life. We cannot tolerate this
sort of legislative void. Were a country to request aid, there is currently no way for the EU
to implement these two clauses. The Commission should draw up a proposal and the
Council should issue a decision on how these principles should be applied.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
the EU recognises an international order founded on effective multilateralism on the basis
of international law, and this is an expression of Europeans’ conviction that no nation can
face the new threats on its own. It is important to mention that combating international
terrorism still remains a priority for the EU in the areas of defence and security, and it is
therefore necessary to ensure that all Member States have drawn up a common strategy
and response. Although each Member State retains primary responsibility for the
management of crises within its territory, this report generally promotes and progressively
develops a common defence policy which would reinforce the European identity and the
EU’s strategic advantage. It is important to mention that the security of EU Member States
is indivisible and all European citizens should have the same security guarantees and an
equal level of protection against both traditional and non-conventional threats.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the ‘report on the EU’s
mutual defence and solidarity clauses: political and operational dimensions’. I support this
report which, as well as making a distinction between mutual defence and mutual assistance,
indicates that Member States are under an obligation to provide aid and assistance by all
the means in their power if a Member State is the victim of armed aggression on its territory.
I also support the flexible approach to the triggering of the clause recommended by this
report, and call upon the Member States to optimise coordination and prevention in security
and defence matters.

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the Paşcu report. Following the
innovations introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon, it seems to me to be necessary to stimulate
the debate on European defence policy. I note that the report indicates that Member States
have an obligation to provide aid and assistance by all the means in their power if a Member
State is the victim of armed aggression on its territory. I welcome the emphasis placed on
flexibility and synergies and the importance accorded to all of the new types of threats,
such as cyber attacks.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
believe that the EU should develop a prevention and rapid response policy to deal with
any identified threat aimed at the Union or any Member State.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Union is a union founded on
solidarity. It is vital that this solidarity should manifest itself when our partners are in crisis
or the victims of aggression. I therefore welcome the adoption of this text, which clearly
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sets out that ambition. The Member States have an obligation to provide aid and assistance
to any other Member State that is the victim of armed aggression on its territory. This text
calls for the establishment of a permanent crisis response structure based on the existing
instruments and covering all types of threat (cyber, energy, pandemics, and so on).

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The mutual defence and solidarity clauses are two
mechanisms based on one idea of union and solidarity between the Member States at times
of particular adversity, such as military interventions, terrorist attacks or natural disasters.
The use of appropriate and available resources to help a state facing this kind of crisis is a
natural progression from the idea that, in a united Europe, one country’s problem must
be everyone’s problem and that, where this problem cannot be solved individually, a
collective response must be offered. As I have written, in order to be united in diversity,
the Union must remain united in adversity. Clarifying the scope of these clauses and
indicating the resources allowing them to be rapidly and flexibly implemented, where
necessary, must be borne in mind by the main policy makers, who must encourage
synergies, cooperation and information exchange. The idea that the European Union must
cooperate actively with NATO, and that the latter now involves aspects going far beyond
its merely military component, increase the potential sources of solidarity in crises, but
also require serious commitment on the part of all.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The European Union, as an area of free
movement of persons and goods with the goal of the increasingly successful operation of
a single market, must position itself as a body capable of creating and galvanising an ever
stronger feeling of territorial cohesion. We need more and better Europe, and not just on
paper, but particularly in practice. The Treaty of Lisbon clauses reinforce this aspect: we
need a genuine Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), which protects European
citizens and reinforces solidarity between the Member States. Sometimes we have the
means to act, but lack motivation on the part of certain institutions. In order to reinforce
solidarity, with the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund being a prime example, we
need to provide the financial resources so that we can respond more efficiently to natural
disasters. I voted in favour of the report by Ioan Mircea Paşcu. I welcome the Commission’s
increased technical and political commitment, and hope that we can soon bring the EU
headquarters into operation so that we have improved intervention capability.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) The ‘mutual defence clause’ in the Treaty
of Lisbon turns the EU into an alliance with stronger military ties; the ‘solidarity clause’
paves the way for military interventions within the EU. The explicit ‘obligation’ to react
‘by all means’ in case of aggression against a Member State even goes beyond NATO’s
mutual assistance clause, since non-armed attacks are also covered. Under the solidarity
clause, military support is also demanded in case of terror attacks and natural or man-made
disasters (the scope of this clause is not clearly defined: does it cover social unrest resulting
from strikes or protests?), which implies military operations within the EU. Cyber attacks,
pandemics and energy shortages can also lead to activation of the solidarity clause. This
report is inseparable from the crisis in the EU, the pillage of countries such as Portugal, the
exploitation of workers and the general public, the clawback of rights, loss of sovereignty,
and backward steps in terms of political and democratic freedoms. However, at the same
time, it is inseparable from the increasing struggle, and fear, of the capitalist monopolies,
and the political forces that serve them, with regard to the rise in popular emancipation
processes.
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Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The security of EU Member States
is indivisible and all European citizens should have the same security guarantees and an
equal level of protection against both traditional and non-conventional threats. The defence
of peace, security, democracy, human rights, the rule of law and freedom in Europe, which
are indispensable for the wellbeing of our citizens, must remain a key goal and responsibility
of European countries and of the Union. The current security challenges include numerous
complex and changing dangers, such as international terrorism, the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction, states in disintegration, frozen and unending conflicts, organised
crime, cyber threats, the scarcity of energy sources, environmental deterioration and
associated security risks, natural and man-made disasters, pandemics and many others.
Security and combating international terrorism are considered as one of the Union’s
priorities. Therefore, a joint response and a common strategy are needed from all Member
States. I think that the progressive framing of a common defence policy which aims at a
common defence is reinforcing the European identity and the strategic autonomy of the
European Union.

Lorenzo Fontana (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) Almost three years after the entry into force
of the Treaty of Lisbon there are still no implementation arrangements for the ‘mutual
defence clause’ (Article 42(7)) of the Treaty on European Union and the ‘solidarity clause’
(Article 222) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. This means that if
any Member State were currently to ask for aid under the said provisions, the EU would
be unable to implement them. I consider it essential that the Commission draw up a
proposal on how these principles should be applied. I therefore voted in favour.

Bruno Gollnisch (NI),    in writing. – (FR) The Treaty of Lisbon contains solidarity clauses
which make provision for situations such as an attack on a Member State or the
destabilisation of a State. At first sight, these clauses appear attractive, but let us imagine
a country where the situation has become catastrophic: the government would be forced
by international organisations into policies that would lead the people into poverty.
Exasperated by unemployment, wage decreases and a high tax burden, the citizens would
hold an increasing number of protests and strikes. Some would be tempted by withdrawal
from the Union, others by partition of their country. The government would not be able
to maintain order due to lack of resources, having made swingeing cuts to its budget. In
order to remain in power and be able to continue to pursue policy dictated elsewhere, it
would make use of one of the clauses in the Treaty. European law enforcement forces
would then be deployed, with the power to replace the local police forces entirely. Is this
really so far-fetched? I believe that some countries in the Union are not far from this kind
of situation. The nucleus of the European law enforcement force already exists: it is called
Eurogendfor. I will not lend my support to the introduction of legal texts that allow the
European technocracy to oppress and repress peoples.

Anna Hedh, Olle Ludvigsson, Jens Nilsson and Åsa Westlund (S&D),    in writing.  −
(SV) We, the Swedish Social Democrats, support the EU solidarity clause and the clause
on mutual defence. We must emphasise, however, that this should not affect military
non-alignment of Member States. We would have liked to see a text that included the
wording of Article 42(7) of the Treaty, to the effect that the EU solidarity clause and the
clause on mutual defence should not affect the special nature of some Member States’
security and defence policies. We do not support the wording concerning the gradual
development of a Community defence policy aiming for a Community defence force to
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reinforce European identity and the EU’s strategic autonomy and to harmonise the EU’s
defence policy.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because I
agree with the idea that the security of EU Member States is indivisible and all European
citizens should have the same security guarantees and an equal level of protection against
both traditional and non-conventional threats. I believe that the defence of peace, security,
democracy, human rights, the rule of law and freedom in Europe, which are indispensable
for the wellbeing of our peoples, must remain a core goal and responsibility of European
countries and of the Union. The current security challenges include numerous complex
and changing risks, such as international terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD), states in disintegration, frozen and unending conflicts, organised
crime, cyber threats, the scarcity of energy sources, environmental deterioration and
associated security risks, natural and man-made disasters, pandemics and various others.
Furthermore, security and combating international terrorism are considered as a priority
for the EU and a joint response and a common strategy are therefore needed from all
Member States.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report because
I believe that mutual defence and solidarity in case of aggression is the foundation of lasting
peace in Europe. I believe that NATO is the ‘keystone in the arch’ in this regard, but the EU
also has its role to play. Twenty-one EU Member States are also members of NATO. But
we also need to be prepared for situations involving non-NATO EU Member States or EU
Member States’ territories that are outside the North Atlantic area and are therefore not
covered by the Washington Treaty, or situations where no agreement on collective action
has been reached within NATO. I am glad that in the report, we have reminded Member
States of their unequivocal obligation of aid and assistance by all the means in their power
if a Member State is the victim of armed aggression on its territory. The definition of
‘aggression’ is also changing and I strongly agree with the statement that non-armed attacks,
for instance cyber attacks against critical infrastructure that are launched with the aim of
causing severe damage and disruption to a Member State and are identified as coming from
an external entity, could fall under this category.

Sabine Lösing (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (DE) I reject this report because the mutual
defence clause (Article 42(7) of the Treaty on European Union) turns the EU into a military
alliance, and the solidarity clause (Article 222 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union) paves the way for military interventions within the EU. The explicit
‘obligation’ to react ‘by all means’ in case of armed aggression against a Member State goes
beyond NATO’s mutual assistance clause since non-armed attacks are also covered. Within
the solidarity clause, military support is also demanded in case of terror attacks, natural or
man-made disasters, which implies military operations within the EU. Cyber attacks,
pandemics and energy shortages can also lead to activation of the solidarity clause. I voted
against the report since there is no clear definition of what falls under the solidarity clause
and whether social unrest/strikes are also considered ‘man-made disasters’. Furthermore,
the report prefers military to civil measures outside and inside the EU, and focuses only
on EU defence and military solutions.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) I congratulate Mr Paşcu on his
ambitious and realistic report. Personally, I do not believe that we need a new European
instrument, but greater coordination of our existing instruments. Let us not forget the
mechanisms already at our disposal: EU Emergency and Crisis Coordination Arrangements,
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European Civil Protection, EEAS Crisis Response and Operational Coordination, EU
Intelligence Analysis Centre, the Commission’s Strategic Analysis and Response Capability,
Europol’s First Response Network, the Action plan on chemical, biological, radiological
and nuclear security, Atlas Network, ARGUS, and agencies such as Frontex. We must work
towards coordinating, adapting or strengthening these instruments. I hope that next month
the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy will define
the situations in which the solidarity clause, and the mechanisms for implementing it in
practice, would apply.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I abstained on this resolution because in my opinion
it goes too far at the present time in calling for a permanent EU Operational HQ.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on the Union’s
mutual defence and solidarity clauses, which distinguishes between the mutual defence
clause and the mutual assistance clause. In particular, the report reminds us that Member
States have an obligation to provide aid and assistance to a Member State that is the victim
of armed aggression on its territory.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In order to consolidate their cooperation, both
NATO and the EU should concentrate on strengthening their basic capabilities, improving
interoperability, and coordinating their doctrines, planning, technologies, equipment and
training methods. I support the reiterated call for the systematic harmonisation of military
requirements.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome the fact that this report
reaffirms the supremacy of the United Nations Charter, stressing that the Union or its
Member States can only resort to force if it is legally justified under the United Nations
Charter. This is the report’s only positive point. The rest is all about falling into line with
NATO, with calls for specialisation within that organisation and for higher military spending
by Member States, in accordance with the Treaty of Lisbon. This text on the EU’s defence
and solidarity clauses sanctions the Union’s subordination of the defence of its citizens to
the interests of the United States of America. I vote against.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted against this report, as it serves to
further the European Union’s strategy of militarisation. The report is based on an analysis
of the implications of the mutual defence and solidarity clauses. By the text’s reasoning,
the situation could arise in which an attack on Cyprus by Turkey would result in a conflict
between the mutual defence obligation that exists among the EU Member States and that
in force among the members of NATO. This analysis of both clauses covers non-armed
attacks, such as cyber attacks, and does not rule out intervention in the event of internal
disturbances that threaten a government. The report seeks to extend NATO’s military
competences, as well as those of the EU Member States. The increase in military competences
can only lead to greater risks for Europe’s civilian population. Only by means of
demilitarisation can we guarantee more security for the people of Europe. I consider this
report to mark a real push ahead with the EU’s strategy of militarisation and therefore
voted against it.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The report calls on the need to strike a very fine
balance between solidarity and granting enough liberty to the Member States to choose
how and if they want to support another fellow state. I am in favour.
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Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Given that the security of EU
Member States is indivisible and that all European citizens should have the same security
guarantees and an equal level of protection against both traditional and non-conventional
threats, I voted in favour of this report on the EU’s mutual defence and solidarity clauses:
political and operational dimensions.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Abstention. In general we supported
the idea of a report addressing the issue of these two clauses. The problem with the
rapporteur and also the EPP group was that they have no clear objectives and strategies.
As a result, the report is extremely vague and ambiguous. For Greens there were two issues
which were particularly problematic: 1) In our view there is a misunderstanding regarding
the existing structures and capabilities of CSDP. The rapporteur, supported by EPP and
ALDE argued that CSDP can be one instrument for the implementing both clauses. and
(2) More problematic is the link to NATO and the vagueness regarding European military
capabilities. The report does not clarify how NATO Art. 5 and the Mutual
Assistance/Defence clause should be linked or not linked politically and militarily. In our
view we cannot (mis-)use the EU Assistance clause for (indirectly) integrating countries
like Ireland, Austria, Sweden, etc. into NATO and its nuclear weapons arrangements. In
addition, the vagueness regarding European military capabilities is unacceptable because
it does not include or exclude integrating French and British nuclear weapons into the
implementation toolbox for both clauses.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for this report and fully support the
possibilities offered by all the relevant provisions of the Treaty, in particular the mutual
defence clause and the solidarity clause, in providing European citizens with the same
guarantees of security from conventional and non-conventional threats. It is also important
to remind Member States of their unequivocal obligation to provide aid and assistance by
all the means in their power to a Member State that is the victim of armed aggression on
its territory.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The Common Security and Defence Policy has
two important underlying principles: the solidarity clause and the mutual defence clause.
These two clauses have different implications when ‘activated’. However, they both require
not only greater cooperation on the part of the Member States, but also the development
of their military capabilities. An integrated response to attacks and/or disasters that may
affect the European Union as a whole must be developed by creating a system for
coordinating means of response to the widest possible range of crises. Only in this way
can the Union take advantage of the full potential offered by the Treaty clauses. For those
reasons, I voted in favour of the report.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted for the resolution on ‘EU mutual
defence and solidarity clauses: political and operational dimensions’ given that the security
of the EU and of the Member States is indivisible and all European citizens must enjoy the
same levels of security and protection against conventional and non-conventional threats.
Protecting peace, security, democracy, human rights, the rule of law and freedom in Europe
is crucial for the welfare of our nations and must remain a primary objective and
responsibility of the Union and its Member States. I believe that European Members States
must have reliable military capabilities and I encourage them to intensify their collaboration
to develop such capabilities, for example, through the complementary EU and NATO
‘pooling and sharing’ and ‘Smart Defence’ initiatives, which offer a vital solution at a time
of defence budget cuts. If a Member State is targeted by a terrorist attack or suffers a
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man-made or natural disaster, the Union and the Member States must act together, in the
spirit of solidarity, and provide assistance at the request of that Member State’s authorities.

Geoffrey Van Orden (ECR),    in writing.  − This report examines the current scope, and
future potential, of two clauses of the Treaty of Lisbon – Article 42(7) TEU otherwise known
as the ‘mutual assistance clause’, and Article 222 TFEU, or ‘mutual solidarity clause’. The
first is a duplication of Article 5 of the NATO Treaty, creating an illusion that the EU has
capabilities which it does not possess. This is misleadingly dangerous and we oppose it.
However, the mutual solidarity clause does have some merit – for example if one Member
State is overwhelmed by a natural disaster. It is essentially a civil mutual assistance
contingency. Of course, such assistance would normally be provided on an urgent bilateral
basis by neighbouring countries and there is no reason to set up yet more EU structures.
For these reasons, the ECR abstained in the final vote on this report.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) Under the cloak of so-called
mutual defence and ‘solidarity’ clauses, the European Parliament is asking the EU to commit
further to a European defence policy. The mutual defence clause (Article 42(7) of the Treaty
on European Union) provides for an ‘obligation’ for Member States to react ‘by all the
means in their power’ in the event of armed aggression against a fellow Member State,
which goes further than NATO’s mutual assistance clause, given that unarmed attacks will
also be concerned. The solidarity clause (Article 222 of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union) paves the way for military interventions within the European Union,
in particular in the event of a terrorist attack, or a natural or man-made disaster. Can social
unrest and strikes be considered as ‘man-made disasters’? This report prefers military
approaches to initiatives for peace and even to civil defence measures both inside and
outside the Union. In particular, it presses for greater militarisation and armament of the
EU. Such encouragement is ill-timed, to say the least, when we consider the warmongering
tendencies of some Member States and when, in the height of irony, the EU has just been
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.

Report: Tunne Kelam (A7-0335/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report, which draws attention
to the need for greater cooperation and consistency in terms of cyber security and defence.
Only in this way can we better tackle these challenges, which, in my opinion, require the
Member States to develop their cyber security and defence plans in parallel with the
European Union’s own comprehensive approach to this issue. I believe that the European
Union should take action by starting to negotiate directly with the private sector on more
rapid exchange of information, while always respecting the anonymity of partnerships in
the private sector, and guaranteeing a balance between security measures and the protection
of fundamental rights and freedoms. In particular, the European Union should invest in
its transatlantic relations with the United States in order to strengthen cooperation in this
area.

Laima Liucija Andrikienė (PPE),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this resolution which
urges Member States to complete without further delay their national cyber security and
defence strategies and national contingency plans, and also to include cyber crisis
management in crisis management plans and risk analyses. I support the rapporteur that
the EU is currently missing an exhaustive overview of the existing cyber security challenges
and is also lacking common definitions, standards and a united approach to these threats.
Politically-motivated cyber attacks are targeting not only the information systems but also
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critical infrastructures of the Member States which are seeking to implement a crucial task
in creating mutual trust between the state and private sector actors by developing
frameworks for rapid information exchanges while guaranteeing anonymity of the private
sector partners. One of ways to strengthen cyber security and defence is to enhance the
role of the European Defence Agency and the European Network and Information Security
Agency (ENISA) in assisting Member States, in helping to pool and share experience and
in developing good practices.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted against this report because, once again, this
Parliament adopted a text based on a clear example of threat exaggeration. Cyber-terrorism
is something that many experts of terrorism do not consider a serious threat. I believe that
introducing the concept that cyber-terrorism could be faced from the European Union by
military means is completely wrong and instrumental to a distortion of the EU’s approach
to the subject of the fight against new forms of criminality.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report, the main objective
of which is to introduce comprehensive cyber security at all levels of the European Union
and, if the need arises, a cyber security and defence strategy. Threats to cyber security are
by their nature cross-border threats, and therefore call for a response at European level,
with the support of Member States.

Erik Bánki (PPE),    in writing. – (HU) Cyber crime has now reached an unprecedented and
global scale and for this reason we can only combat it by changing tack and adopting a
global strategy. We can only defend ourselves effectively and successfully against cyber
attacks if we take a concerted approach based on close cooperation between the institutions
of the European Union, the Member States, NATO, international stakeholders, and civilian
and military defence forces. The specialist knowledge which has been building up in the
private sector will be very useful in this regard. Accordingly, I cast my vote in favour of the
report.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal on cyber
security and defence in the EU. In today’s globalised world, cyber threats and attacks are
growing and there is a threat to countries’ security and stability and it is therefore very
important to develop a more stringent policy in the European Union for a high level of EU
network and information security. A broad EU cyber security strategy needs to be developed,
providing a definition of cyber security and defence and of a cyber attack. The development
of a strategy should take into account good practices in those Member States which already
have national cyber security strategies. I welcome the proposal to strengthen the efforts
of the EU Computer Emergency Response Team (CERT) and national CERTs and to develop
national contingency plans which could be used in the event of a cyber attack. An EU Cyber
Coordination post needs to be established. I welcome the calls on the European Defence
Agency (EDA) to deepen its cooperation with NATO, the European Cybercrime Centre at
Europol and the Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence (CCDCOE) and to
concentrate on capacity building, training and the exchange of information.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I support Mr Kelam’s report on cyber security
and defence. Europe is facing a problem that is at once new and bound up in the ordinary
life of every citizen. The report outlines and places in context all aspects of this problem,
stating clearly the challenges facing the individual Member States and the EU, and pointing
out that there are numerous obstacles of a political, legislative and organisational nature
in the EU and its Member States to the development of a comprehensive and unified
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approach to cyber defence and cyber security. Sharing and coordination between Member
States and the EU is still insufficient, while clear definitions of ‘cyber security’ and ‘cyber
defence’ are lacking. A clear balance has to be established between security measures and
citizens’ rights, such as the right to privacy, data protection and freedom of expression.
Europe must respond to these challenges as swiftly as possible with an approach that is
coordinated within the EU institutions, and with and between Member States, as well as
with public and private partners.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
all countries throughout the world, not only those in the EU, are heavily dependent on
information and communication technologies. With nearly two billion users worldwide,
cyberspace has become a powerful tool for advancing democratic ideas and rallying people
as they seek to realise their aspirations for freedom and to fight against dictatorships. It is
worth noting that the majority of perpetrators of high level cyber attacks that threaten
national or international security and defence are never identified and prosecuted. There
is also no internationally agreed form of response to a state-backed cyber attack against
another state, nor an understanding of whether this could be considered a casus belli. Given
that cyber challenges, threats and attacks have recently been growing at a dramatic pace,
an agreement on a system of in-depth protection needs to be adopted which at the same
time would leave cyberspace open to the free flow of ideas.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) The last few years have seen the
creation in the public and private sectors of emergency rapid intervention teams comprising
IT experts capable of quickly and efficiently tackling IT security attacks and cyber threats.
These are a key component in the defence strategy aimed at preventing, detecting and
remedying security breaches. These teams advise their clients about their systems’
weaknesses and tell them how to reduce their security risks.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on cyber security
and defence because it proposes what I consider to be important initiatives, such as the
creation of an EU cyber coordination post or the possibility of invoking the solidarity
clause in the event of a serious cyber attack against a Member State. In 2007, Estonia was
the first country in the world to fall victim to such an attack, perpetrated by Russia.

Alain Cadec (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the Kelam report, which rightly underlines
the need for a comprehensive and consistent approach to cyber security issues. In the
current context of globalisation, the European Union and its Member States have indeed
developed a vital dependency on the security of cyberspace. I welcome the rapporteur’s
proposal to create an EU cyber coordination post. I also support the possibility of invoking
the solidarity clause in the event of a serious cyber attack against a Member State.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Cyber security is a colossal challenge
for the European Union. Cyber attacks constitute an indisputable threat to the defence,
stability and competitiveness of the European area. The rapporteur states that the digital
environment is witnessing increasing attacks, and underlines that a majority of the attacks
in this area are currently politically motivated. I voted in favour of this report as the EU
must take steps to guarantee the secure use of information and digital technologies, and
equip itself with reliable services and associated infrastructures ensuring cyber security
and defence.

Birgit Collin-Langen (PPE),    in writing.  − In the context of the constantly globalised
world, the cyber security constitutes one of the most ambitious challenges. In that order,
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further intensification of relations at the EU level should be guarantied by the safe and
secure use of information and digital technologies as well as provided with the reliable
information cervices and related infrastructures. The Kelam report on cyber security and
defence recalls growing aggressiveness of the digital sphere, underlying that currently large
majority of the treats in this field are of a politically motivated nature. I agree with the
rapporteur’s opinion that cyber attack is one of the indisputable threat for the defence,
stability and competitiveness and have its negative impact in both EU and globally. I
welcome EU initiatives in the framework of the cyber security, especially the establishment
of the European Cybercrime Centre. Although, on my opinion, it is essential to elaborate
the concrete and accorded plan of the security and defence and develop the cyber security
structures and units. Additionally I think that deeper and constructive dialogue with private
partners can enforce the inclusive cooperation of different actors and ensure the better use
of information system.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I believe that critical IT infrastructure
protection must be part of the EU internal security strategy so as to increase security levels
for citizens and businesses.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The threats of the digital world are not confined
to the world of the internet and networks: they have tangible consequences on our
economies and our daily lives. These threats are growing in number and becoming
increasingly dangerous, and they do not respect borders. It is therefore urgent for the
European Union to adopt a comprehensive and coordinated approach to defending
cyberspace. I took pains to guarantee that this report would include provisions on the
creation of specialised courts at regional level and the training of members of judicial and
security institutions. I believe that they are essential in order to guarantee both the repression
and the dissuasion of attacks on our cyber security.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Dependence on computers and cyberspace is
currently a reality at virtually all levels of society. An attack on some of the most important
computer systems could have practical consequences in terms of the security and defence
of populations and the infrastructures serving them, jeopardise communications and
transport, prevent health systems from functioning, prompt the use of weapons arsenals,
expose and divert trade and defence secrets, and allow funds to be diverted, among many
other potential adverse scenarios. In short, such an attack could jeopardise the free and
peaceful coexistence of our citizens and the survival and balance of their communities and
surrounding environment. It is well-known that wars are nowadays being waged
electronically and that cyber security issues mean that the key points of Member State
systems should be protected through proper cyber defence and an unrelenting fight against
cybercrime. The European Union and its Member States cannot ignore the urgency of this
fight and must equip themselves with the best human and technical resources to develop
and coordinate their action between themselves and with NATO.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The globalisation era has permeated
the modern world. Something happening thousands of kilometres away can have a
significant impact on us. Nowadays, thanks to ‘information highways’, a huge amount of
data is circulating, which, if properly used, can contribute enormously to improving our
quality of life. However, when accessed by someone with malicious intent, it can have very
harmful effects. The report by Tunne Kelam concerns the issue of cyber security and defence.
This is an extremely important issue of which not all Member States are properly aware,
as proven by the fact that only 10 Member States have adopted a prevention strategy for
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dealing with attackers causing significant damage. Piracy and cyber attacks on public
authorities are commonplace and, as the social and economic crisis worsens, will certainly
further increase. We must therefore protect our structures against this form of terrorism
which does not use explosives. I voted in favour of this report, which highlights the need
to improve our cohesion and establish a regulatory framework that not only punishes
cybercrime, but also protects citizens – children and young people in particular – as well
as public and private institutions from the threats made possible by misuse of the internet.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) We recognise the importance of guaranteeing
safe conditions and protection for people using the internet, as also for infrastructures
providing the internet service. As the report underlines, there are two billion globally
interconnected users. The internet is a potent means of spreading ideas, democratising
access to knowledge and providing a growing range of services. However, this report is
alarming as it forms part of a security-based strategy that is extremely prejudicial to people’s
freedom of expression and their democratic rights. It includes ‘cyber attacks’ among the
pseudo-justifications for applying the EU’s solidarity and mutual defence clauses (under
the Treaty of Lisbon). It also argues that cyber security should be made an active capability
of the Common Security and Defence Policy, which means militarising control of the
internet. It advocates establishing public-private partnerships in this field, with public
resources therefore being transferred to the software and hardware monopolies through
the European Defence Agency. It argues for the resources of the EU and NATO to be pooled
and shared. The icing on the cake comes with the proposal that minors convicted of cyber
attacks should be rehabilitated and integrated in defence agencies and bodies.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) In today’s globalised world, the
EU and its Member States have become crucially reliant on safe cyberspace, on a secure
use of information and digital technologies and on resilient and reliable information services
and associated infrastructures. Information and communication technologies are also used
as tools of repression. Cyber challenges, threats and attacks are growing at a dramatic pace
and constitute a major threat to the security, defence, stability and competitiveness of
nation states. A majority of highly visible and disruptive cyber incidents are now of a
politically motivated nature. Threats to critical infrastructure become increasingly
sophisticated and warrant in-depth protection. There are numerous obstacles of a political,
legislative and organisational nature in the EU and its Member States to the development
of a comprehensive and unified approach to cyber defence and security. There is a lack of
common definition, standards and common measures in the sensitive and vulnerable area
of cyber security. I therefore consider it appropriate to underline the need for a global and
coordinated approach to these problems at the EU level through the development of a
comprehensive EU cyber security strategy which should provide a common definition of
cyber security and defence and of what constitutes a defence-related cyber attack. No less
important is a common operating vision which should take into account the added value
of the existing agencies and bodies, as well as good practices from those Member States
which already have national cyber security strategies.

Françoise Grossetête (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report, as it seems
to me to be essential for us to adapt our infrastructures to the challenges of digital
technology. This report addresses these concerns and seeks to establish a real cyber security
and defence strategy in the EU, something that we are sorely lacking at present. The
challenges related to cyber security must not be ignored and we must be able to act jointly:
it is important to improve coordination and action within the Union. We must also ensure
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that we have a better knowledge of the threats, by better assessing the dangers facing our
information systems and infrastructures. At a time when hackers, working independently
or on the payroll of major powers such as China, are launching a growing number of
attacks, we must be able to take action and react immediately to any attack on our digital
systems. Member States must, for their part, develop national strategies on cyberspace
defence and security and coordinate them. Finally, we must also deepen our cooperation
with our partners in NATO and the United States, in order to increase the resilience of our
information systems.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document. In today’s
globalised world, the EU and its Member States have become crucially reliant on safe
cyberspace, on a secure use of information and digital technologies and on resilient and
reliable information services. Cyber challenges, threats and attacks are growing at a dramatic
pace and constitute a major threat to the security, defence, stability and competitiveness
of nation states as well as the private sector. As many highly visible and disruptive cyber
incidents are now of a politically motivated nature and the vast majority of cyber incidents
remain primitive, while threats to critical assets are becoming increasingly sophisticated,
there needs to be an in-depth system of protection. However, there are numerous obstacles
of a political, legislative and organisational nature in the EU and its Member States to the
development of a comprehensive and unified approach to cyber defence and cyber security,
and there is a lack of common definitions, standards and common measures in the sensitive
and vulnerable area of cyber security.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report because
I believe that cyber challenges, threats and attacks are growing at a dramatic pace and
constitute a major threat to the security, defence, stability and competitiveness of the EU
Member States as well as our private sector. We all remember the three-week wave of
massive cyber attacks waged against Estonia in 2007. For this reason, EU institutions should
develop their cyber security strategies and contingency plans to include in their risk analysis
and crisis management plans the issue of cyber crisis management. This should be done
in cooperation with NATO and our ally, the United States. We should deepen EU-US
mutual cooperation to counter cyber attacks and cybercrime, as these are threats which
we can expect to increase in the future.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The main objective of the report is the introduction
of comprehensive cyber security at all levels of the European Union and, if the need arises,
a cyber security and defence strategy at both EU and Member State level. Today, the terrorist
threat can be terrestrial or virtual, and it was therefore important to reinforce our cyber
security, which should not be considered as being secondary. I voted in favour of this
report, which will allow improved coordination and action within the Union, assessment
of the risks to which the Union’s various information systems are exposed, and development
of effective national strategies.

Sabine Lösing (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (DE) I reject the report because it advocates
the militarisation of cyber security and regards the existing civil approach as inadequate,
even though the risk is relatively low. It also calls for a deepening of cooperation with
NATO and the use of the solidarity clause in the event of an ‘attack’ (in other words, military
means will be used in cases of doubt).

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution, which calls on the
Commission and Council to unequivocally recognise digital freedoms as fundamental
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rights and as indispensable prerequisites for enjoying universal human rights; stresses that
Member States should aim never to endanger their citizens’ rights and freedoms when
developing their responses to cyber threats and attacks and should have adequate legislative
differences between civilian and military level cyber incidents; calls for caution in applying
restrictions on the ability of citizens to make use of communication and information
technology tools.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the report on cyber security and
defence because we must improve coordination within the European Union in order to
respond to the growing threat concerning cyberspace. Member States should develop
national strategies and find means of coordinating them. It is equally important to assess
the level of threat facing the Union’s systems and infrastructures.

Mario Mauro (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour. A comprehensive EU cyber
security strategy must be developed providing a common definition of cyber security and
defence, and of what constitutes a defence-related cyber attack, as well as a common
operating vision. The strategy should take into account the added value of the existing
agencies and bodies, and good practices from the Member States that already have national
cyber security strategies.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) This report serves to further the European
Union’s strategy of militarisation. It seeks to move ahead with the implementation of the
Common Security and Defence Policy, representing a major step towards a military role
for the EU in the field of information technology and the internet. The report also attempts
to encourage civil-military cooperation under the Common Security and Defence Policy
in respect of cyber security and urges the Member States to increase their expenditure in
this regard. It does not explore other avenues for the peaceful conduct of negotiations on
and resolution of conflicts; it merely seeks to extend the military option as the EU’s standard
response to potential conflicts related to cyber security. The report also advocates linking
funding intended for international cooperation to compliance with cyber security clauses
and urges greater cooperation with NATO. I consider this report to mark a real push ahead
with the EU’s strategy of militarisation and therefore voted against it.

Miroslav Mikolášik (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SK) Cyberspace, with its nearly 2 billion globally
interconnected users, is not only a space for freedom of expression, but also a sensitive
and vulnerable area for nation states and the private sector. Exchange of information and
coordination between Member States and EU institutions is weak and so most perpetrators
of cyber attacks posing a direct threat to national security remain undetected and
unpunished. I am convinced that, in the area of cyber security, there is a lack of common
definition, standards and common measures, which might help us together to target the
cyber problems, threats and attacks, which have increased sharply in recent times. For
these reasons, I support the report on cyber security and defence.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The report calls for a better coordination and
more coherence – currently the EU is missing an exhaustive overview on the existing cyber
security and cyber defence challenges and is also lacking common definitions, standards
and a united approach to these threats. I voted in favour.

Tiziano Motti (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Only yesterday a news item revealed how the
French Presidency’s cyber system came under attack by US-based hackers during the first
and second rounds of the French presidential elections, targeting Facebook, one of the
most popular communication tools used by citizens. Facebook is also used by the European
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Parliament because it allows a particularly horizontal form of communication between
Members and citizens. The resolution voted on today strikes a balance between different
points of view: the need to guarantee citizens’ freedom of expression and use of the internet
to its full potential, while safeguarding the internet itself from abuse. The example of the
cyber attack on the Élysée Palace should provide the basis for our debate on these questions,
both within the EU and with third countries, which all too often are home to servers from
which attacks originate, preventing timely and effective action against cyber crime and
abuse.

Katarína Neveďalová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) In today’s globalised world, the European
Union and its Member States have become crucially reliant on safe cyberspace, on a secure
use of information and digital technologies and on resilient and reliable information
services. Internet threats and attacks are growing at a dramatic pace and constitute a major
threat to the security, defence, stability and competitiveness of nation states as well as of
the private sector. Cyberspace, with its nearly two billion globally interconnected users,
has become one of the most potent and efficient means of advancing democratic ideas and
organising people as they seek to realise their aspirations for freedom and to fight against
dictatorships. For this reason, a majority of highly visible and disruptive cyber incidents
are now of a politically motivated nature. There is at present a lack of common definition,
standards and common measures. For this reason, it is essential to underline the need for
a global and coordinated approach to problems associated with cyber security. There are
numerous obstacles of a political, legislative and organisational nature in the EU and its
Member States, which complicate a common practice. However, only a common,
coordinated approach will provide an effective degree of protection.

Franz Obermayr (NI),    in writing.  − (DE) Since cyber threats and attacks against
government, administrative, military and international bodies are a rapidly growing menace
and occurrence in both the EU and globally, and that there are significant reasons for
concern that state and non-state actors, especially terrorist and criminal organisations, are
able to attack critical information and communication structures and infrastructures of
EU institutions and members, I am in favour of a cyber security strategy.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcome this resolution because cyber
security and defence is a very pressing security issue, both nationally and EU-wide. The
latest information technologies serve both progress and evil in equal measure. Given the
growing menace of cyber threats and increasingly frequent attacks, the EU must play a
more active role in launching initiatives to strengthen cyber security. Above all a
comprehensive EU cyber security strategy should be drawn up. This strategy should be
flexible and easy to adapt to ongoing changes in order to ensure a higher level of cyber
security. Another important dimension is the need to have closer collaboration with all
institutions, private businesses and society and also to maintain a clear focus and political
will.

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D),    in writing.  − Cyber security and defence is a pressing issue
in today’s increasingly digital world; however, there is no international model for responding
to cyber attacks. I voted in favour of this report because recent cyber attacks against
governments and corporations have demonstrated the need to take steps to ensure that
the EU and its member states possess sufficient security measures to defend against potential
cyber attacks. Maximum protection and preservation of digital freedoms and privacy of
EU citizens is vital, as online freedom is a core aspect of respect for human rights.
Additionally, the protection of both national and EU security and defence initiatives, such
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as the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), should remain a top priority.
Coordination and cooperation between EU member states (especially between those who
already have national cyber security strategies in place) will go a long way towards ensuring
the digital safety of the EU and its citizens. All EU institutions and agencies must be on the
same page in terms of cyber security – horizontal cooperation is key in achieving a common
EU approach to cyber-defence.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) As I consider that building trust
and confidence between the private sector and law enforcement authorities and defence
and other competent institutions is of utmost importance in the fight against cybercrime,
I voted in favour of this report, which proposes coordinated methods of action between
these bodies.

Fiorello Provera (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I would like to congratulate Mr Kelam for his
work on a relatively new problem for the EU, but which will be increasingly important in
the future. Cyberspace brings new challenges in an ever more interconnected and globalised
world. A global and coordinated approach is needed to face these challenges at EU level
through the development of a comprehensive EU cyber security strategy within the
framework of a wider ranging cooperation with the US, with Brazil, Russia, India and
China, and with the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation.

Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This report aims to reinforce secure use of
information and digital technologies and ensure resilient and reliable information services
and associated infrastructures. The rapporteur therefore calls for the development of
comprehensive cyber security and, where appropriate (at EU level and within the Member
States), a defence strategy and cyber security capable of responding to computer
emergencies, by developing national emergency plans. The report encourages all Member
States to create designated cyber security and defence units within their military structures,
and to make research and development one of the core pillars of cyber security and defence,
by encouraging the training of engineers specialised in protecting information systems.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − Abstention. There is no real
legitimisation for a SEDE report on cyber security because both CFSP and CSDP do not
really focus on cyber security and even less on cyber defence. Even NATO is very reluctant
to develop a cyber defence policy and operational capabilities. The NATO Cooperative
Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence in Tallinn is a rather small facility with a few researchers.
But it is a matter of fact that Estonia has been attacked by Russian government sponsored
hackers which were able to put the country in deep trouble for some days back in 2007.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  − (IT) In today’s globalised world,
the EU and its Member States have become crucially reliant on safe cyberspace, on a secure
use of information and digital technologies, and on resilient and reliable information
services and associated infrastructures. Cyber attacks are growing at a dramatic pace and
constitute a major threat to the security, defence, stability and competitiveness of the
Member States as well as of the private sector. Such threats should not therefore be
considered future issues: a majority of highly visible and disruptive cyber incidents are
now of a politically motivated nature; whereas the vast majority of cyber incidents remain
primitive, threats to critical assets become increasingly sophisticated and warrant in-depth
protection. With this vote we call on all Member States to develop and complete their
respective national cyber security and defence strategies without further delay.
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Salvatore Tatarella (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Several countries are actively preparing for
cyber warfare by setting up structures dedicated to cyber defence, but also intelligence and
network penetration. Many public and private organisations are victims of daily attacks.
Large-scale cyber attacks have been carried out throughout the world in recent years. Highly
computerised modern societies are vulnerable to such attacks. The victims are businesses,
public authorities and vital economic and industrial infrastructures under development.

On the technical front, never has a set of technologies so swiftly and deeply embedded
itself in human activity. The development of a more secure cyberspace requires greater
involvement from states in network regulation and crisis management. It is therefore
essential for Europe to establish itself as a forum for discussion and regulation in this field.
Too often in recent times, we in the European Parliament have had in our hands texts with
an unpleasant tendency to try to erase a number of individual freedoms, under various
pretexts. Europe must guarantee to all its citizens that the boundary between security and
privacy will always be maintained and supervised to the greatest possible extent!

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The concept of security extends beyond terrestrial
borders and countries as nation states. For that reason, there must be a strategy for fighting
cybercrime both at EU level and within each Member State. A cyber security and defence
strategy requires coordinated action between the Union and Member States. The
development of information and digital technologies nowadays allows any person to
threaten a governmental system or access sensitive data. I therefore agree with the Union’s
proposal to create a joint strategy and complementary actions with the EU’s main partners.
However, I must also stress that the concepts of cyber security and defence should not
jeopardise respect for the rights and guarantees of European citizens.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted for the report on cyber security
and defence. In today’s globalised world, the EU and its Member States have become crucially
reliant on safe cyberspace, on a secure use of information and digital technologies, and on
resilient and reliable information services and associated infrastructures. With the increased
use of new technologies, cyber attacks, challenges and threats are growing at a dramatic
pace and constitute a major threat to the security and defence of states.

We urge the Commission and the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy to consider the possibility of a serious cyber attack against a Member
State in their forthcoming proposal on the arrangements for the implementation of the
solidarity clause (Article 222 TFEU). We stress that all EU cyber security policies should
be based on, and designed to ensure, maximum protection and preservation of digital
freedoms and respect for human rights online.

Geoffrey Van Orden (ECR),    in writing.  − Cyber security is a serious global threat – both
to the security and defence of our countries and to vital national infrastructure. This report
gives its assessment of the current needs of EU Member States and, not surprisingly,
promotes a greater EU role over and above the strong bilateral relationships that already
exist on this issue. We are of course supportive of increased international cooperation to
tackle this major threat. Much is being done nationally and through NATO. We see no
need for the Council and Commission to draw up a White Paper on cyber defence for
Europe (paragraph 7), nor can we support cyber security being made an ‘active capability
of CSDP’ (paragraph 4). For these reasons, the ECR abstained in the final vote on this report.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) The European Parliament has
been charged with drafting a report on cyber security, which aims to better protect
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information systems from online attacks that could ‘compromise the availability, integrity
or confidentiality of the data stored, processed or transmitted’. This report is a missed
opportunity to demand better protection of the digital sphere. The report favours an
extremely repressive approach. Worse, on the grounds that cyber attacks have been
conducted against military bodies, it even proposes military cooperation to fight cyber
crime. It expressly indicates that: ‘building trust and confidence between the private sector
and law enforcement authorities, defence and other competent institutions is of utmost
importance in the fight against cybercrime’. It also proposes ‘public-private cooperation’
in which all participants are on an equal footing, which is not without problems for all of
the sensitive areas related to the protection of personal data. I largely reject the concepts
set out in this report, which takes only marginal account of the fundamental notions of
net neutrality, freedom of expression and the protection of personal data, and forgets that
‘security’ in this field must remain first and foremost under judicial control.

Angelika Werthmann (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (DE) The threat posed by cyber attacks,
particularly to national and European security, should not be underestimated. For that
reason, a comprehensive and coordinated approach at EU level to ward off such attacks
must be supported. The strengthening of security measures is not at odds with the concepts
of internet freedom and respect for human rights, also online. The Member States must
fulfil their role in relation to cyber security and expand their activities here. The various
forms of cooperation mentioned are also significant for a coordinated approach against
internet crime and hence for better cyber security and defence.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Cyberspace, with its nearly two billion globally
interconnected users, has become one of the most potent and efficient means of advancing
democratic ideas and organising people as they seek to realise their aspirations for freedom
and to fight against dictatorships. There are numerous obstacles of a political, legislative
and organisational nature in the EU and its Member States to the development of a
comprehensive and unified approach to cyber defence and cyber security, as well as a lack
of common definition, standards and common measures in the sensitive and vulnerable
area of cyber security. I therefore voted in favour of Mr Kelam’s report, which aims to
implement global cyber security with a strategy that is suited to the times in which we live.

Report: Indrek Tarand (A7-0349/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report as I believe that there
is a clear need for enhanced multilateral cooperation and improved global governance
with regard to climate security. In my opinion, the European Union, as an important global
player in environmental terms, must start to think about reducing the main effects of
climate change through its most important security strategies. Furthermore, as a model of
innovation, the European Union should also stand up before the world and defend the use
of green technologies for military purposes, as we are clearly lagging behind the United
States in this respect.

Elena Oana Antonescu (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) Climate change and its visible impacts
are this century’s greatest challenge. Finding a solution to limit the impact of this
phenomenon is a priority for the entire world. At the same time, we stress that we need to
find a practical, easily implementable solution that can be well understood by both citizens
and the EU’s public policy implementation authorities. Debating climate change is certainly
a positive thing, but finding a solution to its impact on the citizens of the European Union
is equally important. The European Union must develop the political capacity to act on
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climate change and ensure the immediate security of European citizens in the case of crisis
situations and climate-driven natural disasters. I believe the Common Security and Defence
Policy can be the right institutional framework that can help realising this objective.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report on the role
of the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) in case of climate-driven crises and
natural disasters. The EU undertakes operational missions in third countries on the basis
of the CSDP. The goal of these missions is to maintain peace and strengthen international
security on the basis of civilian and military means provided by the Member States. I
welcome the proposals set out on the inclusion of the negative impact of climate change
and natural disasters on peace and security in all strategic Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) and Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) documents. I believe that
the EU should develop capacities for data collection and information analysis through
structures such as the EU Satellite Centre and the EU Situation Room. I welcome the calls
for the Commission to develop contingency plans for the EU’s response to natural disasters
occurring outside the EU that have security implications for the EU.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I abstained from voting on Mr Tarand’s report.
It is true that the increase in extreme weather events in recent years represents an escalating
cost, not just in terms of human lives lost, but also as a direct cost in terms of rebuilding
and aid and as an indirect cost in terms of increases in insurance and higher prices for
products and services. However, I do not believe that it is necessary to integrate an analysis
of the impact of climate-driven risks into all strategic EU policies, instruments and
documents.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because in
it Parliament expresses its position on the impact of climate change on global security,
peace and stability. It is worth noting that in recent years the issue of climate change as the
biggest threat to global security has become overshadowed in the public debate and political
dialogues by the economic and financial crisis. Ever-increasing extreme weather events in
recent years represent an escalating cost to the global economy, not only for developing
countries but for the world at large. The countries of Europe are no exception. Consequently,
the EU should use all measures to reduce the risk of disasters and focus in particular on
women and children who are the most vulnerable in crisis situations. It should be noted
that complex crises can be predicted, and should be prevented by applying a comprehensive
approach including policy areas covered by the Common Foreign and Security Policy
(CFSP), the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), as well as the policies for
humanitarian and development aid.

Sebastian Valentin Bodu (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) During the last few years of economic
and financial crisis, the issue of climate change has been overlooked. Extreme weather
phenomena in various countries have caused great damage and put renewed pressure on
the global economy through additional direct reconstruction and aid costs and indirect
increases in the cost of insurance and consumer products and services. I believe that we
must integrate the report on the climate-driven natural disasters in the CSDP strategies
and operational plans. We also need risk reduction plans for the most affected regions
based on the humanitarian provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted for the report on the role of the
Common Security and Defence Policy in case of climate-driven crises and natural disasters.
It is important to consider climate crises as a threat to the stability of the European territory,
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and to take their prevention into account in our current Common Security and Defence
Policy, but this should not generate a new level of administration.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
consider that climate change and natural disasters impact on the security and stability of
societies, both economically and politically, which is why the EU’s external policy needs
to take account of these factors.

Vasilica Viorica Dăncilă (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I believe that the European Union
must examine the potential impact of climate change on security in its dialogue with third
countries, such as India, and formulate an effective strategic response based on multilateral
action and mutual investment in third countries.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Various observers point to the climate issue as one
of the main potential causes of future conflicts. The European Union must take this fact
into account when forging its security and defence policies. Certain regions of the globe
will be particularly prone to this type of conflict. The European Union will have to establish
the methods and resources to tackle such challenges. It already has various instruments
for this purpose, which should be fully utilised. The particularly important issue of the
EU’s energy dependence must form part of this debate and our future action.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The recent natural disasters which have
occurred in a number of places, including Hurricane Sandy in the United States, emphasise
the growing need to consider measures to mitigate climate change. This report by Indrek
Tarand concerns the role of the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) in case of
climate-driven crises and natural disasters. We may be tempted to think that climate change
does not affect us because we live far from the coast and rising sea levels will not reach us,
or because we are not building along watercourses or on unstable soil, for example. This
position is not only selfish, but also wrong. The consequences of climate change affect
everyone, whether directly or indirectly. It is therefore essential to improve preventive
action and climate security, particularly in the most vulnerable areas. We cannot forget
that climate change has a direct impact on security and economy, as it can cause people
to migrate to other parts of the globe. Lastly, I would highlight the need for international
cooperation, particularly with the US and emerging countries responsible for high levels
of greenhouse gas emissions.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) The report starts off by manipulating
justified fears about crises caused by more or less extreme climate phenomena and natural
disasters in order to claim that these are ‘the biggest threat to global security’. In this way
it seeks to justify the further militarisation of the EU, the development of military capabilities
by the European Defence Agency, and enhanced coordination between NATO and the EU
on ‘pooling and sharing’ and ‘smart defence’ projects, while respecting the ‘specific
responsibilities’ of both organisations. These priorities confirm what we have been saying:
that the process of militarising the EU is making the EU into the European pillar of NATO.
The real objective is to respond to the intensifying global fight for access to and control
over regions which are the source of the vital energy resources and raw materials on which
the EU monopolies depend. The rise in, or the threat of, conflicts in third countries due to
climate phenomena can only be effectively tackled if their causes are duly identified and
resolved. Such a solution can only be found if we put a stop to this neo-colonialism, to the
destruction of national sovereignty, and to economic control by capitalist monopolies, or,
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in other words, if we break with a dominant productive system based on the plundering
of nature and the exploitation of people.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The increase in extreme weather
events in recent years represents an escalating cost to the global economy, not only for
developing countries but for the world at large, both as a direct cost in terms of rebuilding
and aid and as an indirect cost in terms of increases in insurance and higher prices for
products and services. These events also represent an aggravation of threats to international
peace and human security. Natural disasters, exacerbated by climate change, are highly
destabilising, particularly for vulnerable states. Populations with deteriorating access to
freshwater and foodstuffs caused by natural catastrophes exacerbated by climate change
are forced to migrate, thus overstretching the economic, social and administrative
capabilities of already fragile regions or failing states. This creates conflict and has a negative
impact on overall security. This situation often results in competition between communities
and countries for scarce natural resources. For this reason, I consider it appropriate to
establish coordination mechanisms between the EU as a whole and those Member States
which may in the future act in accordance with the provisions of permanent structured
cooperation to ensure the consistency of their actions with the EU’s comprehensive
approach in this field.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document. It is
recognised that climate change has an impact on global security, peace and stability. The
increase in extreme weather events in recent years represents an escalating cost to the
global economy, not only for developing countries but for the world at large, both as a
direct cost in terms of rebuilding and aid and as an indirect cost in terms of increases in
insurance and higher prices for products and services. These events also represent an
aggravation of threats to international peace and human security. Addressing climate
change through a security nexus can therefore be positive, but it is only one component
of EU action on climate change, which attempts to use political and economic tools to
mitigate and adapt to climate change.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report because
I believe that it tackles a phenomenon which we are witnessing more and more. Populations
with deteriorating access to fresh water and foodstuffs as a result of natural catastrophes
are forced to migrate, thereby overstretching the economic, social and administrative
capabilities of already fragile regions or failing states and creating conflict. Thus it is
important that the EU, in its external action strategies, policies and instruments, takes into
consideration the effects of natural disasters and changes in the climate on international
security and further strengthens and develops existing instruments that can deliver
humanitarian aid.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of Mr Tarand’s report since
analysis of the impact of natural disasters on international security and political stability
must be made a priority on the international political agenda. I believe that advanced
technology and military assets trained in climate-related crisis management have a crucial
role to play in joint early warning and disaster response. To this end, it is essential to develop
contingency plans for the EU’s response to the effects of natural disasters and climate-driven
crises occurring outside the Union that have direct or indirect security implications on the
Union, including climate-driven migration.
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Sabine Lösing (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  − (DE) Although the report is based on the correct
assumption that climate change can exacerbate existing conflicts, it wrongly focuses on
repressive and military counter-measures whilst advocating further EU militarisation. I
reject the report because it promotes systematic implementation of military elements into
climate policy, financing from the EU budget of military measures linked to climate change,
and further closer coordination and cooperation of EU and NATO as well as a special focus
on development of military capabilities, pooling and sharing, including the merge of civil
and military assets and capabilities. Current conflicts in developing countries can only be
solved effectively, also with regard to climate change, if the underlying root causes of global
distributive inequity are addressed; the military is the wrong solution.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing.  − I think this topic is debated at the appropriate
time, in view of the recent hurricane Sandy and especially at this time when the Cypriot
Presidency launched the non-paper on EU military capability development which will
contribute to the preparation for the debates focusing on defence issues at the European
Council in December 2013.

There is a need for close coordination, as security is inter-connected with natural disasters.
Our challenge in the future is to enhance the early warning mechanism and to bring about
further movement on early prevention actions.

I am glad the rapporteur shared the vision I expressed in my amendment on the need for
a Climate Security Envoy within the External Action Service.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I supported this resolution which draws attention to
the fact that energy security is closely related to climate change; considers that energy
security must be improved by reducing the EU’s dependence on fossil fuels such as those
imported from Russia via pipelines; recalls that these pipelines will become vulnerable to
disruption by the melting of the permafrost, and highlights that the transformation of the
Arctic represents one major effect of climate change on EU security; stresses the need to
address this risk multiplier through a reinforced EU strategy for the Arctic, and through
an enhanced policy of EU-generated renewable energies and energy efficiency that
significantly reduces the Union’s reliance on external sources and thereby improves its
security position.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) Under the pretence of responding
to climate crises, this report justifies greater military integration of Member States under
the auspices of NATO and its concept of ‘smart defence’. It legitimises NATO as a climate
security force. It urges greater militarisation of Member States and therefore concomitant
spending increases. I would remind you that the number one priority is to fight climate
change through environmental planning of European policies. I would point out that it is
not through militarisation and the destruction of public hospitals through absurd austerity
policies that we will make people more secure. This legitimist text advocates poor solutions
to a real problem. I vote against.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted against this report, as it serves to
further the European Union’s strategy of militarisation. The report is based on the correct
assumption that the effects of climate change can exacerbate existing conflicts. However,
the solution to these conflicts cannot involve an escalation of the arms race that creates
an infinite capacity for killing. The report also proposes the use of funds from the European
Union budget for military ends, closer cooperation between NATO and the European
Union and the inclusion of military elements in climate policy and their integration with
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energy policy. I consider this report to mark a real push ahead with the EU’s strategy of
militarisation and therefore voted against it.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This report calls for a stronger multilateral
cooperation and improved global governance on climate security where the EU plays an
enhanced role. It urges the EC to mainstream the potential effects of climate change on
security into the most important strategies and policy documents. A working structure
between Council, Commission and EEAS should be established to consider the entire range
of issues related to climate change. I am in favour.

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) Climate change definitely
has an impact on security and, although we have not yet identified a conflict which broke
out because of climate change alone, we need to take account of the consequences of
natural disasters and climate change for international security. I therefore agree that the
negative impact of climate change and natural disasters on peace, security and stability
should be included in the CFSP and CSDP strategic planning in order to strengthen rapid
response and coordination capabilities, develop military expertise, analysis and planning
and the sharing of knowledge in this field, as well as assess the negative impact of industry
and actions on the environment so that this can be reduced.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing. − (ET) It is said that accidents do happen without prior
notice and therefore it is necessary to analyse various risks at an early stage and establish
appropriate action plans.

The report by Mr Tarand, which I supported, is certainly relevant in this context as it draws
attention to the risks of climate-driven crises and natural disasters and the necessity of
having a corresponding action plan.

In this regard, I agree with the rapporteur that cooperation between the military and the
civil sector is most reasonable to address various crises and disasters. I certainly cannot
agree with those who argue that cooperation with the armies of EU Member States and
NATO would be somehow dangerous and would excessively militarise Europe. It should
be taken into account that the armies of EU Member States and of NATO as a whole have
a high capacity for responding to disasters, and ignoring this resource during a period of
peace would be plain stupidity.

Given the current global situation where small island states in the Pacific area like Kiribati
and Tonga could soon disappear under water, the EU and in particular its External Action
Service should prepare a proper risk analysis and an action plan to address this and a
number of other risks. The EU is a global superpower alongside the United States and China
and thus we have to consider our role and contribute to the resolution of various crises
around the world.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Complex crises should be prevented
by applying a comprehensive approach including policy areas that make full use of the
tools available within the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), the Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) and the policies for humanitarian and development
aid. As I consider that this approach could be successful in combating crises caused by the
climate and natural disasters, I voted in favour of this report.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The original idea was to go
further with practical recommendations such as the nomination of an EU Special
Representative on Climate Security, the establishment of a formal Working Group on
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Climate Security within the External Action Service and the creation of an EU Corps of
Military Engineers. But these proposals failed due to the resistance of EPP/ECR/GUE.
Surprisingly the report and specifically its practical recommendations faced strong
opposition by the EPP Group. The reason behind seems to be a classical misunderstanding.
The Commissioner for Humanitarian Aid and Crisis Response, Ms Georgieva (member of
the EPP family), perceived Indrek’s report as strong criticism. It was not possible to
communicate the fact that Indrek’s report is not about Commission policies but about
CSDP for which the Commission is not competent. However, the report is being strongly
supported by both the S+D and ALDE group whose shadow rapporteurs tabled amendments
which went well beyond Indrek’s proposals. The report was also very much welcomed by
a variety of actors ranging from high ranking military personnel to grassroots civil society
organisations and humanitarian agencies.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) In recent times, public debate
has concentrated on a number of issues that have overshadowed the question of climate
change, which should not be underestimated as a global threat. Natural catastrophes in
recent years have had very serious impact both as a direct cost in terms of rebuilding and
aid and as an indirect cost in terms of increases in insurance premiums. Developing countries
are particularly vulnerable to events of this type and deteriorating access to freshwater and
foodstuffs caused by natural disasters lead to permanent economic and social damage. I
believe that security should be the key issue in relaunching the debate on climate change
and natural disasters. Specific tools should be made available for managing the impact of
such events, especially on vulnerable populations. I also believe that the EU has the capacity
to improve its management of risks of conflict and instability due to climate change and
natural disasters. I therefore voted in favour of the report.

Marc Tarabella (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I particularly welcome this report’s call for the
Union to examine the security implications of climate change in its dialogue with third
countries, particularly partners such as India, China and Russia. I also wanted to support
the introduction of coordination mechanisms between the Union as a whole and the
Member States which may act in the future, in order to guarantee the consistency of these
states’ actions with the Union’s overall approach in this field.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Climate change and its socioeconomic
consequences pose challenges to the Common Security and Defence Policy. The conflicts
emerging in the Horn of Africa and the Sahel have been triggered by the climate change
experienced in these regions. As a result, the High Representative of the Union for Foreign
Affairs and Security Policy should take account of climate change by placing it at the heart
of risk assessments for civilian and military missions. It is therefore essential that climate
change is mainstreamed throughout the European External Action Service. An integrated
approach must be developed by creating a system for coordinating means of response to
the widest possible range of crises, with this system necessarily being in permanent contact
with the United Nations, NATO and non-governmental organisations. For those reasons,
I voted in favour of the report.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted for the resolution on the role of
the Common Security and Defence Policy in case of climate-driven crises and natural
disasters. Energy security is closely related to climate change and must be improved by
reducing the EU’s dependence on fossil fuels such as those imported from Russia via
pipelines, which will become vulnerable to disruption by the melting of the permafrost. I
support the reduction of this risk multiplier through a reinforced EU strategy for the Arctic,
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and through an enhanced policy of EU-generated renewable energies and energy efficiency
that significantly reduces the Union’s reliance on external sources and thereby improves
its security position. I believe that we need to bring the broader developments in the field
of the European defence industrial base into line with the specific requirements of
climate-driven crises and natural disasters. We must also make sure that procurement
programmes and capability development programmes devote adequate financial means
and other resources to the specific needs of responding to climate change and natural
disasters.

Geoffrey Van Orden (ECR),    in writing.  − This report addresses the idea that
climate-change-related crises, such as extreme weather patterns, will impact on global
security. It points out that natural disasters, exacerbated by climate change, are highly
destabilising, particularly for vulnerable states, and calls upon the EU in its external action
strategies, policies and instruments, to take these climate issues into consideration. While
the report does acknowledge that NATO was at the heart of the first international answer
to environmental security challenges back in 2004 (paragraph 5), the thrust of the report
is pushing for a greater EU role and engagement for CSDP. For these reasons, we voted
against the final report in plenary.

Report: Liisa Jaakonsaari (A7-0355/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report because I consider that
an enhanced partnership with Kazakhstan will be extremely useful, both due to its
geostrategic position and because, through our partnership, we can implement important
civil, institutional and political reform processes. However, I must stress the need for
Kazakhstan to demonstrate its firm commitment to making progress with regard to
universal rights, democracy, rule of law, and labour and social rights.

Pino Arlacchi (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this report because I think that Kazakhstan’s
political will to further deepen partnership with the EU and the opening of the negotiations
for an EU-Kazakhstan partnership and cooperation agreement (PCA) must be supported.
I believe that the peoples of the EU and Kazakhstan will benefit mutually from a closer
cooperation. We must also consider that Kazakhstan has played a positive role in Central
Asia, making efforts to develop good neighbourly relations with bordering countries,
resume regional cooperation and resolve all bilateral issues by peaceful means. On the
other hand, I am convinced that the conclusion of the new PCA negotiation should provide
a framework for cooperation based on democratic rights. After the tragic events of
December 2011 in Zhanaozen, opposition parties, independent media, trade unions,
activists and human rights defenders have become targets of repression. For these reasons,
with this report we urge Kazakhstan to maintain its declared commitment to further
reforms, in order to build up an open society including a real political opposition and a
deep respect for the rule of law.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The report concerns the ongoing negotiations
for an enhanced partnership and cooperation agreement between the European Union
and the Republic of Kazakhstan. I voted in favour of this text, because the European Union
needs strong trading partners. As a result of the trade relations the European Union enjoys
with many countries, the latter have implemented numerous reforms that often bring
improvements with regard to human rights, an issue that continues to be a problem in
Kazakhstan.
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Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report on the
progress of negotiations for an EU-Kazakhstan enhanced partnership and cooperation
agreement. The new agreement is aimed at establishing a comprehensive framework for
the further development of EU-Kazakh relations in fields such as human rights, good
governance and democratisation, economic development, trade and investment, energy
and transport. I welcome the proposal to support policy reforms and institutional
capacity-building as well as the call for Kazakhstan to remove tariff and non-tariff barriers
in order to extend trade, particularly trade in services and foreign investment. Technical
assistance to Kazakhstan also needs to be stepped up in the field of the management of
water resources. I agree that we should introduce an effective dispute settlement regime
to ensure that the agreement reached will be respected.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
the EU and Kazakhstan aspire to deepen and broaden their relations and closer cooperation
is mutually beneficial. It should be noted that Kazakhstan is one of the main countries that
has played a positive role in Central Asia, making efforts to develop good neighbourly
relations, resume regional cooperation and resolve all bilateral issues by peaceful means.
By thus pursuing the principles of better democratic rights and equality, Kazakhstan has
been admitted to the Venice Commission of the Council of Europe. The Kazakh authorities
have also taken important steps in terms of cooperation with NGOs in West Kazakhstan,
in order to improve the situation for the inhabitants of the region, and in particular for
workers on strike. This initiative by Kazakhstan in the Central Asian region is not just
commendable but merits further close cooperation and support from the EU. It is also
important to note that the EU is a key trading partner for Kazakhstan and the biggest
investor in the country. As Kazakhstan has clearly expressed its wish to approximate to
the EU’s standards and its social and economic models, which will entail a thorough reform
of the Kazakh state and public administration, the country has shown that it has already
been able to achieve significant results in the areas of poverty reduction, public health and
education. Hopefully this positive initiative by Kazakhstan will continue to have an impact
in future.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report containing the
European Parliament’s recommendations to the Council, the Commission and the European
External Action Service on the negotiations for an EU-Kazakhstan enhanced partnership
and cooperation agreement. Intended to replace the existing Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement, the new agreement outlined in this report reflects the European Union’s
increased interest in incorporating human rights clauses in agreements governing its trade
relations with third countries. At the same time as stepping up its energy cooperation with
Kazakhstan and encouraging the authorities there to bring national legislation in line with
World Trade Organisation rules, the European Union wishes to maintain consistency in
its efforts to ensure that democracy and the rule of law are strengthened.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this report as I
agree with its assumptions.

Carlos Coelho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Kazakhstan has played an important role in
Central Asia, in the development of good relations with bordering countries and in the
peaceful resolution of bilateral issues. We should emphasise Kazakhstan’s commitment
to accept the EU’s rules, by approximating its social and economic models, reinforcing the
process of democratisation, and holding elections in accordance with international
standards. However, the tragic events of December 2011 (repression and detention of
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members of the opposition) and clear voting irregularities in the elections on
15 January 2012 suggest that Kazakhstan still has a long way to go. In the negotiations on
a new Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, there is an ongoing constructive dialogue
between the EU, representatives of Kazakhstan and representatives of civil society on issues
of mutual interest. The EU is the biggest investor in Kazakhstan and is heavily dependent
on imports of mined phosphate rock for its agricultural production, which makes it even
more important to maintain good trade relations. I therefore support enhancing the
partnership between the EU and Kazakhstan, and applaud the political efforts made by
that country and its readiness to conduct productive negotiations for a future Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement.

Birgit Collin-Langen (PPE),    in writing.  − I support the Jaakonsaari report on ongoing
negotiations between the EU and Kazakhstan.

I am strongly convinced that the existing EU-Kazakhstan Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement (PCA), which was adopted more than ten years ago, should be replaced by a
new legal framework. In my opinion, the new agreement should not only take into
consideration the global conjuncture and the ongoing transformation of international
trade relations, but it should also be linked to the progress in Kazakh political reforms.

I agree with the rapporteur that the new PCA should also be a comprehensive framework.
On the other hand, from my experience as regards the current state of human rights
protection in that country, we have to call on the EU to support Kazakhstan in its democratic
reforms, by providing assistance in the rule of law and with institutional capacity building
through technical support.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report, which will
facilitate trade between the European Union and Kazakhstan, a key partner in the region.
It represents a real opportunity for businesses in both territories, by opening up new
commercial prospects. With easier access to each other’s markets, SMEs in the EU and
Kazakhstan will have a real chance – we must make the most of it.

Harlem Désir (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) The European Union’s trade policy should be
consistent with the general objectives set out in the Treaty on European Union and
contribute to sustainable development, employment and social progress in Europe and in
its partner countries, as well as to a form of globalisation in which human and social rights
are respected. Ms Jaakonsaari’s report on a new enhanced partnership and cooperation
agreement between the European Union and Kazakhstan points to the latter’s serious
shortcomings with regard to democracy and human rights, in particular workers’ rights.
It states that, in order to tackle these practices, which are incompatible with the objectives
of the European Union, the trade component of the agreement must include a binding
chapter on compliance with social, democratic and environmental standards. I call on the
Commission to apply the recommendations set out in this report in the ongoing
negotiations. In the event of serious breaches of human rights, the European Union should
not be afraid to invoke all conditionality clauses included in the agreement and, if need be,
to suspend it temporarily. This conditionality is a prerequisite for maintaining a fair external
policy and even-handed trade policy.

Leonidas Donskis (ALDE),    in writing.  −  (LT) I abstained from voting on the resolution
on negotiations for a more comprehensive EU-Kazakhstan partnership and cooperation
agreement because it is my belief that the Kazakh regime will see this resolution as a moral
and political compromise on the part of the EU. That will not in any way oblige it to respect
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human rights and stop persecuting the regime’s critics and dissidents, but will merely allow
human rights to be flouted more subtly and be interpreted as difficulties in its ‘period of
transition to democracy’. This resolution is ill-timed, it sends the completely wrong signal
to Kazakhstan and it is a mistake on the part of the EP. I therefore abstained and would
have welcomed postponing the adoption of this document.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) For a long time the countries of Central Asia have
been viewed as failed states, as leftovers from the break-up of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics (USSR), without any particular strategic interest. I believe that view to be entirely
wrong and consider that, in terms of cooperation, security and defence, and also access to
energy sources and raw materials, these States are now very important to the European
Union. The country in question, Kazakhstan, has a long, rich and varied history, and has
proven on numerous occasions that it is keen to move closer to the European Union and
develop a stable partnership with us. I welcome this keenness and hope that Kazakhstan
can effectively develop its convergence with the EU, particularly on issues connected with
democracy and human rights – which is why I hope that Kazakhstan will take concrete
steps to prove this commitment – and that the negotiations now considered by Parliament
will be mutually beneficial to the parties and their populations.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The report by Liisa Jaakonsaari contains
the European Parliament’s recommendations to the Council, the Commission and the
European External Action Service on the negotiations for a Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement between the European Union and Kazakhstan. Although Kazakhstan is the
Central Asian country with the most open economy and the most extensive partnership
with the European Union in that region, we cannot ignore, in our partnership agreements,
scrupulous respect for human rights. If Kazakhstan wants to remain as one of the EU’s
trading partners, it must make progress with the current internal reforms, with absolute
respect for the freedom of association, assembly, expression and religion. I voted in favour
of this motion for a resolution as I consider that the EU-Kazakhstan negotiations for a new
partnership agreement must, without question, include respect for the EU’s values and a
series of reforms to establish a democratic regime. Any violations of human rights must
lead to the agreement being suspended. Given that Kazakhstan has applied to join the
World Trade Organisation (WTO), with this application being supported by the EU, I share
the view that the agreement currently being prepared can only be concluded after
Kazakhstan becomes a WTO member.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) The recommendations adopted by the
majority of Parliament represent unacceptable interference in the internal affairs and
sovereignty of Kazakhstan, given that they call for the incorporation of clauses in its
Constitution. This is not about incorporating the demands and requirements of its people,
at the time and under the conditions defined by them, but rather forcing this country to
accept internationally established standards. A worrying situation with regard to workers’
rights and democratic rights is being utilised to justify EU pressure on, and interference in,
the internal affairs of this country. However, no matter how worrying this situation, the
people of Kazakhstan should be left to change it. The objective is not to help improve the
working and living conditions of this people. The real objectives are the liberalisation of
trade relations, by invoking World Trade Organisation agreements, and access to the
plentiful energy resources of this country. The real concern of the majority of Parliament
is to force negotiations in which every available tool and argument will be used to obtain
the benefits now being demanded by the EU monopolies.
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Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The EU and Kazakhstan aspire to
deepen and broaden their relations, while the peoples of the EU and Kazakhstan should
benefit mutually from closer cooperation. The conclusion of the new negotiations should
provide a comprehensive framework for cooperation based on human and democratic
rights, as well as opportunities for socio-economic development and for the necessary
political and economic reforms, since social and economic development are closely
interconnected. Kazakhstan has played a positive role in Central Asia, making efforts to
develop good neighbourly relations with bordering countries, resume regional cooperation
and resolve all bilateral issues by peaceful means. Kazakhstan has also been admitted to
the Venice Commission of the Council of Europe, since, during the negotiations for an
enhanced Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, a common language on human rights
and democracy was found. It is gratifying that there is an ongoing open and constructive
dialogue between MEPs, official representatives of Kazakhstan, representatives of civil
society and non-governmental organisations on issues of mutual interest.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document because
the EU and Kazakhstan aspire to deepen and broaden their relations. The peoples of the
EU and Kazakhstan should benefit mutually from closer cooperation. Following the
conclusion of negotiations on the new partnership and cooperation agreement there should
be a comprehensive framework for cooperation, as well as opportunities for socio-economic
development and for the necessary political and economic reforms, because social and
economic development are closely interconnected. Kazakhstan has played a positive role
in Central Asia, making efforts to develop good neighbourly relations with bordering
countries, resume regional cooperation and resolve all bilateral issues by peaceful means.
The negotiating position is to ensure that this new PCA is a comprehensive framework for
the further development of relations, addressing all priority areas, including human rights,
the rule of law, good governance and democratisation, youth and education, economic
development, trade and investment, energy and transport, environmental sustainability
and water, and combating common threats and challenges.

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) Despite the wide-ranging crisis, we must
not be ruled entirely by the profit motive when negotiating and signing up to trade
agreements. As a guardian of the peace and defender of human rights at global level, the
European Union must exploit its trade relations and its market position to ensure that
human rights are upheld and democracy respected. Economic support for developing
countries is also essential, but not at any price. We cannot allow the trade agreements we
enter into to contribute to violations of human rights, freedom of expression and of other
civil liberties. This is what actually happens when we support an economy directed by such
a regime. We have to find instruments which will allow us to support the development of
this country whilst at the same time promoting the development of civil society.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report because
I am very much in favour of Parliament’s opinion on the ongoing negotiations and the
matters which we believe should be addressed while negotiating the PCA. These include:
human rights; the rule of law and democratisation; education; trade and investment; and
energy and transport. On economic cooperation, we encourage Kazakhstan to take the
necessary final steps for swift WTO accession. It is important that we have noted that
Kazakhstan’s participation in the Russian-led customs union and the Eurasian Economic
Union is not an obstacle to closer cooperation with the EU.
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David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I voted for this resolution, which urges the Kazakh
authorities to make every effort to improve the human rights situation in their country.

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report on negotiations
for an EU-Kazakhstan enhanced partnership and cooperation agreement. It is intended to
replace the current Partnership and Cooperation Agreement following the negotiations
that opened in June 2011 with Kazakhstan, the EU’s main partner in this region. The report
calls on the EU to support Kazakhstan in its reforms aimed at strengthening democracy
and the rule of law.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) It was impossible for me to vote in favour
of this report, as I do not believe that the Kazakh Government adequately protects or
promotes human rights. The negotiation of a new agreement will mean closer economic
cooperation between both parties, which has been increasing since the last agreement in
1999, but will also mark the start of political cooperation. In this respect, we believe that
there are serious doubts surrounding the country’s human rights record. Following the
death of 17 miners taking part in a protest in December 2011, and of various political
opposition figures, there are significant questions about respect for universal rights in this
country. For these reasons, and in spite of the fact that it facilitates communication and
contact between both populations, I was unable to vote in favour of this report.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The report makes a number of recommendations
to the Council, Commission and EEAS on the negotiations on a new EU agreement with
Kazakhstan. It was adopted unanimously in the Committee on Foreign Affairs. Very timely
report. In favour.

Siiri Oviir (ALDE),    in writing. − (ET) This report is thorough and provides a good overview
of the developments in Kazakhstan and of EU-Kazakhstan cooperation, and for these
reasons I voted in favour of it.

I am glad to see that a periphery of the former Soviet Union has become an economically
developed country with a constantly increasing standard of living. Furthermore, Kazakhstan
has become a bridge of strategic importance between Europe and Asia.

Undoubtedly, Kazakhstan’s leaders have made a significant contribution to the country’s
development, but we cannot overlook the numerous violations of human rights and the
persecution of the opposition which intensified after the Zhanaozen tragedy in December
2011. However, it should be admitted that the Kazakh authorities have recently made
important efforts in terms of cooperation with NGOs to improve the situation for the
inhabitants of West Kazakhstan. Multinational Kazakhstan is one of the largest countries
in the world in terms of area, with enormous economic and cultural differences between
regions. Therefore, the Kazakh authorities should pay more attention to social integration.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The Partnership and Cooperation
Agreements form part of a geostrategic policy which is extremely important to the EU. It
is vital that this Partnership and Cooperation Agreement between the EU and Kazakhstan
takes the form of a comprehensive framework for the development of relations, addressing
all priority areas to ensure a closer and more cooperative relationship between the two
sides, including: human rights, the rule of law and good governance; youth and education;
economic development, trade and investment; energy and transport; environmental
sustainability and water; and combating common threats and challenges. In this context,
I voted in favour of this report.
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Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D),    in writing.  − Kazakhstan is a growing economic and
political regional power in central Asia. The country possesses vast mineral reserves and
deposits of fossil fuels, but is also looking to diversify and modernise its economy. I voted
in favour of this report because it argues that the EU would be well advised to deepen
relations with Kazakhstan in the form of an enhanced partnership and cooperation
agreement (PCA). Such an initiative would bring significant economic benefits (reduced
tariffs, foreign investment, energy cooperation, economic and development assistance) to
both partners as well as increased socio-political stability in Central Asia. However, to
achieve success in such a PCA, Kazakhstan must improve its standing on many critical
issues. Prior to the establishment of a PCA, Kazakhstan must reform its standards on human
rights, democracy, and transparency of governance. On the economic side, Kazakhstan
must comply with all WTO regulations and procedures to facilitate trade with the EU.
Additionally, increased environmental regulation and protection (especially in the realm
of water conservation) is a must – the EU can provide technical assistance on this issue.
More importantly, Kazakhstan must strengthen its respect for rule of law and freedom of
the press. The EU supports the country’s on-going efforts to strengthen workers’ rights
and fight corruption.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The EU and Kazakhstan
aspire to deepen and broaden their relations. The peoples of the EU and Kazakhstan should
benefit mutually from closer cooperation. The conclusion of the new PCA negotiation
should provide a comprehensive framework for cooperation based on human and
democratic rights, as well as opportunities for socio-economic development and for the
necessary political and economic reforms. The social and economic development are
closely interconnected. The suspension of the application of any PCA has been used only
rarely and partially by the Council, it remains a viable option in case of serious and
documented breaches of human rights.

Vilja Savisaar-Toomast (ALDE),    in writing. − (ET) Today, I voted in favour of the report
on negotiations for an EU-Kazakhstan enhanced partnership and cooperation agreement
because I recognise Kazakhstan’s political will and practical actions to strengthen its
partnership with the EU.

Kazakhstan is an important partner for the EU in both trade and socio-economic terms,
and it plays an important role in ensuring political stability in Central Asia. In this context,
it is essential to ensure that the new partnership and cooperation agreement is a
comprehensive framework for the further development of relations, addressing all priority
areas, including human rights, the rule of law, democratisation, youth and education,
economic development, trade and investment, energy and transport, environmental
sustainability and water, and combating common threats and challenges.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I firmly believe in the
development of relations between the EU and Kazakhstan. Both sides stand to gain from
renewed cooperation, benefitting from economic development and providing incentives
for the necessary political reforms. Europe should make a definite commitment to
supporting priority areas such as human rights, the rule of law, good governance and
democratisation. Dialogue between the two parties should be made a priority since this is
the only way to further the ambitious plans for a stable democracy. The efforts made by
Kazakhstan to improve relations with its neighbours and resolve questions bilaterally
should be seen in a positive light. For these reasons I voted in favour.
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Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The European Union and Kazakhstan aspire to
deepen and broaden their relations so that their peoples can mutually benefit from closer
cooperation. For that reason, the conclusion of the negotiations on the new Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement should provide a comprehensive framework for cooperation
based on human and democratic rights, as well as opportunities for socioeconomic
development and for the necessary political and economic reforms. The European
Parliament therefore welcomes Kazakhstan’s political will and practical engagement to
further deepen its partnership with the EU and the opening of the negotiations for an
EU-Kazakhstan Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA). Insisting on the importance
of political dialogue and cooperation, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms,
and economic cooperation, I voted in favour of this document.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted for the resolution on the
recommendations to the Council, the Commission and the European External Action
Service (EEAS on the negotiations for an EU-Kazakhstan enhanced partnership and
cooperation agreement. I would emphasise the importance of EU-Kazakhstan energy
cooperation, particularly in terms of the efforts to develop the trans-Caspian energy route
and attracting investment for energy projects of common and regional interest. I support
stepping up the EU’s technical assistance to Kazakhstan in the field of water conservation
and management of water resources in general, in the framework of the EU Water Initiative
for Central Asia. I would also underline the importance of assisting Kazakhstan in the
adoption of effective mitigation measures and cleaning-up programmes of radioactive
waste and radioactive pollution in the Semey/Semipalatinsk region. I believe that the
adoption by Kazakhstan of the EU’s standards and regulatory systems (including the
technical barriers to trade, sanitary and phytosanitary measures and intellectual property
rights) would lead to increased trade and investment, which would help further modernise
and diversify Kazakhstan’s economy.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) I abstained from the vote on this
report containing Parliament’s recommendations on the negotiations for an EU-Kazakhstan
enhanced partnership and cooperation agreement. EU-Kazakhstan relations are based on
a Partnership and Cooperation Agreement that entered into force in 1999 for a duration
of 10 years. In 2008, Kazakhstan voiced a desire to sign a new agreement with the EU. The
EU agreed to the Kazakh request, but on a less ambitious level (No free trade agreement
until Kazakhstan is a member of the World Trade Organisation and no visa facilitation
agreement). Parliament’s report makes astonishing reading; would that Parliament showed
the same vigilance with regard to all of the countries with which the European Union has
concluded partnerships. That is far from being the case, as the negotiations initiated with
Tunisia under Ben Ali or with Libya under Gaddafi have shown. The agreement under
discussion with Colombia could also be considered a relevant example. While I condemn
the terrible situation in Kazakhstan, I chose to abstain from this vote as a mark of my
continuing rejection of the European Union’s double standards.

Report: João Ferreira (A7-0291/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) Given that the crisis in the fisheries sector is
particularly affecting small-scale fishing, we must remember that this activity supports
many families and helps to ensure the survival of fishing communities in coastal areas. It
is therefore important to ensure the economic and social stability of these communities.
This can primarily be achieved by promoting fisheries management by marine
biogeographic region, with fair and informed local management of artisanal fishing, which

171Debates of the European ParliamentEN22-11-2012



has little autonomy or onboard freezing capability, and which does not operate outside
its exclusive economic zone. The current system of access to waters must therefore be
adjusted, with particular attention being paid to regions with a sea basin with limited fishery
resources, in order to ensure their sustainability.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report, because it
underlines that, in the context of the reform of the common fisheries policy, special
consideration should be given to small-scale coastal fishing and artisanal fishing. These
types of fishing have great potential, but also their own specific weaknesses, which cannot
be dealt with in the same way as industrial fishing on the high seas.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal on the
development of small-scale and artisanal fishing. When reforming the EU’s common
fisheries policy, rules on small-scale fishing need to be laid down which take into account
its specific characteristics and problems. Small-scale fishing has a major territorial, social
and cultural impact in mainland and island areas. I welcome the proposals set out on
drawing up a Community programme intended to support small-scale fishing, to allocate
this type of fishing an appropriate amount of money from the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund (EMFF) and to give priority to projects that are beneficial to all coastal
communities. We need to encourage the participation of young fishermen in the sector
and help vocational training in the area. It is also important to establish support mechanisms
to be implemented in emergencies such as natural disasters, and so on.

Elena Băsescu (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) I voted in favour of this report because it focuses
on the characteristics of small-scale fishing. The report seeks to respond to the challenges
faced by this sector. Small-scale fishing has great potential and must be at the heart of the
common fisheries policy. Exchanges of information would improve this sector’s
management and concrete measures for small-scale fishing would improve the responsibility
and sustainability of the common fisheries policy.

Jean-Luc Bennahmias (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) As the time comes for us to deliver our
verdict on the reform of the common fisheries policy, I was keen to give my full backing
to Mr Ferreira’s report on small-scale coastal fishing and artisanal fishing. We should
remember that almost 80 % of fishing in Europe is carried out by small vessels (under
15 metres); the reform must therefore take account of the specific characteristics of the
sector. What is at stake here is nothing less than the survival of European small-scale fishing:
by modernising ageing vessels and promoting youth employment in the sector, but also
by making use of the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund to make vessels more
economically and environmentally sustainable and to support the sector in emergencies.
The purpose of the CFP reform is to move towards more sustainable development and the
conservation of fishery resources, but we must not forget the economic and social objectives,
in particular for small-scale fishing.

Mara Bizzotto (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I support Mr Ferreira’s report on small-scale
coastal fishing, artisanal fishing and the reform of the common fisheries policy (CFP). I
agree that small-scale fishing – comprising artisanal fishing and some types of
coastal/inshore fishing, shellfishing and other traditional extensive aquaculture activities
such as the natural breeding of molluscs in inshore waters – are not adequately represented
in the European Commission’s proposals for reforming the CFP. Our duty is to safeguard
the role played by such activities in our states, which have economic importance but are
also linked to often unique local traditions. The over-centralised model of fisheries
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management favoured by the Commission has been a failure, and I believe that the CFP
reform should also encourage and support the development of operators that use fishing
techniques with less impact on resources and that are of greater benefit to the communities
of which they are part in terms of generating jobs and of the quality of those jobs.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because I
believe that greater consideration needs to be given to small-scale fishing in the reform of
the common fisheries policy. We need to take into account its problems but also its potential
and make a series of changes to the three pillars of the reform: the Basic Regulation, the
COM Regulation and the financial instrument for implementing the CFP, now known as
the EMFF. The following, inter alia, are characteristics usually associated with small-scale
fishing: strong ties to the economy, social structure, culture and traditions of coastal towns
and communities, fishing activity undertaken relatively close to the coast and involving
shorter periods at sea, greater direct incorporation of human labour, and so on. At the
moment the belief is that the European Commission is proposing to continue the current
centralised management of the CFP which frequently provides guidelines that are divorced
from reality, poorly understood by the sector (which is not involved in discussing or
developing them), and difficult to implement, producing results that are often the opposite
of those intended. Furthermore, the great diversity that characterises the reality of fisheries
in the EU is not being taken into account with the proposal of a single, mandatory system
for accessing resources. Implementing this system along the lines suggested could have
profoundly negative consequences for small-scale fishing sectors, since the adopted
definition of ‘small-scale fishing’ is reductionist and does not reflect the true situation. We
therefore need to ensure that we have a programme which promotes the participation of
young fishermen and women in the activities of this sector and creates mechanisms which
are beneficial to all coastal communities.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the report on small-scale
coastal fishing, artisanal fishing and the reform of the common fisheries policy. I support
the proposal to establish a definition of ‘small-scale fishing’, so as to be able to create specific
support mechanisms for this community-based fishing sector. We need to adapt our
policies in order to exploit fully the potential afforded by small-scale fishing, to maximise
its profitability and to ensure more effective local management, which should be done
within the context of the CFP reform.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this report because
I support the following aspects: drawing up of an EU programme supporting small-scale
fishing, which is intended to respond to the specific problems of this sector and support
the local and sustainable management of the fisheries involved; allocation of a minimum
sum to small-scale fishing from the new European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF);
priority for projects with integrated solutions that benefit coastal communities as a whole,
and as broadly as possible, at the expense of those that benefit only a small number of
operators; creation of mechanisms that ensure recognition of the so-called externalities
generated by small-scale fishing and not remunerated by the market, in terms both of the
environment and of the economic and social cohesion of coastal communities; and creation
of specific support mechanisms to be implemented in emergencies, such as natural disasters,
fishing stoppages imposed by plans for restoring stocks or sudden increases in fuel prices.

Ole Christensen (S&D),    in writing.  −  (DA) Management models based on fishing rights
may be treated as measures for tackling over-fishing and over-capacity. It is thus clear that
this management model can reduce over-fishing and over-capacity. We see this in Denmark,
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for example, but it cannot be treated as the only measure, which is why the words ‘the only’
have been voted for in recital J. This is supported further by the wording in recital K, which
emphasises that a compulsory reduction in the fleet achieved exclusively through market
instruments, such as transferable fishing concessions (TFC), could lead to the prevalence
of operators that are more competitive from a purely economic point of view, to the
detriment of the operators and sectors of the fleet that have a lower environmental impact
and create more (direct and indirect) employment. It should also be up to the individual
Member States whether they introduce TFCs.

Rachida Dati (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Small-scale coastal fishing and artisanal fishing are
vital to the dynamism of Europe’s fishing sector and it is imperative that they and their
specific characteristics are taken into account by the future common fisheries policy. I
welcome the prominence given to women in the report, as they, too, play an important
role within the fishing sector. As in other sectors, we must foster the training of women
and support them and strengthen their role throughout all stages of the chain of operations.
The value of their work must be recognised, and that must be reflected in their status and
remuneration and the protection of their rights.

Marielle de Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) Eighty per cent of fishing in Europe is
carried out by small vessels (under 15 metres). This is therefore a vital economic sector
that deserves to be strengthened and encouraged. An efficient reform of the common
fisheries policy (CFP) must naturally take account of the specific characteristics of this
activity on a human scale, while preserving the balance and availability of fishery resources.
From this perspective, the report puts forward some very useful proposals. The same is
true with regard to the recommendations to modernise vessels and promote youth
employment, but also to grant assistance from the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
to benefit economic development and to support a sector frequently confronted with
emergencies. A sound CFP reform means achieving a balance between sustainable and
economic development. Small-scale fishing, a specifically European asset, is the perfect
example of such a balance.

Christine De Veyrac (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report, which
undertakes to address the needs of small-scale coastal fisheries. Europe has a duty to protect
these small fisheries undertakings, which help to promote our regions throughout the
world and to preserve our fine traditions.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I agree with this report’s explanation of the concept
of ‘small-scale fishing’. I in fact believe that this explanation should have been more detailed,
not only for the good and benefit of the common fisheries policy (CFP), but also all those
operating in the sector. The characteristics normally associated with small-scale fishing
include strong ties to the economy, social structure, culture and traditions of coastal towns
and communities. I therefore believe that, as stated in the European Parliament resolution
of 25 February 2010 on the Green Paper on the reform of the common fisheries policy,
small-scale fishing requires different treatment with management models or regimes
adapted to its specific characteristics and problems.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Mr Ferreira has presented us with an
excellent piece of work on coastal fishing, artisanal fishing and the reform of the common
fisheries policy (CFP). We have already discussed the failure of the current CFP on numerous
occasions in this House. Support for the scrapping of large numbers of vessels has not
improved fishery resources and has cast into unemployment thousands of fishermen who
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mainly come from small communities. It is therefore vital that the new CFP takes advantage
of the potential offered by small fishing communities, not only to combat the social and
financial crisis, which has caused struggling families to abandon their towns and villages,
but also to ensure the sustainable conservation of resources and the marine ecosystem.
They must, therefore, be protected from large-scale fishing. I voted in favour of this report
because I advocate a significant increase in the support for small-scale fishing, particularly
in the outermost regions, decentralised management of this sector, and the use of more
selective fishing gear. Improved infrastructure and safety conditions on board vessels,
incentives for young workers, and the organisation of the sector are other areas that deserve
special attention under the new CFP.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) We welcome the adoption of this report,
which proposes a comprehensive approach to the reform of the common fisheries policy
(CFP) which is more favourable to small-scale fishing (accounting for 90 % of the Portuguese
fleet), and takes better account of its problems and also its potential. With this report, the
European Parliament has adopted, in some cases for the first time, important positions in
defence of small-scale fishing, and has put forward specific and wide-ranging proposals,
such as: meaningful decentralisation of fisheries management; transferable fishing
concessions; defence of positive discrimination in favour of sectors and operators using
more selective fishing techniques and gear; increased Community cofinancing of the budget
for gathering, processing and distributing biological data; need for a financial instrument
targeted at the outermost regions; funding of actions under the new European Maritime
and Fisheries Fund; creation of support mechanisms for emergencies; introduction of
financial compensation during biological rest periods; possibility of defining areas reserved
exclusively for small-scale fishing; defence of still-existing public market regulation
instruments; and defence of mechanisms enabling fair and adequate distribution of value
added along the sector’s value chain.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) The concept of small-scale fishing
covers fleets, fishing techniques and fisheries that may be fairly different from each other,
and may vary between different Member States and fishing areas. Despite these differences,
they share a range of characteristics, which make them similar to each other and set them
apart from large-scale fishing, which includes industrial fishing. As has been mentioned
in various European Parliament resolutions, small-scale fishing should be the subject of
differentiated treatment, with management systems and models adapted to its specific
characteristics and problems. The European Commission’s proposals for reforming the
common fisheries policy (CFP) are not considered to take duly into account the specific
characteristics of small-scale fishing. These proposals do not offer an adequate response
to the problems currently faced by small-scale fishing. The objectives set out for conserving
resources – the need for which is not denied, in general terms, quite the contrary – are not
accompanied by the definition of economic and social objectives. The socioeconomic
dimension of fisheries policy is thus being neglected. This issue is particularly pertinent
for small-scale fishing, given the difficult socioeconomic situation this sector faces. I believe
greater attention needs to be paid to small-scale fishing in the reform of the CFP.

Pat the Cope Gallagher (ALDE),    in writing.  − Over 80 % of the Irish fleet are small boats
under 15 metres in length fishing mainly inshore and from small coastal islands. Such
small scale fisheries are of huge importance to fishing communities throughout Ireland.
There is often no source of alternative employment for these communities. I fully support
all the recommendations contained in the Ferreira report.
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Catherine Grèze (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (FR) This report on small-scale coastal fishing,
artisanal fishing and the reform of the common fisheries policy is important because it
underlines the importance of ‘small-scale’ fishing in the EU, particularly in terms of job
creation, regional diversity and development, and because it marks Parliament’s general
refusal to privatise access to fish stocks, refers to the need for a flexible definition of artisanal
fishing (what is small-scale in the Netherlands is not small-scale in Greece) and supports
the application of environmental and social criteria for determining access to fisheries
resources and market distortion. However, the final version of the motion for a resolution
crosses a line of acceptability in advocating support to cover sudden short-term increases
in fuel prices. The Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance is firmly opposed to support
of this kind. I therefore abstained from the vote.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I welcomed this document because I agree
that small-scale fishing should be the subject of differentiated treatment. Small-scale fishing
not only promotes socio-economic cohesion and ensures a livelihood for large numbers
of families, but also constitutes a factor keeping fishing communities alive in all coastal
areas. I believe that it is important to pursue an approach to the fisheries sector that takes
into account the biological, ecological and social levels, with a view to creating a sustainable
balance between the state of existing resources in the different maritime areas and the
protection of the socio-economic fabric of coastal communities which are dependent on
inshore fishing to ensure jobs and prosperity.

Jarosław Kalinowski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) The Cyprus Presidency has attached great
importance to the main aim of reform of the common fisheries policy, namely the need
to maintain sustainable and renewable fishing stocks and maritime resources. This also
applies to coastal and artisanal fishing. Mr Ferreira’s report on the CFP and small-scale
fishing highlights the aforementioned issues and others highly relevant for this sector.
Coastal and artisanal fishing is its own specificities and should be dealt with differently
because the problems it faces are not the same as those encountered by large fishing
undertakings. Better account should be taken of the problems, potential and diversity of
coastal and artisanal fishing in the CFP, as the Committee on Fisheries has pointed out. We
can but agree that the conclusions and suggestions contained in the report are sound. If
they are accepted by the European Commission, the CFP will become more effective and
more appropriate to the needs of traditional fishermen.

Michał Tomasz Kamiński (ECR),    in writing.  − I voted in favour of this report. Small-scale
fishing is often associated with strong ties to the local economy, social structure, culture
and traditions of coastal towns and communities. I agree that small-scale fishing is prone
to greater structural weaknesses and that this sector is more exposed to certain types of
external shock and to rapid changes in the availability of resources. For this reason, I agree
with the rapporteur that there is a need to give greater consideration to small-scale fishing
in the reform of the CFP. Greater consideration is needed of its problems, but also of its
potential.

Giovanni La Via (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I fully support this report because small-scale
fishing − including artisanal fishing and some types of coastal/inshore fishing, shellfishing
and other traditional extensive aquaculture activities − plays a crucial role in the economic
system of many areas of the Mediterranean and has a very diverse territorial, social and
cultural impact in mainland and island areas. I believe that the model of fisheries
management that has characterised the common fisheries policy over the last 30 years has
been a failure, in that it has not taken sufficient account of local, regional and national

22-11-2012Debates of the European ParliamentEN176



specificities. Local management, backed up by scientific knowledge and consultation, with
participation of the sector in defining, implementing, co-managing and evaluating policy,
is the management type that best meets small-scale fishing needs. I therefore hope that in
future all stakeholders will be involved in drawing up policies for small-scale coastal fishing
and artisanal fishing, encouraging local and regional strategies and encompassing
development, research and training projects, with the appropriate finding from the European
Maritime and Fisheries Fund, the European Social Fund and the European Regional
Development Fund.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) Coastal and/or artisanal fishing are integral to
the social fabric and cultural identity of many of Europe’s coastal regions. The definitions
of coastal and artisanal fishing vary from one Member State to the next. While artisanal
fisheries may comprise commercial as well as subsistence fishing, catches can be used for
local consumption or exported. I voted in favour of this report, which sets out, primarily,
to find an acceptable and clear definition of small-scale coastal fishing and artisanal fishing
and which will enable these types of fishing to gain greater recognition within the reformed
common fisheries policy.

Isabella Lövin (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  −  (SV) I voted against Mr Ferreira’s own-initiative
report on small-scale fishing, despite the fact that I largely agree with the content and the
emphasis given to showing great consideration for and prioritisation of small-scale fishing
in the forthcoming reform of the common fisheries policy. On the other hand, I do not
feel that the right way of supporting fishermen is to give financial compensation for high
fuel prices, compensate fishermen for not fishing during periods when fishing is not
permitted, or to provide aid for storing fish on land. The best way of supporting small-scale
fishermen is through giving them priority access to fisheries resources, possibly to provide
aid for processing their own fish products and, above all, through ensuring that the stocks
grow so that they can earn a reasonable living from their fish.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome this resolution. In view of small-scale
fishing’s structural weaknesses, this sector is more exposed to certain types of external
shock and to rapid changes in the availability of resources than the elements of the fleet
considered more competitive. As such, consideration should be given to the possibility of
creating specific support mechanisms to be implemented in emergencies, such as natural
disasters, fishing stoppages imposed by plans for restoring stocks or sudden increases in
fuel prices.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report supports small-scale
coastal and artisanal fishing. This type of fishing offers the best ratio of fish caught to jobs
created. The report proposes measures based on the three pillars of sustainable management:
environmental, economic and social sustainability. It rejects the mandatory implementation
of transferable fishing concessions for any type of fleet. I voted in favour of this report and
am pleased to note that it contains several measures proposed by the Front de gauche [Left
Front]. However, I regret the fact that, like many of the texts Parliament adopts, it has no
legislative force.

Willy Meyer (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (ES) I voted in favour of this report, as it represents
an opportunity for an activity that is capable of contributing to the socially and
environmentally sustainable exploitation of fishery resources. The reform of the common
fisheries policy has completely overlooked the reality of artisanal and small-scale fishing
and has focused on large-scale fishing, which is responsible for the greatest amount of
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damage to the marine environment. This report sets out various proposals aimed at
supporting and promoting these traditional forms of fishing, which are an integral part of
the socio-economic fabric of various regions and communities in Europe. The report
advocates the creation of specific support mechanisms for this activity within the common
fisheries policy, which is crucial in order to guarantee the survival of this sector and the
sustainability of areas of Europe that have traditionally been associated with fishing. I voted
in favour of this report because of the need to defend traditional fishing activities.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − This initiative report which takes part of the
whole package of the Common Fisheries Reform intends to highlight that small-scale
fisheries have specific characteristics and problems that distinguish them from
industrial-type large-scale fishing. I am in favour.

Claudio Morganti (EFD),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of this report, which aims
to support small-scale fishing. This type of activity includes artisanal fishing and some
types of coastal/inshore fishing, shellfishing and other traditional extensive aquaculture
activities. An over-centralised model of fisheries management has characterised the common
fisheries policy over recent decades. This has damaged the small-scale fishing that is
necessary for ensuring fish supplies to the public and the development of coastal
communities, and maintaining a certain level of employment. Small scale fishing is by its
very nature exposed to certain types of economic risk, such as sudden rises in fuel prices,
and to rapid changes in the availability of resources. The new European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund should therefore provide for specific support and funding measures for this
sector. The EU should make it a priority to encourage a significant recovery in the sector,
while taking account of the different conditions and characteristics of this activity, which
may vary both from country to country and between regions of one and the same state.

Rolandas Paksas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) Small-scale fishing and artisanal fishing were
hit particularly badly by the economic and social crisis. However, in coastal regions it has
nevertheless remained the main factor creating and maintaining jobs. I therefore believe
that there must be a greater focus on small-scale fishing in the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund. Above all, more attention needs to be paid to social and economic goals.
We need to ensure market stability and establish conditions conducive to obtaining a
greater output from small-scale fishing. Given this sector’s specific problems and needs,
flexible and specific support mechanisms should be created.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This report lists and emphasises
numerous specific characteristics of small-scale coastal fishing and artisanal fishing that
must be duly taken into account in the ongoing reform of the common fisheries policy
(CFP). Small-scale fishing covers a huge variety of fisheries, types of fleet and fishing gear,
which vary significantly between different Member States and fishing areas. However,
regardless of geographical location, small-scale fishing has a number of common
characteristics, including strong ties to the local communities, prevalence of family, micro-
and small enterprises, fishing activity undertaken relatively close to the coast and involving
shorter periods at sea, and use of fishing gear that is more selective and able to have less
impact on resources and the marine environment. I voted in favour of this report due to
the vast extent and huge socioeconomic importance of small-scale fishing along the entire
European coastline, and because I agree that the specific characteristics of small-scale
fishing justify different treatment for this fishing activity.
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Paulo Rangel (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The types of fishing and fisheries included in the
concept of ‘small-scale fishing’ are quite different from each other, and may vary among
different Member States and fishing areas. The European Commission should work with
the Member States to improve the characterisation of small-scale fishing. This information
should be used to support knowledge-based management, which is essential for increasing
Community cofinancing of the gathering, processing and distribution of this information.
The rapporteur makes a series of specific proposals to support small-scale fishing. Given
the structural weaknesses and increased vulnerability of small-scale fishing, this sector is
more exposed to certain types of external shock and rapid changes in the availability of
resources than those segments of the fleet which are regarded as more competitive. As a
result, the possibility of creating specific support mechanisms to be implemented in
emergencies should be considered.

Robert Rochefort (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) As negotiations continue on the reform of
the common fisheries policy, we wished to underline our position on small-scale coastal
fishing and artisanal fishing. We should support small-scale fishing, which, in view of its
structural weaknesses and the significant rise in production costs, especially fuel costs, is
particularly affected by the economic and social crisis. We must naturally provide financial
compensation for fishermen under the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund for periods
of inactivity during biological rest periods for species. On the specific question of a possible
definition of small-scale fishing, I share Parliament’s desire to move ahead with this measure,
while taking account of the diverse nature of the small-scale fishing carried out by the
Member States.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. Still, the principle problem
with the report is the list of actions that should be subsidized, including start-up packages
for fishermen (in an over-capitalized industry!), construction of new fishing ports; storage
for fish that cannot be profitable sold; paying fishermen to not fish during closed fishing
seasons (as distinct from periods following natural or man-made disasters such as the
Prestige). The report is also ambiguous about the need for the public purse to modernise
and renew the fleets. In 2 RCVs (para 38, 40) we demonstrated our opposition to subsidies
for temporary cessation of fishing and sudden increases in fuel subsidies. These paragraphs
were not defeated so remain in the final resolution.

Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD),    in writing. – (EL) The role of small-scale fishing is very
important. I voted for Mr Ferreira’s report because small-scale fishing needs special attention
and management, both within the scope of the common fisheries policy, and in terms of
adequate funding from the new European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF).

Carl Schlyter (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  −  (SV) I voted against Mr Ferreira’s own-initiative
report on small-scale fishing, despite the fact that I largely agree with the content and the
emphasis given to showing great consideration for and prioritisation of small-scale fishing
in the forthcoming reform of the common fisheries policy. On the other hand, I do not
feel that the right way of supporting fishermen is to give financial compensation for high
fuel prices, compensate fishermen for not fishing during periods when fishing is not
permitted, or to provide aid for storing fish on land. The best way of supporting small-scale
fishermen is through giving them priority access to fisheries resources, possibly to provide
aid for processing their own fish products and, above all, through ensuring that the stocks
grow so that they can earn a reasonable living from their fish.
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Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I believe that small-scale
fishing offers a number of advantages including environmental sustainability since unwanted
species or fish under the minimum landing size can be returned to the sea with a low
mortality rate. This segment of the fishing sector has shown itself to be remarkably resilient
in the face of the challenges of the current global economic crisis. It is also economically
sustainable given the number of jobs it generates. New and more coherent objectives must
be defined that respond to the needs and the characteristics of small-scale fishing. We must
stop undervaluing this sector and provide better management with concrete proposals for
support. The potential for development of the sector also depends on strengthening
promotion of young people’s involvement. Aware of the existing problems and the potential
of small-scale fishing, as well as the important role it plays in the stability of all coastal
communities, I voted in favour of the report.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Small-scale fishing requires different treatment
with management models or regimes adapted to its specific characteristics and problems.
Accordingly, the rapporteur considers that changes are needed in relation to small-scale
coastal fishing and artisanal fishing in the reform of the common fisheries policy (CFP).
The definition of ‘small-scale fishing’ should take account of a range of criteria, in addition
to the strict criterion of size. Furthermore, the CFP reform should ensure the conditions
for effective local management, as this is the best way to meet the needs of small-scale
fishing. The CFP reform should also incentivise improved fleet sustainability, in
environmental, economic and social terms, and encourage changes that will bring greater
benefits to communities, particularly in terms of creating jobs. For those reasons, I voted
in favour of the document.

Isabelle Thomas (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) As shadow rapporteur for this report, I was
involved in defining artisanal fishing. This term features repeatedly in texts on the common
fisheries policy reform, without appearing to fit the definition established by the
Commission. Indeed, the latter admits to having opted for a simplistic definition – currently,
all vessels measuring 12 metres or less. However, this fails completely to take account of
the diverse nature of European fishing. Given that small operators have more difficulty in
gaining access to European funding, a new definition may be required to ensure fairer
distribution of this funding. To that end, classification as a micro-, small or medium-sized
enterprise and the skipper-on-board requirement appear to be more appropriate criteria.
Even if Parliament has not come up with a final definition of artisanal fishing, this report
should be welcomed for anticipating the discussions on the financing of fisheries and for
wisely acknowledging that there is not one single criterion but a whole range of criteria
for defining artisanal fishing.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing. − (RO) I voted for the resolution on small-scale
coastal fishing, artisanal fishing and the reform of the common fisheries policy. I call on
the Member States to recognise the importance of the economic, social and cultural roles
of women in the fishing industry, so that women can have access to social benefits. The
active participation of women in fishing-related activities helps firstly to preserve specific
cultural traditions and practices, and secondly to ensure the survival of their communities,
thereby safeguarding the cultural diversity of the regions concerned. The rules on
implementing the future European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) should make it
possible to finance actions, inter alia, in the following areas: improving safety, living
conditions and on-board working conditions, improving catch preservation, and making
vessels more economically and environmentally sustainable; construction of specialised
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fishing ports and specific facilities for the landing, storage and sale of fishery products;
support for the promotion and marketing of artisanal fishery and extensive aquaculture
products, through the creation of a European label; promotion of young people’s increased
involvement in the sector’s activities and keeping them involved, through a special incentive
scheme in response to the employment and sustainability challenges the sector is facing,
as well as through start-up packages aimed at securing the entry of a new generation of
fishermen into small-scale fisheries.

Geoffrey Van Orden (ECR),    in writing.  − Today I voted for a boost to small-scale coastal
and artisanal fishing and called for recognition of the specific characteristics of this industry.
The common fisheries policy (CFP) has been a disaster for decades and I am fully supportive
of urgent reform. Meanwhile, my vote today recognises the economic, cultural and social
value of our coastal fishing vessels of less than 12 metres, and is a step in the right direction
for the local, sustainable and scientific management of our fisheries.

Derek Vaughan (S&D),    in writing.  − This report, which has my full support, highlights
that small-scale fisheries often have different needs and characteristics in comparison to
their large-scale counterparts. It is unrealistic to assume a ‘one size fits all’ approach in
terms of fisheries policy, and this report accordingly points out the fundamental differences
between artisanal and industrial fisheries. Traditional coastal fishing regions and islands
are heavily economically dependent on small-scale operations and the social benefits of
the sector to small coastal communities are significant. The report therefore recommends
providing financial support to small-scale fisheries and encouraging young people’s
involvement in artisanal fishing. For these reasons, I voted in favour of this report and
would like to see small-scale fisheries become a priority within the CFP.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) Parliament has been presented
with four reports aiming to ensure that sustainable development is given more prominence
within the common fisheries policy. I therefore voted in favour of these four reports. The
last of the reports was tabled by João Ferreira, a member of the Portuguese Communist
Party (and of the Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left). It
seeks greater consideration for small-scale fishing (including artisanal fishing and certain
types of coastal fishing) in the context of the reform of the common fisheries policy, of its
problems but also of its potential, recommending, inter alia, the use of less fuel per unit of
fish caught and the use of techniques that are more selective and have less impact on living
marine resources. It remains to be seen what will come of these recommendations within
the other EU institutions.

Glenis Willmott (S&D),    in writing.  − Eighty per cent of fishing vessels in the EU are part
of the small-scale fishing fleet and small-scale fisheries have different characteristics, and
face very different problems, to larger, industrial fishing fleets. There needs to be recognition
in the common fisheries policy of the role of smaller fishing fleets, in particular in coastal
communities. I supported this own-initiative report, which calls for financial support for
small-scale fishing, projects to encourage increased involvement of young people in fishing,
as well as recognition of the integral part such fleets play in local communities and the role
of women in fishing.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) Small-scale fishing – comprising artisanal fishing
and some types of coastal/inshore fishing, shellfishing and other traditional extensive
aquaculture activities such as the natural breeding of molluscs in inshore waters – has a
very diverse territorial, social and cultural impact in mainland and island areas and in the
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outermost regions, and has specific problems that set it apart from large-scale fishing and
from intensive or industrial aquaculture. In particular, for the purposes of the new Fisheries
Policy Regulation, it is necessary to define what should be understood as artisanal fishing,
and to take account of the repercussions that this type of fishing will have for funding
under the new European Maritime and Fisheries Fund. Funding should favour projects
offering integrated solutions that benefit coastal communities. Support should be provided
for the involvement of young people and women in the sector, offering targeted vocational
and start-up training.

Report: Isabella Lövin (A7-0290/2012)

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report and would start by
stating that, in my opinion, the external dimension is an essential element of the common
fisheries policy (CFP). Accordingly, if we take into account that the European Union is one
of the most important markets for fishery products and the biggest importer in the world
of fish products, consuming around 11 % of the world’s fish production in terms of volume
and importing 24 % of fishery products in terms of value, even though it only accounts
for 8 % of the world’s catch, I believe that we clearly need to reinforce the external dimension
of the EU’s CFP. In this respect, I must highlight that, in a context of liberalisation weighing
on vulnerable regions, we must ensure that products originating from international trade
meet the same requirements as EU products. It is vital that the Commission conducts
impact assessments whenever the outermost regions in particular may be affected by
bilateral agreements.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) This communication, the subject of a report
adopted by Parliament, aims to present the new considerations governing the external
dimension of the reformed common fisheries policy. I voted in favour of this report, as it
will help to achieve long-term sustainability worldwide, while improving the governance
of bilateral fisheries relations.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal on
establishing new policies in the external dimension of the common fisheries policy (CFP).
The CFP’s external policy is very broad and covers fish caught outside the EU and imported
into the EU for consumption, fish caught in EU waters and exported, as well as fish caught
in EU waters that were processed in a third country prior to consumption in the EU. The
proposal is aimed at encouraging the sustainability of the EU’s fishing outside EU waters,
including the outermost regions. I agree that in order to ensure sustainable fishing, there
is a need to improve the acquisition of data on fish stocks that the EU is fishing, or which
are destined for the EU market and ensure that information on total removals by local
fleets and other third country fleets is available. I welcome the proposal to ensure that
shipowners make a greater contribution when paying for the right to fish. We also need
to ensure effective financial management of the support for the sector provided for in the
agreements and provide for the suspension of payments should results fail to be achieved.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because it
is important for the EU’s fisheries interests to operate sustainably and legally. The EU is
still currently the world’s largest market, has one of the largest fleets flying its flags and
usually ranks among the top three catching powers. However, new markets in emerging
economies are developing fast, especially in Asia. Many appear not to fulfil their
responsibilities as flag, port and market states, or even to respect basic human rights,
thereby creating harsh, even untenable competition. It should be noted that the basic
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principle is that activities outside the EU should be conducted according to the same
standards as those applied to operators in the European Union. Similarly, if a Regional
Fisheries Management Organisation (RFMO) applies a higher standard than the common
fisheries policy (CFP) to EU vessels operating on its territory, then those higher standards
should generally be included in the CFP. There is an urgent need to adopt new, fair and
equitable resource allocation systems among RFMO members based on transparent
environmental and social allocation criteria while ensuring that management and
conservation measures are effectively implemented and enforced by all market participants.

Philippe Boulland (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report on the external
dimension of the common fisheries policy. I believe that it is essential to improve the
governance of bilateral fisheries relations and to ensure long-term sustainability worldwide.
Our policies must be guided by a desire to eradicate illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing to ensure the long-term conservation of resources.

Maria Da Graça Carvalho (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I voted in favour of this report because
I consider that the EU’s approach in terms of the objectives of development, trade and
fisheries policies must be optimised.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) As a Member of this Parliament from a country with
one of the largest exclusive economic fishing zones in the world, I consider that the
objectives serving to guide the external action of the common fisheries policy (CFP) must
consist of defending Union fishing interests while remaining coherent with EU foreign
policy. As a result, one of the priority objectives of the external dimension of the CFP must
be to guarantee the future of the European long-distance fleet, particularly insofar as it
holds fishing rights that have served as the basis for the economic and social development
of the countries in which it operates.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The European market depends on
imports for around 60 % of its needs as regards fish consumption. Most of the remainder
is supplied under partnership agreements. The EU, as the most important fish consumption
market with a global share of 11 %, is heavily responsible for the re-establishment of fishery
resources and, at the same time, for the recovery and revitalisation of the EU’s fishing
industry. The EU must be concerned, not only about its own marine resources, but also
on a global scale. In order to improve the global fishing situation, the EU must take the
lead in environmental and management terms through a consensual plan on long-distance
fishing, which must be agreed to by third countries. It is therefore vital to cooperate and
work with fishermen in those countries in order to standardise vessels. In our opinion, the
best management does not favour individual agreements, but rather regional agreements
with absolute respect for the conservation of existing resources. As this is a good report
which could change the behaviour of this sector at a global level and which will guarantee
sustainability in all international waters, I voted in favour.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) The external dimension of the common
fisheries policy needs to be radically altered. The fisheries agreements, previously referred
to as ‘partnership agreements’, which from now on the Commission wants to call
‘sustainable fisheries agreements’ (SFA), also need to be radically altered. We put forward
concrete proposals during the debate in plenary, including some of the proposals that we
made in the opinion on policy coherence for development. We generally appreciate and
support the rapporteur’s approach, including the proposals to decouple financial
compensation from support for development, involve third countries more in agreements,
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and enhance scientific and technical cooperation. We appreciate the removal of the
unacceptable paragraphs on EU foreign policy and the ‘Atalanta’ military operation
conducted in the area of Somalia, which were intended to cover the plundering of resources
that has long existed in that region. We regret that the paragraphs on the compatibility of
the SFAs with World Trade Organisation rules still remain.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Council Regulation (EC)
No 2371/2002 established the Union system for the conservation and sustainable
exploitation of fisheries resources under the common fisheries policy (CFP). The CFP should
ensure that fishing and aquaculture activities contribute to long-term sustainable
environmental, economic and social conditions. It should also contribute to increased
productivity, a decent standard of living within the fisheries sector and a stable market and
it should also ensure that resources are available and supplies reach consumers at a
reasonable price. The objectives for fisheries were established in a decision taken at a
conference of the signatories to the Agreement on a Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
2011-2020, and the CFP should ensure compliance with the targets for biodiversity adopted
by the European Council and the targets laid down by the Commission, in particular with
the target of achieving maximum sustainable yield up until 2015. I consider it important
that management of the CFP is based on the best available scientific advice and broad
participation of the interested parties and that it should take a long-term view.

Juozas Imbrasas (EFD),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this document. I welcome
the Commission’s communication and the many positive proposals it includes for
encouraging the sustainability of the EU’s overall fishing and related activities outside EU
waters, including the outermost regions. I believe it is very important to coordinate foreign
policy and cooperation policy for the purpose of establishing sustainable fishing agreements,
and to provide the necessary synergies to make a more effective contribution to the
development of associated third countries because the maintenance of the present fishing
agreements and the search for new fishing opportunities in third countries must be a
priority objective of external fishing policy.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The European Union is an important market for
fishery products. However, its role transcends economic considerations. Today it is one
of the main fishing players on the world’s seas and oceans as a result of its fleet activities,
investments, bilateral fisheries agreements with third countries and participation in the
major Regional Fisheries Management Organisations. The aim of the report, which I
supported in the vote, is to present the new considerations governing the external dimension
of the reformed common fisheries policy. The main actions it envisages are the joint strategy
for tackling illegal fishing, reinforcing support for the development of international
instruments for the conservation and management of fish stocks in the context of the Food
and Agriculture Organisation and promoting the conduct of performance reviews in
respect of the RFMOs.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I welcome the Commission’s commitment to a new
generation of Sustainable Fisheries Agreements (SFAs); underlines the importance of their
economic, social and environmental impact assessments; stresses the need to make respect
for human rights a necessary condition in the SFAs and to ensure respect by partner
countries of the core labour standards of the International Labour Organisation (ILO).

Véronique Mathieu (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this report on the external
dimension of the common fisheries policy, which presents the new considerations by
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which it is to be guided. It should contribute to long-term sustainability worldwide and
the conservation of fishery resources, while improving the governance of bilateral fisheries
relations.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) Fish is a source of highly nutritious
protein, very often needed by the inhabitants of exporter countries themselves.

The EU is dependent on imports in spite of the fact that its fishing capacity is one of the
strongest in the world. It should, however, endeavour to guarantee the conservation of the
resources of exporter countries from which it benefits. It must also work to ensure
sustainable fishing and the preservation of marine biodiversity around the world.
Furthermore, it should guarantee compliance with environmental and labour standards
by the fisheries of countries with which it negotiates. This report proposes all of the above
and is firmly opposed to the EU’s promotion of the adoption of transferable fishing
concession schemes worldwide. I am in favour of this report, but once again regret the fact
that it will have no real impact on the legislation drafted or the negotiations led by the
Commission.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − The EU is one of the most important markets
for fishery products and the biggest importer in the world of fish products, consuming
11 % of the world’s fish production in terms of volume and importing 24 % of fishery
products in terms of value; even though it only accounts for 8 % of the world’s catch (2 %
when considering solely foreign waters).

Radvilė Morkūnaitė-Mikulėnienė (PPE),    in writing.  −  (LT) Bearing in mind that the
external dimension of the EU’s fisheries policy mostly relates to fisheries outside Europe,
I would like to draw attention to a time bomb right here under our noses. The Baltic Sea
has almost become an internal sea of the EU. There are numerous bilateral and multilateral
agreements and EU legislative acts regulating this area. However, Baltic shores are also
bordered by Russian shores. Unfortunately, it cannot yet be said that this country is ensuring
an equivalent level of environmental protection and conservation of fishery resources.
This may become a critical issue if Russia decides to lay a third branch of the Nord Stream
gas pipeline to the Kaliningrad region. I therefore call on the Commission to be careful and
to respond not only to changes on the shores of other continents but to take a look under
its own nose more often.

Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The external dimension of the
common fisheries policy (CFP) is complex and covers a wide range of parameters, including
fish caught by EU vessels operating outside EU waters, fish caught in other geographical
areas and imported into the EU, and fish caught in EU waters and exported. All of these
various activities must be duly regulated in order to ensure that the EU’s fisheries interests
operate entirely sustainably and legally in environmental, economic and social terms. The
EU fleet also needs to maintain its strategic and competitive presence in third-country
waters, albeit always in strict compliance with requirements of environmental sustainability,
social responsibility, respect for the fundamental principles of human rights, and operation
in accordance with the rules applied to operators in the EU fisheries sector. I voted in favour
of this report because I recognise that the external dimension of the CFP is hugely important
and because I generally agree with the proposals made, albeit with some reservations on
certain aspects which I feel to be excessive, particularly with regard to the fisheries
partnership agreements (FPAs).
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Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. The EU fleets fish far beyond
the waters of the EU and imports fish from far and wide, so the CFP must cover those
activities. The COM published a communication on the external dimension of the CFP as
part of its reform package and the Greens were given this report. The external dimension
is a vast subject and the COM treated only two aspects - bilateral fisheries agreements and
international fisheries management organisations. We added the aspects of foreign
investment, banking, illegal fishing, joint ventures, trade, flags of non-compliance, and
many others. Since the basic regulation of the CFP has provisions on the external dimension,
we used the report as a means of getting political support to include strong legal provisions
in the CFP reform. The draft report was well received in general with favourable comments
on the principles. As often happens, though, our specific proposals were less enthusiastically
received and generated 284 amendments, many of them trying to weaken or negate the
thrust of the report.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) The EU must negotiate firmly
in future bilateral fisheries agreements to obtain legitimate surpluses for fair prices while
offering support for the coastal state’s development. Furthermore, urgent action must be
taken in order to prevent some countries from using questionable practices to gain access
to surpluses when fishing in the high seas. Improved cooperation is needed for concrete
action to ensure sustainable fishing and respect for human rights in this area, currently
characterised by a regrettable level of corruption. Since competition over fish stocks is
becoming ever harsher, I believe that there is an urgent need to ensure equitable resource
allocation and an effective resource management system. A coordinated political effort is
required at international level in order to adopt sanctions for infringement of rules and
pursue the specific objectives of the Regional Fisheries Management Organisations, which
should guarantee protection for artisanal fishing. For these reasons, I voted in favour.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The external dimension of the common fisheries
policy encompasses many areas, such as bilateral fisheries agreements and regional fisheries
management organisations. Furthermore, several issues are not regulated by European
Union law and therefore fall into a ‘grey zone’. Accordingly, in the reform of the common
fisheries policy, we should aim to promote the long-term sustainable development of the
sector, obtain high-quality scientific opinions, and ensure better governance and
management of financial aid for the sector. For those reasons, I voted in favour of the
document.

Isabelle Thomas (S&D),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of the Lövin report, an
own-initiative response to the Commission communication on the external dimension of
the common fisheries policy. In the context of a CFP reform in which European fishing
rules are becoming ever stricter, this report seeks to promote a sustainable fisheries policy
beyond the EU’s borders, so as to protect European fisheries from unfair competition, by
proposing that fishery products imported into the European Union should be subject to
standards aligned with our own as regards environmental and social sustainability. Fish
have no concept of borders. The European Union’s efforts to exploit fish stocks sustainably
will be in vain, therefore, if we do not make sure to apply these requirements worldwide.
By tackling the issue of the common fisheries policy reform in a global context, this report
serves, in its own way, to foreshadow part of the substance of the future CFP.

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) Parliament has been presented
with four reports aiming to ensure that sustainable development is given more prominence
within the common fisheries policy. I therefore voted in favour of these four reports. The
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third report is intended to accompany the introduction of fixed criteria for sustainable
fisheries agreements with third countries. In spite of a problematic reference to World
Trade Organisation rules, the conditions proposed are encouraging. The prerequisite for
any agreement should, in theory, be respect for human rights. All fishing agreements should
be limited to a scientifically proven ‘surplus’ – fishery resources beyond the coastal state’s
fishing capacity.

Iva Zanicchi (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) I voted in favour of Ms Lövin’s report, although I
believe that there were some gaps in it. Developing countries should evolve a regional
approach to exploitation of resources, taking account of the cross-border dimension of
fishing and the migratory nature of some species. Prior to signing a new round of sustainable
fishing agreements, these countries should undertake to respect the essential and
fundamental elements of human rights and democratic principles, as provided for in
Article 9 of the Cotonou Agreement.

Motion for a resolution: B7-0520/2012

Luís Paulo Alves (S&D),    in writing.  −  (PT) I support this report and would welcome
the fact that citizens are directly represented by Members of the European Parliament and
that political parties at European level contribute to forming European political awareness
and to expressing the will of the citizens of the Union. Bearing in mind that both the
Commission President and the whole College of Commissioners are elected by the European
Parliament, the European political families should nominate candidates for the Presidency
of the Commission and I expect those candidates to play a leading role in the parliamentary
electoral campaign.

Sophie Auconie (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I voted in favour of this motion for a resolution
adopted by Parliament, which proposes changes to the organisation of the European
elections in 2014. Among other things, we are calling for these elections to set an example
in terms of gender balance and for the Commission to be truly representative of Parliament’s
composition from a political point of view. These measures should help to boost legitimacy
and strengthen the direct link between the European Union and its citizens.

Zigmantas Balčytis (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this proposal on
increasing the participation of EU citizens in the European Parliament elections to be held
in 2014. The resolution is aimed at urging the European political parties to propose
candidates for the Presidency of the Commission before the EP elections. The aim is for
discussions on these candidates to be made the main emphasis of the 2014 EP election
campaign, thus encouraging citizens to become more actively involved in the elections
and to vote in them. The aim is also for a certain number of future European Commission
members to be chosen among newly-elected MEPs, thus representing EU citizens more
effectively. The resolution also calls for greater gender balance to be ensured in the
Commission. I welcome the proposals set out here and the proposal to hold the 2014
elections at the end of May instead of June, in order to give the European Parliament more
time to prepare for the election of the future Commission President.

Vilija Blinkevičiūtė (S&D),    in writing.  −  (LT) I voted in favour of this report because
having regard to the statement by the Commission of 2012 on the elections to the European
Parliament in 2014, I believe that it is important to urge the European political parties to
nominate candidates for the Presidency of the Commission and to urge the Member States
to put forward both male and female candidates for this position. It is also important to

187Debates of the European ParliamentEN22-11-2012



further reinforce the political legitimacy of both Parliament and the Commission by better
taking into account their respective elections and the choice of voters.

Minodora Cliveti (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) For the 2014 European Parliament elections,
the European political families must submit their candidates for the Presidency of the
Commission. These candidates must play an important role in the European Parliament
electoral campaign. The political legitimacy of the European Parliament and the Commission
must be further solidified by linking their election to the public’s choice.

It is a well-known fact that women are underrepresented in politics, even though they play
a crucial role in solving crises and conflicts. Internationally, women have shown that they
need to participate in global policy. The European Commission must propose legislation
on gender equality in politics, and the European institutions must improve gender equality
at all levels. The percentage of women participating in political decision-making has not
increased in the last few years, and has, in fact, declined further in some decision-making
structures.

Even though I voted for equal participation of men and women in the EP elections, which
would have guaranteed a balanced representation here, I regret that the quorum of the
European Parliament, and the European right in particular, did not vote for the
implementation of this gender equality measure.

Anna Maria Corazza Bildt and Anna Ibrisagic (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) Today we
voted in favour of the resolution on elections to Parliament in 2014, since we feel that it
is important to set the date for those elections. On the other hand, we do not share the
view that European political parties should nominate candidates for the position of
Commission President and that these candidates should take a leading role in the
parliamentary election campaign. Nor do we share the view that Member States should
propose two candidates, a man and a woman, for each Commissioner post or that as many
members as possible of the next Commission be drawn from among the MEPs. The election
of Commissioners must be based on the priorities of each Member State and on striving
for the best possible candidate.

Marielle de Sarnez (ALDE),    in writing. – (FR) All opinion polls repeatedly reveal a sense
of mistrust towards the European Union. One of the main reasons for this is the distance
between European Union decision-makers and the people of Europe. People do not know
who does what or who makes decisions and on whose behalf. It is the civic and democratic
relationship that we must do everything to repair. The European elections in 2014, a key
opportunity for the people of the European Union to exercise their right of democratic
expression, will be decisive from this point of view. For as crucial as European Union
integration is, it is unthinkable without a real and powerful democratic counterweight.
European democracy is, first and foremost, the fairest representation of opinions by means
of proportional voting. Next it is gender parity as an overriding principle. It is also decisive
innovation: the recommendation, adopted by Parliament, that European political parties
should nominate a candidate to stand for Commission President. These candidates would
campaign on the basis of specific proposals and therefore lend a face to European politics.
In representative democracy, it is citizens who take decisions through their representatives.
Involving them in the choice of Commissioners will satisfy fully this founding principle.

Philippe de Villiers (EFD),    in writing. – (FR) In this motion for a resolution, Parliament
proposes Europeanising the elections and politicising the Commission to an even greater
degree.
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At present, barely 40 % of the electorate in the Member States turn out to vote in the
European elections, and the European political parties and their candidates will do nothing
to change that. The European Parliament needs to ensure the fair and balanced
representation of all political opinions, which should be decided at national level.

The Commission is attempting to become a superpower within Europe, in both an executive
and legislative capacity. It should listen, however, to the two-thirds of citizens who are
against waste, bureaucracy and Euro-globalist ideology.

On political and budgetary matters, Brussels should be controlled by the European nations
and not the other way around.

Diogo Feio (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) Following the challenge laid down in this House by
the Commission President during the State of the Union debate, today we adopted a
resolution which urges the European political families to nominate their candidates for
Commission President during the European Parliament electoral campaign in 2014. I feel
that this is an appropriate way of reinforcing the European Union’s democratic mechanisms
and underlining the democratic legitimacy of the Commission President, who will therefore
be properly ‘chosen’ by the European citizens. This is vital in order to bring the EU closer
to its citizens, increase the transparency of procedures, and reinforce the democracy and
legitimacy of those nominated and elected, in the eyes of voters.

José Manuel Fernandes (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) The Commission President for the
five-year term from 2015 to 2019 will be the first to be elected by MEPs, rather than being
chosen by the European Council with ratification by the European Parliament. This is one
way of democratically legitimising the Commission President. It requires the elections to
be brought forward to May, as the new EP needs sufficient time to organise itself before
the election of the Commission President and choice of the Commissioners who, in turn,
will have to prepare the draft EU budget for 2015 so that it can be adopted in good time
to enter into force on 1 January 2015. So that the new Commission is ready to assume its
duties on 1 November 2014, the election of the Commission President must take place
during Parliament’s constitutive sitting in July 2014. I voted in favour and hope that the
next EP elections will be used to talk about the need for more and better Europe in the
future.

João Ferreira (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (PT) The majority in Parliament want the
European political parties – which are focused on defending the EU’s course and which
depend on the EU in financial and organisational terms – to nominate the respective
candidates for the Presidency of the Commission, in order to improve their visibility and
involvement, and transform the election of Members of the European Parliament in each
country, and the associated debate, into a campaign revolving around the Presidency of
the Commission. This approach also involves unacceptable interference in national electoral
systems, by proposing ‘minimum thresholds’ for the election of Members of the European
Parliament, in the name of alleged ‘stability of the Union’s legislative procedures’, ‘reliable
majorities’ and ‘safeguarding the functionality of Parliament’. If adopted, this change will
mean, for countries like Portugal, the end of the current genuinely proportional system,
with possible anti-democratic consequences in the distribution of mandates. The enhanced
‘legitimacy’ of the European Parliament’s role defended by this resolution is indissociable
from the ongoing attacks in the EU on national sovereignty and on the most basic rights
and political and democratic freedoms of the workers and people. It also demonstrates the
gravity of the crisis and the need for big business to confront the increasing struggle of the
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people, by taming and streamlining political power according to its own interests and
aspirations of hegemonic control. Obviously, we voted against.

Monika Flašíková Beňová (S&D),    in writing.  −  (SK) Citizens are directly represented
at Union level by Members of the European Parliament. Political parties at European level
contribute to forming European political awareness and to expressing the will of the citizens
of the Union. The President of the European Commission is elected by Parliament on a
proposal from the European Council, acting by a qualified majority, which must take into
account the result of the elections to Parliament and which must have held the appropriate
consultations before making its nomination. I consider it necessary and important for the
European political groups to nominate candidates for the Presidency of the Commission,
who will play a leading role in the parliamentary electoral campaign preceding the elections
to the European Parliament in May 2014. I am also convinced that it is important to
reinforce the political legitimacy of both Parliament and the Commission by connecting
their respective elections more directly to the choice of the voters.

Catherine Grèze (Verts/ALE),    in writing. – (FR) I abstained from the vote on this motion
for a resolution, as it does not sufficiently address gender parity. One of its recommendations
is that the Member States should propose both a male and a female candidate for the post
of Commissioner, which is a positive step However, there is no requirement for gender
parity in the drawing-up of lists or in the final results, even though this is of vital importance
considering that only 30 % of MEPs are women.

Brice Hortefeux (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) The next important date for Parliament will be
the European elections in 2014. In accordance with the Treaty of Lisbon, the Commission
President should be elected from the political group which wins a majority in the European
Parliament elections. This new arrangement will help to strengthen Parliament’s democratic
basis and, above all, the legitimacy of the Commission, which is routinely accused of being
out of touch with the situation on the ground and excessively technocratic. It was therefore
important, 18 months from this great event, for Parliament to clarify its position and its
expectations as regards this election, which should be held either from 15 to 18 May or
from 22 to 25 May 2014.

Agnès Le Brun (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) I welcome Parliament’s adoption of the motion
for a resolution on the European elections in 2014. I voted in favour of this motion for a
resolution, which will bring important democratic changes. Firstly, it is proposed that, for
the European elections in 2014, each political family should nominate a candidate for the
Presidency of the Commission, which, I hope, will raise the profile of the European elections
and attract the interest of EU citizens. Furthermore, each Member State is asked to nominate
a male and a female candidate for the next College of Commissioners, to ensure that a
gender balance is achieved. Finally, to allow Parliament time to elect the Commission
President in July, Parliament has proposed bringing the date of the elections forward to
May, instead of their taking place in June. The motion for a resolution was adopted by a
very large majority.

Constance Le Grip (PPE),    in writing. – (FR) In our motion for a resolution on the elections
to the European Parliament in 2014, we considered that the European political parties
should nominate a candidate for the post of Commission President. It is a question of
endowing the next elections with a truly pan-European vision, which could, we hope,
encourage more people to vote. We also adopted an amendment stipulating that as many
members of the next Commission as possible should be drawn from the newly elected
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Members of the European Parliament, to ensure that the future Commissioners have greater
political legitimacy. In addition, we have recommended that each Member State should
propose both a female and a male candidate for the next College of Commissioners to
ensure that a gender balance is achieved. As a member of the Committee on Women’s
Rights and Gender Equality, I particularly welcome that provision. Finally, it is proposed
that the next European elections should be held in May rather than June – 15 to 18 May
or 22 to 25 May 2014 – so that they do not coincide with public holidays or holiday periods
in certain Member States.

Petru Constantin Luhan (PPE),    in writing.  −  (RO) When preparing for the next European
Parliament elections, we must focus on attracting a higher turnout, not just optimum
technical organisation. Given that the 2009 elections recorded the lowest ever turnout in
the institution’s 30 years (43 % of eligible European voters), I wish to highlight the need
for a bigger awareness campaign on the importance of electoral participation.

The public should be aware that, following the adoption of the Treaty of Lisbon, the
European Parliament enjoys more power than in the past. It is inconceivable that the
public’s representatives, who were entrusted with this power, were sadly elected by less
than half of the European citizens, while all will be directly influenced by their decisions.

David Martin (S&D),    in writing.  − I supported the key element of this resolution which
is to bring forward the date of the European Elections to give the new Parliament sufficient
time to organise itself in advance of the election of the Commission President.

Jiří Maštálka (GUE/NGL),    in writing.  −  (CS) Elections to the European Parliament are
always a reliable indicator of the EU citizens’ attitude to integration, reflecting their
relationship with EU bodies and institutions with respect to the perception of democracy
or the lack of it. Overall participation in elections to the European Parliament has fallen
from 63 % in 1979 to 43 % in 2009, which is worrying to say the least. This fact becomes
even more serious in connection with the objective finding – also confirmed in other
reports produced by the European Parliament – that a pressing problem for the Union at
the present time lies in the fact that citizens of the Union are widely questioning its
legitimacy. Preparations for the elections to the European Union in 2014 must therefore
proceed at higher standards than previously, strengthening the roles of both political parties
at European level and political groups in the European Parliament.

Jean-Luc Mélenchon (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This report calls on European political
parties to nominate a candidate for the Presidency of the Commission. This is a new form
of ‘presidentialism’ that seeks to legitimise a body with an illegitimate role. Europeans will
vote not for a man or woman but for the ideas they wish to see implemented. It is Members
of the European Parliament, in all their political diversity, who will implement these ideas.
It is they, not the Commissioners, who must exercise the right of legislative initiative.
Instead of attempting to legitimise the present lack of democracy, my colleagues on the
right and among the Social Democrats would do well to work on the democratic overhaul
of the European institutions and to reclaim the power that should be theirs. I voted against
this masquerade.

Alexander Mirsky (S&D),    in writing.  − Parliament’s original intention was to open the
way for candidates to stand in more than one constituency at the same election to the
European Parliament. I voted in favour.
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Maria do Céu Patrão Neves (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) This resolution, which was adopted
by a significant majority, urges the European political families to nominate candidates for
the Presidency of the Commission and expects those candidates to play a leading role in
the parliamentary electoral campaign. This objective stems from the importance of
enhancing the political legitimacy of Parliament and the Commission, by associating the
respective elections more directly with the choice of voters. I voted for this resolution as I
consider that it is useful for triggering a debate on how to ensure greater citizen participation
in the European institutions and reinforce European democracy. In fact, I am not convinced
that nominating candidates for the Presidency of the Commission will increase citizen
participation, and I also fear that this approach will completely rule out candidates from
small countries from the top jobs in the EU, thus increasing the gap between the large and
small countries.

Raül Romeva i Rueda (Verts/ALE),    in writing.  − In favour. Several of our amendments
were adopted. In the first para, we stated that ‘lead candidates for Commission presidency
expected to play a leading role in the parliamentary electoral campaign, in particular by
personally presenting their programme in all Member States of the Union’. And also
‘recommends that each Member State propose both a female and a male candidate for the
next College of Commissioners’.

Jacek Saryusz-Wolski (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PL) In preparation for elections to the
European Parliament we have adopted a statement on election dates. This marks the start
of the debate on the nature and context of the public consultation due in two years’ time.
In order to properly reflect Parliament’s role in the eyes of European voters, the European
Parliament’s statement calls for as many Commissioners as possible to come from this
House. Many similar ideas have been mooted, for example the proposal by the European
People’s Party whereby European political families would put forward candidates for
President of the European Commission in 2014. Such measures are important to strengthen
citizens’ involvement in politics at European level, whilst at the same time increasing the
democratic legitimacy of institutions in Brussels.

György Schöpflin (PPE),    in writing.  − The changes in the procedure for the election of
the European Parliament will have important consequences. Moving the election date to
May will give more time for a new parliament to convene well before the summer break,
making its business less hurried. More significant is the idea that the candidates for the
next President of the Commission be named by each political family and, by that process,
be elected by the citizens of Europe. Most striking is that as many members of the
Commission as possible be drawn from elected members of the European Parliament.
These changes will basically serve as an answer to the accusation that the Commission is
made up of unelected bureaucrats, who – on this argument – should not be exercising as
much power as they do. In sum, what the changes should effect is to invest those
commissioners who are elected as MEPs with a degree of accountability towards the voters.
Ideally, even though they will give up their mandates, these elected commissioners will
maintain some contact with their electorates. This process will strengthen the legitimacy
of the Commission and should give it a greater element of autonomy with respect to Council
than it currently has.

Sergio Paolo Francesco Silvestris (PPE),    in writing.  −  (IT) On the occasion of the
upcoming elections to the European Parliament, I believe efforts should be made to achieve
greater gender balance among Members. There should be a correlation between the
composition of the European Parliament and changing roles in our society: Parliament
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must keep step with the evolution of society and its needs, providing instruments to ensure
proper gender representation. The ongoing failure to address the low level of participation
of women in political representative bodies must be set right, emphasising the positive
contribution to be made by women, because the gender imbalance must be overcome if
a true state of democracy is to be achieved. In the hope that this question can be made a
priority on the political agenda, in order to respond to the needs of a plural and varied
society, I voted in favour.

Alf Svensson (PPE),    in writing.  −  (SV) The next elections to Parliament will be held in
2014. In order for parties, candidates and, above all, voters to be able to prepare, it is
important to establish when the election should take place. In order to make democratic
legitimacy clear, it is also important for voters to have a chance to know what the
alternatives are for the Commission President. I therefore voted in favour of the amendment
that will deliver this and in favour of the resolution as a whole. However, because
Amendment 3 was adopted, there are some things in the resolution now that I cannot
support. It is contrary to the fundamental value of democracy that they must have held
some sort of public position, in this case that they must have been an MEP, in order to take
up a public post such as Commissioner. This will lead to people being eliminated arbitrarily,
those in power becoming more elitist, and a democratic schism in Europe. This is completely
unjust and something that I am against.

Nuno Teixeira (PPE),    in writing.  −  (PT) I believe that the European political parties
should nominate the respective candidates for President of the Commission during the
next European Parliament elections, as this will allow the citizens of Europe to more directly
choose their representative. I completely agree with the greatest possible number of
Commissioners being chosen by the group of MEPs elected in 2014. This would allow
power to be balanced between the European Parliament and the Council, given that it is
currently the national governments, represented on the Council, which nominate all the
candidates for the College of Commissioners. Lastly, bringing forward the June elections
to May will aid the process of choosing the new College of Commissioners, so that the
latter can start work in November 2014.

Silvia-Adriana Ţicău (S&D),    in writing.  −  (RO) Mr President, I voted for the European
Parliament resolution of 22 November 2012 on the elections to the European Parliament
in 2014. Citizens are directly represented at Union level by Members of the European
Parliament and the President of the European Commission is elected by Parliament on a
proposal from the European Council, acting by a qualified majority, which must take into
account the result of the elections to the European Parliament and which must have held
the appropriate consultations before making its nomination.

We call on the future President of the Commission to ensure that a gender balance is
achieved within the European Commission and we recommend that each Member State
propose both a female and a male candidate for the next College of Commissioners. The
European Parliament calls on the Member States to establish in their electoral law, in
accordance with Article 3 of the Act concerning the election of the representatives of the
Assembly by direct universal suffrage, appropriate and proportionate minimum thresholds
for the allocation of seats so as to duly reflect the citizens’ choices, as expressed in the
elections, while also effectively safeguarding the functionality of Parliament. Nevertheless,
I am against holding the European Parliament elections in May.
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Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    in writing. – (FR) This motion for a resolution is
motivated, first and foremost, by the role Parliament can play in appointing the next
European Commission and, in particular, its President. We should remember that, until
now, Parliament merely approved (or not) the choices of the Heads of State or Government
of the EU Member States. With the Treaty of Lisbon, things have changed and now it is
Parliament which will appoint the Commission President on a proposal from the Council.
It is not certain that anything will fundamentally change. However, the majority of Members
of the European Parliament have chosen, accordingly, to call on the ‘European political
families’ to nominate candidates. The gangrene of ‘presidentialism’ therefore risks infecting
the European elections to a large degree; the choice of individual men (or women) is in
danger of prevailing over that of ideas. Furthermore, the European elections could take
place in May 2014 (instead of June), bringing them worryingly close to the municipal
elections in France and shortening the debate on European affairs. For these reasons, I
voted against this motion for a resolution.

Zbigniew Ziobro (EFD),    in writing.  −  (PL) All decisions on elections must be taken
only and exclusively at the level of the Member States. The Council and Parliament should
merely play a consultative role concerning the month and year. There is no need to set
dates or change the month of election. I do not agree with the efforts to enhance
pan-European governance. Genuine democracy is firmly rooted within the Member States.
Research has shown that Poles, Germans, Czechs and Spaniards feel that they are, first and
foremost, Poles, Germans, Czechs or Spaniards rather than citizens of the European Union
and Europeans. For that reason, decisions on elections must be taken only and exclusively
at the level of the Member States. That is why I voted against.

President. −   That concludes the explanations of vote.

15. Corrections to votes and voting intentions: see Minutes

(The sitting was suspended at 14.15 and resumed at 15.05)

IN THE CHAIR: OLDŘICH VLASÁK
Vice-President

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

17. Debates on cases of breaches of human rights, democracy and the rule of law
(debate)

17.1. Human rights situation in Iran, particularly mass executions and the recent
death of the blogger Sattar Beheshti

President.   − The next item is the human rights situation in Iran, particularly mass
executions and the recent death of the blogger Sattar Beheshti (2) .

Raül Romeva i Rueda,    author.  − Mr President, the human rights situation in Iran is
constantly deteriorating. Numerous cases of ill-treatment, torture, medical neglect and
death in Iranian prisons have been documented. Sattar Beheshti, a 35-year-old blogger,

(2) See Minutes.
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was arrested on 30 October by Iran’s cyber police in a raid on his mother’s home in Robat
Karim. They also confiscated a number of his personal belongings, including his computers.

Mr Beheshti’s family tried to get information from security and judicial officials about his
whereabouts and the reason for his arrest. No answer was given until 6 November, when
police officials told the family that the blogger had died in custody. The authorities did not
provide any explanation for his death. This is why in this resolution we strongly want to
demand an immediate investigation into the circumstances of Sattar Beheshti’s death in
custody and call for the prosecution of the officials responsible. We also have to recognise
the right of the family to clarify all the circumstances surrounding his death.

We also need to remember the execution, on 22 October, of ten Iranians accused of
drug-related offences. We are concerned that they did not receive a fair trial and they were
subjected to torture during their detention.

Probably, in many cases, none of this is new. The problem is that we are being forced once
again to ask the Iranian authorities to ensure that prisoners are not subjected to any torture
or other ill-treatment and that they are allowed to have regular access to lawyers of their
choice and medical treatment when needed. Let us not forget that Iran has also ratified the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

Jaroslav Paška,    author.  −  (SK) Mr President, we all know that the Iranian regime is not
fulfilling its obligations under international law and the agreements it has signed.

The persistent contravention of fundamental citizens’ rights in this country by state,
disciplinary, security and judicial bodies is creating an atmosphere of fear and repression
in the country. While critics of the regime are persecuted, bullied, imprisoned and tortured,
members of the repressive security units abuse the privilege of absolute impunity for the
brutality committed against the Iranian people. Evidence of this is the torture of Sattar
Beheshti or the execution of Saeed Seddighi. Even though the Iranian parliament has
undertaken to investigate the death of Sattar Beheshti in a prison cell, we cannot overlook
the fact that many more defenders of human rights are in Iranian prison cells in fear for
their lives. We must therefore use all possible means such as sanctions, international
diplomacy or targeted restrictive measures to stop this brutal repression of the Iranian
people by the state authorities.

Véronique De Keyser,    author.  −  (FR) Mr President, I think that we can understand many
things about Iran and we can accept that it is a country with which we must negotiate. We
can also understand the desire for the denuclearisation of the Middle East. We can
understand many things, but I cannot understand the cruelty of this regime when it comes
to human rights.

I must say that it goes beyond the political; there has been a significant rise in the number
of death sentences imposed, a blogger has died in suspicious circumstances and our repeated
requests to meet the two winners of the Sakharov Prize have met with no response.

I am therefore appealing to the Iranian authorities right now – in the very spirit of reaching
out to them – to consider their approach to human rights. I doubt we can ever understand
each other if this chapter remains closed.

I would also like, in December, to be able to celebrate the award of the Sakharov Prize with
its two winners, Nasrin Sotoudeh, who is currently on hunger strike, and Jafar Panahi, who
is appealing a sentence against him and who risks going to prison. These two laureates
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were chosen not in defiance of Iran, but because, for us, they represent freedom and human
rights.

Struan Stevenson,    author.  − Mr President, the fascist Iranian regime has used the
smokescreen of Gaza to accelerate the number of executions and amputations that have
been taking place in that country. More than 80 people have been executed in the past ten
days, but that simply adds to the 120 000 people executed over the past 30 years – many
of them supporters of the opposition PMOI. I have here a volume that contains the first
volume of 20 000 names of executed PMOI supporters in the fascist-run regime of Iran,
which is an absolute outrage.

It is also an outrage that this Parliament tried to send a friendship delegation last month
to visit these murderers. The only reason they were stopped was because we awarded the
Sakharov Prize to the Iranian dissident, Nasrin Sotoudeh, who is now on her sixth day of
hunger strike and is critically ill. We must never send a friendship delegation to that fascist
regime again.

Sari Essayah,    author.  −  (FI) Mr President, Commissioner, the current Iranian Government
flagrantly violates human rights and tramples on the basic freedoms of its citizens.

This time, we are also paying particular attention to executions, and especially to 35-year-old
blogger Sattar Beheshti, who died of torture at Evin prison last week. The reason for his
detention was merely his political opinion and criticism of the Iranian Government on
Facebook. The international community and human-rights organisations have taken notice
of this manslaughter by the Iranian Government, and have also expressed concern for the
safety of Mr Beheshti’s family.

Mr Beheshti’s death has drawn attention to the miserable human-rights situation in the
country, but not everyone can see the bigger picture or how the Iranian Government is
working behind the scenes to influence a weakening of the security situation in the entire
Middle East. The current Iranian Government is the greatest threat to world peace. It is
quite incomprehensible that the international community mainly sees from the sidelines
how the Iranian Government has quietly been able to develop its military nuclear weapons
programme and remain indifferent to the opinions of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, among others. The current leadership of the country can make public threats to
destroy Israel, another member of the UN, and supports the Hezbollah terrorist group,
which operates in Lebanon and Syria, and during the most recent crisis in the Middle East
it sent weapons to Hamas, among other things. At the same time, the current Iranian
Government has put pressure on Iraq concerning their treatment of the Iranian opposition,
who are currently in Camp Ashraf and Camp Liberty.

I do hope that both this EP resolution and particularly also the output from the EU’s High
Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Baroness Ashton, will have even
sharper wording, and that we can continue to make real progress in these tough economic
times, so that Iran and its current government starts to take responsibility for the poor
treatment of its own citizens.

Paul Murphy,    author.  − Mr President, the tragic death of Sattar Beheshti as a result of
brutal torture in the infamous Evin prison following his arrest for so-called ‘actions against
national security’ on social networks and Facebook is, unfortunately, not an isolated case
at all. According to Human Rights Watch, at least 15 people detained for exercising their
basic rights have died in custody or as a result of injuries from alleged mistreatment or
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neglect since 2009. Added to that is the massive number of activists who have been executed
on trumped-up charges. Some estimates put that number at 660 people in 2011.

This repression and brutality needs to end now. Of course, this repression and brutality
also should not be used as a pretext for military action against Iran. The international
working class and anti-war movement must stand against any military action or sanctions
against the Iranian people, while at the same time supporting their struggle to release all
political prisoners, end state torture, end the death penalty and overthrow this regime.

Kristiina Ojuland,    author.  − Mr President, on 22 October Sattar Beheshti wrote in his
blog, and let me quote: ‘the sentences and (...) the executions carried out (...) were not out
of a desire for justice – but were aimed at terrorising the people! So that no one will
complain!’ Soon after that he was arrested and tortured. He reportedly died in custody on
3 November. Although the exact circumstances surrounding his death have not yet been
established, several reports indicate that he died as a direct result of torture. This shows
the barbaric, unlawful and violent nature of the Iranian regime. This needs to change and
the EU needs to step up in encouraging the Iranian authorities to re-engage in a human
rights dialogue.

I would like to send my deepest condolences to Sattar Beheshti’s family, and to others who
have suffered because of the cruel violence of the regime which this House has discussed
so many times, unfortunately without a result as yet.

Bernd Posselt,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – (DE) Mr President, at the initiative of the
International Society for Human Rights (ISHR), I have taken on a political sponsorship for
Mr Bahman Ahmadi-Amouie, one of Iran’s best-known journalists. He has been in prison
for five years for the same reasons as those which led to the death of the blogger whom
we are discussing today and which are also resulting in the persecution of our Sakharov
Prize laureates. All that these people have done is to exercise their right to freedom of
speech, which is one of the most fundamental human and civil rights.

Iran has absolutely no right to be expected to be treated like a normal state while it fails to
grant these minimum basic rights. Of course we must negotiate and maintain contacts.
Iran is one of the world’s most ancient countries and cultures. However, it should act
accordingly and exercise humaneness towards people whose only act was to voice their
opinions freely and openly.

George Sabin Cutaş,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (RO) Mr President, Sattar Beheshti is
not only the latest example of violations of the freedom of expression but he represents
the voice of a civil society whose freedoms and aspirations are systematically and brutally
repressed. As long as a civil society exists in Iran, the European Parliament will continue
to defend its fundamental rights.

I call on the Iranian authorities to launch an impartial investigation into the circumstances
that led to the death of Sattar Beheshti while in detention and inform his family of the
results of this investigation. I wish to express my concern for the Sakharov Prize winners,
Nasrin Sotoudeh and Jafar Panahi, and I call on the Iranian authorities to stop its repression
of civil society.

Janusz Wojciechowski,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – Mr President, this is not the first
time we have criticised Iran for its executions, but unless we take some serous action, the
regime will continue this. Some things should not be forgotten: in 1988, when Mir-Hossein
Mousavi was Prime Minister, 30 000 political prisoners were executed in cold blood in
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less than three months. Most of them were from the People’s Mujahedin of Iran. This is
one of the worst crimes in modern history that has not yet been brought to any international
tribunal.

I also wanted to draw attention to the difficult situation facing Kurdish people. There are
at least 23 Kurdish political prisoners on death row, including Ali Afshari, Houshang
Rezaei, Behrouz Alkhani and Loghman Moradi. It is time for us to take action. We must
immediately stop all business with Iran and impose full sanctions so that the regime realises
that human rights violations will cost it dearly.

Marie-Christine Vergiat,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (FR) Mr President, if I have
counted correctly, this is the seventh urgent motion for a resolution we will have adopted
on Iran since this term began. It is true that the human rights situation in Iran is troubling
and that this country has the dubious honour of topping the list of the most executions
per capita: there have been 383 individual public executions since the beginning of the
year, six group executions since 27 October 2012 and 20 public hangings on 7 and
8 November 2012 alone. The regime is attempting to speed up the execution of almost a
thousand prisoners through the creation of a ‘death committee’. The lawyer
Nasrin Sotoudeh, to whom we awarded the Sakharov Prize, is on hunger strike and, yes,
the death of the blogger Sattar Beheshti, tortured while in custody, is shocking.

However, I cannot help wondering what purpose our resolutions serve. The number of
executions in this country keeps on rising: they increased fourfold last year. Would we not
be more useful if we expended our energy on other matters? We are not here, ladies and
gentlemen, merely to appease our consciences.

Justas Vincas Paleckis (S&D).   – Mr President, the human rights situation in Iran has
deteriorated rapidly in recent years and months. The lack of transparency concerning the
recent imprisonment and death of the 35-year-old Iranian blogger, Sattar Beheshti, has
demonstrated that Iran is flagrantly disrespecting the United Nations International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights.

The recent executions of many Iranian citizens, who may not have received a fair trial, and
the continuing mistreatment of the human rights lawyer and Sakharov Prize winner, Nasrin
Sotoudeh, also cause great concern. I call on the Iranian authorities to respect human rights
and increase the transparency of their judicial and prison systems and to place a moratorium
on capital punishment immediately.

Charles Tannock (ECR).   – Mr President, we in this House have watched with grave alarm
over many years now as the human rights situation in Iran – not to mention the political
situation, as well – continues to deteriorate. As this resolution makes clear, the Iranian
regime is guilty of the most egregious abuses of basic human rights, sentencing hundreds
of people to death on spurious grounds and without due process or trial, violently
oppressing women, gay people and other minorities such as the Ahwazi Arabs, Baluchis,
Baha’is, Kurds and so on, and cracking down on any kind of political dissent.

The death in custody now of Sattar Beheshti, a blogger, is a grave crime which must not
go unpunished. We in this Parliament must summon all the resources of the EU to assist
the Iranian people in their struggle against state repression. Awarding the Sakharov Prize
to Nasrin Sotoudeh and Jafar Panahi was a significant and symbolic step, but surely just
the beginning of a process. We can only hope that a new momentum of diplomatic pressure

22-11-2012Debates of the European ParliamentEN198



might persuade the brutal Iranian Government to improve its legal and judicial processes
and to stop persecuting its own citizens, who deserve much better.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Edit Bauer (PPE).   – Mr President, as we see Iran achieve an industrial framework for the
execution of people, it seems to me that the story of Sattar Beheshti is quite clear evidence
of that. Allow me to quote from his blog: ‘Yesterday they threatened me, saying I should
tell my mother that she would soon be wearing black clothes if I did not shut up. If you do
not shut your big mouth we do whatever we want. You must shut up and should not
inform, otherwise you will be strangled anonymously. Day and night threatening phone
calls do not stop. As an Iranian I say I cannot remain silent in the face of these miseries’.
Unfortunately, we today should pay tribute to these political prisoners and express solidarity
with his family, but it seems to me that we need to do more, that we need to act.

Bogusław Sonik (PPE).   – (PL) Mr President, our resolution is also addressed to the citizens
of Iran. It is a signal sent to them from the very centre of the European Union, which is the
voice of the free world. It is also an expression of our concern and an assurance that we
have not forgotten them. First and foremost, however, is a message of hope that freedom
and civil liberties will flourish in Iran at some time in the future.

Solidarity is our greatest strength. It was solidarity that allowed us to achieve our greatest
successes in Europe. I would like to say to the Member from France that for decades, debates
on freedom, liberties and citizens’ rights in Central and Eastern Europe were held in this
Chamber and in other venues in this Parliament, and resolutions adopted. In the end, the
Wall did fall. That is why we should not lose hope or lose confidence and belief that these
meetings and resolutions have a purpose. Our support is vital to all those who are suffering.

Zita Gurmai (S&D).   – Mr President, since the 2009 protests which followed the last
Iranian presidential elections, the human rights situation in Iran has steadily deteriorated.
The growing numbers of political prisoners, the rising number of executions, unfair trials,
the use of torture, and restrictions of fundamental liberties are just some examples of the
increase in human rights violations. The recent death of Sattar Beheshti is a tragic reminder
of the situation.

This issue is sometimes obscured by tensions over the Iranian nuclear power programme,
which also needs to be firmly addressed. It is high time to reflect on the most effective ways
to engage in a productive dialogue with the Iranian authorities on the basis of the EU
dual-track approach. We should keep in mind that the effect of far-reaching sanctions can
be counterproductive, as they result in increasing difficulties for ordinary citizens. Therefore,
we should make full use of new tools, such as the Instrument for Democracy and Human
Rights, and swiftly assess its efficiency. Finding an effective balance between dialogue and
sanctions is crucial if we want to achieve tangible results.

Marek Henryk Migalski (ECR).   – (PL) Mr President, as a general rule, I never agree with
Ms Vergiat. We differ on almost everything, but on this occasion she is right. We may well
feel disappointed that the many documents and resolutions we produce do not bear fruit.
We are, however, duty bound to do this work. One of the reasons why we were elected
was to produce such texts. They are important. They are important also for those who are
currently in Iran, and the danger presented or spread by Iran involves two types of threat.
The first is an internal threat, and this is what we are referring to today. It means that the
regime is threatening its citizens and denying them their fundamental rights.
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We should also bear the second threat in mind. I refer to the second problem posed by
Iran, namely that it is a country that is also threatening the outside world. We should
remember that in fighting for the rights of the people of Iran we are actually also fighting
for the universal right to live in peace and harmony.

Cristian Dan Preda (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, the recent death of the Iranian blogger
Sattar Beheshti illustrates the tragic state of human rights in that country. In this Parliament,
we have repeatedly denounced human rights violations in Iran. Indeed, human rights
activists – journalists, bloggers, artists, students, lawyers, union members – are regularly
subjected to government pressure and live under the constant threat of ending up in Iranian
prisons.

That was the fate of Mr Beheshti, whose bravery in denouncing the abuses of the Iranian
regime led to his death in prison. According to several sources, he died as a result of torture.
Knowing Iran’s record of prison deaths, this conclusion is justified. Nevertheless, we must
insist that the parties responsible for his death are punished.

On behalf of the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), which
supported the candidacy of Nasrin Sotoudeh and Jafar Panahi for the Sakharov Prize, I
wish to conclude by calling for their immediate release.

Corina Creţu (S&D).   – (RO) Mr President, the murder of the Iranian blogger Sattar
Beheshti for simply and peacefully expressing his opinions in his blog is extremely shocking.
It is just one of many crimes committed by the Tehran regime, which has once again
demonstrated its absurd inhumanity.

As previously noted here, we must do more than condemn strongly the terrible crime of
ending this young blogger’s life by torture. I, too, call on the Iranian authorities to investigate
this murder and end its brutal repression of freedom of expression.

The European Union must demand that Iran introduce a moratorium on executions, which
have increased significantly, and take steps to abolish the death penalty, which also applies
to minors. Sanctions to force the Iranian regime to respect its citizens’ human rights and
fundamental freedoms must be applied.

Seán Kelly (PPE).   – Mr President, not for the first time, and I fear not for the last time,
we are once again discussing the appalling situation in Iran. This is a country that is run
not just by dictators, but by what could honestly be described as savages. They have no
respect for international law and they have no respect for their own people, whom they
arrest and murder almost willy-nilly if they do not agree with them. This is a country that
wants its citizens to be yes-men and yes-women. If they are not, they are in grave danger.

The case of Mr Beheshti is a case in point. He was arrested, tortured and murdered and his
family was told to come to collect him. It is time for the international community to get
tough with Iran and to impose sanctions that will have an impact on the regime and force
it at least to respect international law and fundamental rights.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, there are repeated violations of fundamental and
human rights in Iran. The victims are defenders of human rights as well as everyday citizens
who highlight the injustices that they experience through their personal blogs and
community services.
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Iran’s internet police, Fata, also engage in state-sponsored interference in people’s private
lives. The work of journalists is controlled, and the freedom of artists to work is restricted.
Parliament should send a strong message to Iran that harassment and persecution of its
citizens cannot be approved of. Sattar Beheshti’s torture and death in police custody should
be investigated and the perpetrators condemned. An open society where there is debate is
ultimately also of benefit to the state and to those in power. Iran should be encouraged to
discuss even sensitive matters.

Elena Băsescu (PPE).   – (RO) Mr President, freedom of expression is one of the basic
principles of democracy. The case of the Iranian blogger is particularly worrying. His arrest
and subsequent death in suspicious circumstances raise serious questions about the
democratic principles of the Iranian authorities. These practices must be discouraged at
all cost.

As a defender of human rights, the Union must find way to put pressure on the Iranian
authorities. Political prisoners must be released without delay and the discrimination
against religious minorities must end. I wish to express my concern for the Sakharov Prize
winners, who are due to receive the Prize in Parliament in December. Iran must restore its
credibility and respect the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

Ryszard Czarnecki (ECR).   – Mr President, I am also very appalled by these executions
in Iran. Just between 22 October and 14 November this year 100 people were executed
by the regime. We know there have been about 120 000 executions since 1979. No other
country in the world has this rate of executions, and still we have a French delegation in
Parliament seeking to improve relations with Iran. It is really controversial.

Political executions in Iran today are carried out on the pretext of alleged drug crimes. Most
of the executed prisoners belong to the People’s Mujahedin of Iran, an organisation that
has been pressing for democratic change for three decades. Some of the PMOI prisoners
currently sentenced to death are Habibollah Latifi, Zanyar Moradi, Mostafa Salimi and
Habib Afshari.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Olli Rehn,    Vice-President of the Commission.  − Mr President, I would like to thank Members
for their very pertinent views and for the serious debate today. The European Union is
seriously concerned about the deteriorating human rights record in Iran. The continuous
repression of political opponents, human rights defenders, journalists, artists, bloggers,
lawyers, women and minority groups is a real problem.

The European Parliament is playing an important role in denouncing this situation. The
award of this year’s Sakharov Prize to two leading Iranians defending freedom of thought
– the lawyer Nasrin Sotoudeh, and the film director Jafar Penahi – is a very significant
example of Parliament’s commitment to human rights.

The tragic death of blogger Sattar Beheshti in custody is a poignant example of the
precarious situation of human rights activists in Iran. The European Union responded
swiftly by urging the Iranian authorities to conduct a thorough investigation into the
circumstances of his death. Afterwards the Iranian judiciary announced that an inquiry
had been launched and that the persons responsible would be prosecuted. We shall of
course closely follow developments.
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Early October saw a spate of arrests of prominent human rights lawyers. The EU reacted
to this on several fronts by summoning the Iranian Ambassador to the EU in Brussels,
issuing a statement and carrying out a démarche in Tehran.

Iran’s extensive use of the death penalty is particularly worrisome. So far we have
confirmation of 338 executions this year. This reconfirms that Iran is one of the world’s
most frequent users of capital punishment. In addition, collective and public executions
are common in Iran. The EU has a strong stance against the death penalty and we have
repeatedly condemned executions in Iran. The High Representative and Vice-President,
Catherine Ashton, issued her latest statement on 23 October condemning the collective
executions of 10 Iranians charged with drug smuggling.

The EU also remains deeply concerned about the position of ethnic and religious minorities
in Iran. Despite constitutional guarantees of equality, they are subject to an array of
discriminatory laws and practices. We are using all tools available to raise awareness and
call on Iran to respect the principles of equal treatment and non-discrimination. We recall
that 78 individuals are now on the EU human rights sanctions list for human rights
violations in Iran. The list is reviewed on a regular basis to take into account developments
in the country.

Finally, the EU fully supports the role of the UN special rapporteur on Iran, Mr Shaheed,
and we have officially called on Iran to facilitate his visit to the country.

President. −   The debate is closed.

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

Written statements (Rule 149)

Tadeusz Zwiefka (PPE),    in writing. – (PL) Cases of human rights violations are
commonplace in Iran. The international media and NGOs are constantly informing the
world of further mass executions. Iran is starting to specialise in these, and is now second
on the global list of countries implementing the death penalty. We are well aware that
under the Sharia law currently in force, the death penalty can be imposed for murder,
adultery, rape, armed attack, drug trafficking and apostasy. The death penalty is
implemented in public, even in the case of minors, and court proceedings often fail to
comply with any of the criteria for a fair trial. A recent much-publicised case involved the
hanging of 22 people for drug trafficking. Political assassinations are often carried out
behind prison walls. This is what happened for example to Sattar Beheshti. He was arrested
for allegedly committing a cybercrime, which proved to be posting comments on the social
and political situation in Iran on a blog. Mr Beheshti died after spending a few days in
detention. The circumstances surrounding the death of this 35-year-old blogger are
shrouded in secrecy. We must therefore add our voice to those calling on the Iranian
authorities to provide a detailed explanation of these events. Freedom of speech is being
stifled in Iran on a daily basis. Many opposition activists and journalists have been
imprisoned, including foreign ones. Having been awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, the
European Union now has a particular responsibility to speak out against violations of
human rights.
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17.2. Situation in Burma, particularly the continuing violence in Rakhine State

President. −   The next item is the situation in Burma, particularly the continuing violence
in Rakhine State (3) .

Marc Tarabella,    author.  −  (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I must begin by
stressing the progress Burma has made recently. Indeed, even if the human rights situation
is yet to reach the stage where Burma is no longer on the agenda for Parliament’s Thursday
afternoon debates, I am gratified to see that this country is taking steps to improve the
situation.

For example, the release of tens of political prisoners marks a step in the right direction. I
am aware that this release coincided with Barack Obama’s historic visit to Burma, but the
important thing is that it took place at all and, above all, that the other prisoners should
be released as quickly as possible.

At the same time, in the west of the country, violence between ethnic Rakhine Buddhists
and the Rohingya Muslim minority continues to wreak devastation. It is crucial that
measures are taken to stop the violence towards the Rohingya minority, to enable the
country to continue its transition to democracy. The Burmese Government must end
discriminatory practices against the Rohingya, who must finally be granted Burmese
citizenship.

Cristian Dan Preda,    author.  −  (RO) Mr President, it may seem strange that we are having
a second urgent debate on Burma in two months, during which the Burmese Government’s
efforts to restore civil liberties have been recognised by the international community. The
purpose of today’s resolution is not to deny these efforts, but to highlight the need for
further action.

Action is needed to redress the dramatic situation in the Rakhine region. Declaring a state
of emergency is an important step, but the government needs to stop the attacks on the
Rohingya community. That would require a change in the 1982 Law on Citizenship and
an analysis of the causes that led to this violence. Appropriate measures, such as access to
education, work permits and freedom of movement, are also required.

The European Union must help to stabilise the situation by providing aid and helping
Burma, now considered a former dictatorship, to move towards democracy, which is being
threatened by the Rakhine situation.

We hope that the Burmese authorities will accept these recommendations as a way to
support the country’s transition towards democracy.

Marie-Christine Vergiat,    author.  −  (FR) Mr President, this is the third motion for a
resolution on Burma since the beginning of the year. The previous resolution was adopted
in September and also concerned the violence in Rakhine State and the plight of the
Rohingya, who are persecuted by all Burma’s political forces, including the friends of
Aung San Suu Kyi.

It is true that the situation of the Rohingya community has not improved; in fact, it has
deteriorated further. Our motion for a resolution takes an even firmer stance with regard
to the Burmese authorities than that adopted in September, and I welcome that. The

(3) See Minutes.
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Confederal Group of the European United Left – Nordic Green Left has therefore been
involved in drafting this motion for a resolution and will support it, but I cannot help
wondering about the relevance of the subjects of our urgent motions for a resolution and,
above all, about their usefulness. It is our duty and responsibility to be more balanced in
our choice of urgent subjects of debate and not to worry about whether it will annoy this
or that state. Our resolutions must condemn human rights violations, irrespective of the
strategic, political and economic interests of the European Union and its Member States.

It would have been more relevant, in my opinion, to talk about the situation in the
Democratic Republic of Congo’s Kivu provinces or the rule of law in Turkey as regards the
Kurdish question, at a time when hundreds of Kurds are on a hunger strike that almost
cost several lives and when Mr Erdogan is calling for the reintroduction of the death penalty.

Adam Bielan,    author.  −  (PL) As we debate the situation in Burma, we must not overlook
the problems of the Chin minority. It is estimated that this group consists of 1.5 million
people who live along the border with India, and are almost all of them are Christian. For
decades now, the Chin people have been the victims of systematic persecution on the
grounds of religion. These citizens are being arrested, and sentenced to death without any
charges having been brought against them. Women are being raped by soldiers, places of
worship are being damaged, and the clergy harassed. These criminal acts merit
condemnation. They are fuelled by a desire to force the population to renounce Christianity
in favour of Buddhism. What is most dramatic about the situation is that this population
group is suffering ongoing famine, which is the main result of the Burmese authorities’
treatment of this minority. Seventy per cent of the Chin population is living beneath the
poverty threshold, with no chance of receiving any aid. That is why I wish to appeal from
this Chamber to the Burmese authorities, calling on them to cease their persecution of this
group and implement a humanitarian policy. First and foremost, aid organisations must
be granted freedom to act. In addition, no limitations should be placed on the activities of
UN agencies or on free access to information.

Of course this all applies equally to the Rohingya, who live in the neighbouring state of
Arakan, and to other persecuted minorities. Our financial support must take account of
the fact that a more lenient policy towards minorities is called for. Thank you.

Carl Schlyter,    author. − (SV) Mr President, there has definitely been a certain amount of
positive development in Burma, but it has been overshadowed by the fact that, since June,
more than 100 000 refugees have been forced to flee owing to what should be called a
policy of ethnic cleansing, since these refugees really live in terrible conditions.

Those of you who are sitting in the visitors’ gallery now, imagine if all of your children
were undernourished. Imagine if this entire Chamber and all of Strasbourg were filled with
undernourished people who were fleeing. It is a completely preposterous development
that is taking place in Burma right now.

The fact that governments such as the Swedish Government are going to Burma under
these conditions in order to discuss arms deals and other trade links does not tally with
our view on human rights and weapons exports.

I want the EU to take overall responsibility, ensure that the existing embargo is maintained,
and impose requirements on having access to these regions so that we can offer assistance.

If the Burmese Government itself will not, cannot or instead absolutely refuses to help
these people, it is our duty to ensure that we help them. If so, we must also, with the help
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of the trade agreements and other agreements that we have with Burma, provide the
conditions required for people on the ground to be able to obtain help.

This development is catastrophic, and I am rather astonished that these very people call
themselves Buddhists. Their religion speaks of non-violence at the same time as they spread
violence at home.

This is an absurdity. They should look in the mirror, read their religious texts once more
and realise that this is a total crime against their own values, not only European values.

Kristiina Ojuland,    author.  − Mr President, I have the warmest sentiments towards the
Buddhist philosophy and that is precisely why I find it difficult to understand how people
who believe in compassion, peace and harmony continue persecuting the Rohingya Muslim
community in Rakhine State in Burma.

Referring to the debate and resolution of 13 September 2012, I would like to reiterate and
insist that the Burmese authorities secure stability in the region, end unequal treatment of
the Rohingyas and make efforts for reconciliation. Of course it is not only up to the
government, but first and foremost up to the Buddhist community in Rakhine State. I
would like to reiterate the words of a great Hindu statesman Mahatma Gandhi, who said:
‘An eye for an eye will only make the whole world blind’. I call on the Burmese authorities
to end discriminatory practices against Rohingya and to carry out a full and independent
investigation into the distressing events that have taken place in Rakhine State.

I also welcome the offer of EUR 78 million by President Barroso of the European
Commission during his visit to the Burmese capital Nay Pyi Taw. The amount is foreseen
for development aid, which cannot be unconditional. Straightforward reforms must be
carried out and visible progress must be made in Burma.

Seán Kelly,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – Mr President, I am pleased that we are discussing
Burma today, because on the one hand it gives us an opportunity to acknowledge the
progress which as been made there in going from basically a military, authoritarian state
towards democracy. While everything is not perfect, I think the visit there by President
Obama was in itself an indication that in the broader sense Burma’s progress has been
recognised worldwide. That is important.

On the other hand, there are difficulties, of course, particularly in Rakhine State. The
Rohingyas need to be given citizenship, because you cannot have a stateless group within
a state. You will never get solutions if that situation continues. They also need outside help.
I come from Ireland, where we had a similar situation in Northern Ireland: it was seen as
Catholic versus Protestant. The role played by the European Union and the United States
was vital. We can play the same role in Burma.

Corina Creţu,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (RO) Mr President, this is the second time in
two months that we have discussed the situation of Muslims in the Burmese region of
Rohingya. Burma’s democratic efforts and economic and geostrategic potential have been
confirmed by the recent visit of President Obama.

Nevertheless, the continuing inter-religious atrocities in Rakhine State force us once again
to call on the Burmese authorities to seek a peaceful solution to the ongoing problems in
the region, which is beset by bloody violence generated by poverty and intolerance. Since
June, over 100 000 people have been forced to leave their homes and the situation in the
refugee camps is getting worse. There is an increasing number of deaths and disappearances
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in the Bay of Bengal because refugees trying to reach Malaysia in unsuitable boats have
been refused entry to Bangladesh.

The Burmese authorities must act urgently to stop the humanitarian crisis resulting in
confrontations between Muslims and Buddhists, and help to start a reconciliation process
based on mutual tolerance. We also demand the release of all prisoners of conscience, as
a first step in the partial amnesty.

Marek Henryk Migalski,    on behalf of the ECR Group. – (PL) Mr President, the Burmese
regime is certainly a very brutal one and those who referred to the situation of Christians
in Burma are right in what they said about the Buddhists’ actions. Nonetheless, I feel that
what the Burmese authorities are doing is applying the principle of ‘divide and rule’. This
is typical of certain regimes and autocracies. Religious differences are exploited largely for
political gain. Mr Kelly drew a comparison with Northern Ireland, and I think that he would
agree that religious circumstances are very often exploited for political ends. This means
that we should not focus on the ideological differences between Buddhism and Christianity
because the two faiths actually have much in common. Instead, we should try to understand
the nature of that regime, which involves fostering divisions, and setting groups against
each other on the pretext of religious differences. The European Union has a positive role
to play in that respect.

Jaroslav Paška,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (SK) Mr President, the long-term persistent
discrimination against the Rohingya minority in an ethnic state in Burma has escalated
into violence between the Buddhist and Muslim communities.

Rohingyas have become victims of ethnic unrest, being expelled from the country for
establishing local government bodies. It is therefore essential rapidly to communicate with
the government of Burma, telling it to take effective steps to prevent a humanitarian crisis
in this region. First of all, it is necessary to provide immediate humanitarian aid to the
refugee camps, in order to alleviate the suffering of the refugees. At the same time, we must
strongly request the Burmese government to recognise the Rohingya population as full
citizens of their country with all rights of citizenship, freedom of movement and the right
to education and work. In return for the financial and material assistance provided by the
European Union to Burma, we must demand that the Burmese executive take rapid and
effective steps for an immediate improvement in the living conditions and situation of the
Rohingya community.

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, I strongly condemn the renewed outbreaks
of violence that took place recently in western Burma. The conflict between ethnic Rakhine
Buddhists and Rohingya Muslims is inflicting a lot of pain on innocent people. Even worse
is the escalation of the conflict that took place in October.

Recent violent attacks have left 89 Burmese dead and 35 000 displaced, and destroyed
over 5 000 houses and other buildings. The conflict has so far left 110 000 Burmese without
a home. They need food and shelter. I call on the Commission to help these people, to
deliver the EUR 8 billion of financial assistance and to help Rakhine State.

I welcome the Burmese Government’s decision to launch an investigation into the source
of this violence, but the result is what matters. The perpetrators must be brought to justice
and all parties should explore solutions to end the tension between the Buddhist and Muslim
populations and to put an end to this crisis.
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Lidia Joanna Geringer de Oedenberg (S&D).   – (PL) Mr President, on 21 October a
further wave of violence swept through the Burmese state of Arakan and quickly spread
to other parts of the country. Almost 90 victims were recorded in less than a week. The
precise causes of the current conflict are unknown, but it is known, however, that the
disturbances have resulted in 28 000 persons being displaced, bringing the total number
of persons displaced as a result of this conflict and the one in June to over 100 000. It
should be added that these people are living in refugee camps in dreadful conditions. The
humanitarian aid currently available is insufficient, and food, water and medical care are
in short supply.

The scale of violence reflects the tensions present over a number of years between the
Buddhist community to which the majority of the country’s population belong, and the
minority Muslim population. In the light of the current conflict and the earlier bloody one
in June of this year, the Burmese authorities must immediately halt the spread of violence
across the country. In addition, the Burmese Government should implement a more
effective policy of integration of all minorities at grass-roots level, leading to the cessation
of conflicts of an ethnic and religious nature. Enabling members of the Muslim minority
to gain Burmese citizenship could be a first important step in that direction.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, the violence between Burma’s Buddhist majority
and Rohingya minority has continued. The tacit approval by the Burmese Government of
this discrimination is unforgivable. The situation in Rakhine State in Burma is already
becoming alarming. Thousands of homes have been destroyed, and this has led to tens of
thousands of people being forced from their homes.

It is right for the European External Action Service to pay attention to the violence between
Burma’s ethnic groups, even though the roots of the conflict are hundreds of years old.
Everyone living in Burma should have rights and freedoms, regardless of their faith or
background. Burma should comply with all of the obligations of international law in respect
of all those who live in the country.

Sari Essayah (PPE).   – (FI) Mr President, Commissioner, in September we expressed our
deep concern about the situation of Rohingya Muslims, which has become more and more
difficult in Myanmar. According to the harsher assessments, it may soon be classed as
genocide. In the background, of course, is the problem that although the Rohingyas have
lived in Myanmar for centuries, the military junta stripped them of their nationality in
1982 and they do not even belong to the approximately 135 ethnic minorities in the
country that are recognised by law.

Even though we have recently had encouraging and even good news about Myanmar, it
is quite clear that the international community must not be blinded. The situation in
Rakhine is a great cause for concern in terms of this entire process of reform, and the
country might even end up being subjugated by an authoritarian government again. We
must remember that these processes of change are, above all, slow and still at a very early
stage. The international community must therefore continue to pay attention to this issue.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Olli Rehn,    Member of the Commission.  − Mr President, I would like to update you on the
security situation in Myanmar’s Rakhine State.

207Debates of the European ParliamentEN22-11-2012



Since violence first erupted in May this year, the government has drastically increased the
presence of the security forces. The army’s presence has calmed the situation, preventing
further killings and arson attacks. In contrast, local police and border guards are widely
regarded as biased. Overall the government’s handling of the situation has been, by and
large, adequate. The official death toll amounts to 89 people. Several thousand homes have
been torched and 110 000 people have been displaced, the vast majority of them being
Muslims. Most internally displaced population camps are crowded, ill-equipped and lacking
shelter and basic sanitation. To alleviate the suffering of the displaced communities, our
Humanitarian Office, ECHO, allocated an additional EUR 1 million this week to provide
food, in addition to the EUR 4 million of humanitarian aid announced by President Barroso
during his visit to the country on 3 November 2012.

The situation remains highly volatile. The latest reports we have indicate that the
government is making serious efforts to provide security and to identify and prosecute the
instigators. Arrests in recent days signal a more assertive stance by the government towards
parts of the Rakhine population who orchestrated the violent outbreaks. This needs to be
acknowledged, in particular as it runs against the majority populist Buddhist mainstream.

In high-level contacts – including President Barroso – the EU has continuously reminded
the government of its responsibility to provide humanitarian access and to ensure the
safety of all residents. Furthermore, we have dispatched expert missions to the affected
areas in order to assess the situation at first hand and to look for opportunities for the EU
to help develop both short- and long-term interventions. These are designed to stabilise
the situation and pave the way for a peaceful co-existence of the two communities.

The government-appointed Rakhine Investigation Commission will submit an interim
report with 40 recommendations to the President this week. The Commission was formed
in August with a broad mandate. It will cover the causes of the violence, frame a response
strategy, and suggest ways to promote the reconciliation of both communities. The
Commission was put together with a view to representing the ethnic diversity of the country.
We regret that so far no Rohingya representatives have been included, although the country’s
Muslim Community is represented. Nevertheless, we note that the Commission has
consulted a wide range of stakeholders.

The long-term solution to the situation of the Rohingya, including the question of
citizenship, lies within Myanmar.

President. −   The debate is closed.

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

17.3. Situation of migrants in Libya

President. −   The next item is the motion for a resolution on the situation of migrants in
Libya (4) .

Véronique De Keyser,    author.  −  (FR) Mr President, the issue of the situation of migrants
in Libya is certainly not a new one. I remember how, not that long ago, when
Colonel Gaddafi was still in power, the European Union was attempting to negotiate an

(4) See Minutes.
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absolutely shameful agreement with Gaddafi so that he would keep the migrants in his
country, even though we were aware of the awful conditions to which they were subjected.

The fault certainly does not lie with the new Libyan Government, which has just been
elected, but rather with the absence of any legislation, structure, culture or institutions
supporting the protection of migrants.

Today, their situation is worse than ever: they are persecuted by ex-rebel groups, Katibas.
Our aim is genuinely to suggest to this new government that we should work with them,
side by side. It is up to it to create an institutional framework and to us, the European Union
– and here I appeal to Commissioner Rehn and the High Representative – to work with
the Libyan authorities to ensure that migrants are treated decently this time and that a
distinction is made between asylum seekers and refugees and migrants working in Libya.
This is an urgent humanitarian issue, in the best sense of the word.

Ryszard Czarnecki,    author.  −  (PL) Thank you, Mr President. It is a pity that you were
looking straight at me, Mr President, when you made that remark about keeping to one
minute, because I always do. Such is life!

I wanted to say that this resolution is very important, because it does not deal with some
abstract matter, but with people coming to European countries, though they sometimes
travel on further. This matter has to be regulated. A question does arise, however. People
used to flee when Gaddafi was in power, and when fighting was under way. Are people
still fleeing now or are they attempting to emigrate? The question therefore arises as to
whether the new leadership really is what Libyans had hoped for. This is an incidental
comment to the important resolution I am proud to have authored. Thank you.

Bernd Posselt,    rapporteur.  −  (DE) Mr President, on Europe’s southern periphery on the
other side of the Mediterranean, there is a strategically important but dangerous region of
the world, in North Africa. The Romans called the Mediterranean mare nostrum. Churchill
described it as the soft underbelly of Europe. This very clearly shows the extent to which
we are dependent on this region.

Libya has always occupied a key position in this region: as an energy partner, as a cultural,
economic and geopolitical partner, and, not least, as a migration hub into the European
Union. That being the case, we are relying on the new governance structures emerging in
that country to be stable and democratic, so that we engage in good cooperation with them
in all fields. For that reason, we must do our utmost to ensure that Libya’s fledgling
democracy is established on a firm footing and assist it to develop an efficient system of
governance and administration so that this young state can perform its functions effectively.

As regards immigration, one priority to keep this in check so that we do not have
uncontrollable flows. On the other hand, we must ensure that these people are treated in
a manner which is line with human dignity, that they enjoy their fundamental rights, and
that Libya ratifies and can actually apply the international conventions which are essential
for this purpose. This is not only a task for the democratic parties in Libya. It is also a task
for us Europeans. I therefore greatly welcome this resolution because it will have an impact
on the entire North African region and, not least, on the countries in the Sahel zone, up to
and including Mali.

Marie-Christine Vergiat,    author.  −  (FR) Mr President, this is an urgent matter and our
concerns are prompted by the worrying reports received from several large
non-governmental organisations regarding the situation of migrants in Libya.
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I think we can say that, in some ways, nothing has changed for migrants since the overthrow
of Muammar Gaddafi, and, for many of them, the situation has worsened even. Suspected
almost systematically of being former Gaddafi mercenaries, they have been imprisoned in
camps run by ex-rebels. The living conditions there are appalling. We have lost count of
the acts of violence and torture towards men, women and children, and there is no authority
in Libya today able to put a stop to this situation.

The European Union and certain of its Member States in particular bear a heavy
responsibility for the current situation, as they blindly entered a conflict without thinking
about the consequences. It is regrettable that nothing was said about this subject in the
motion for a resolution, especially as NGOs have not been afraid to criticise this
responsibility.

If I had to pick just one example, I would say that it is quite telling that it took four months
to learn the lessons from the July elections and to appoint a new government. Worse still,
new agreements are currently being negotiated between the EU, some of its Member States
and Libya. There is no doubt that the migration question will be at the centre of these talks.
At the very least, Parliament should take a stance and refuse to allow these agreements to
be conditional on readmission agreements, the terms of which are familiar to us, but it will
not do so. The motion for a resolution is weak, to say the least, particularly in this respect,
and that is why my group will not vote in favour of it.

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

Bernd Posselt (PPE),    Blue-card question. – (DE) Mr President, Ms Vergiat, let me ask you
this: does your group want to support democracy in Libya, or are you one of those people
who are in mourning for the Gaddafi regime and, instead of supporting this new
government, are determined to sabotage it from the outset?

Marie-Christine Vergiat (GUE/NGL),    Blue-card answer. – (FR) Mr President, Mr Posselt
is in the habit of caricaturing my positions and I have no interest in that. He knows very
well what I think.

I have been a human rights activist for 30 years. I do not need any advice on that score. I
condemned the situation under the Gaddafi regime just as I condemned the situation under
Ben Ali, unlike many in this Chamber. Mr Posselt should stop his insults. I will support the
nascent democracy in Libya and nothing he says will persuade me to budge an inch on
that. I deplore the behaviour of the European Union and its Member States. I deplore
readmission agreements, which impose conditions on aid for development and democracy
in these countries, and I stand by my comments. I am not the least bit concerned about
Mr Posselt’s insults.

Nicole Kiil-Nielsen,    author.  −  (FR) Mr President, the current situation of migrants is a
legacy of the past. With this motion for a resolution, we wish to galvanise the new Libyan
Government to action with regard to migrants’ rights and to make clear that we would like
very much and are prepared to assist it in establishing new policies towards migrants and
asylum seekers, as this is a crucial issue. Non-governmental organisations working in Libya
have reported numerous human rights violations, including sexual violence towards
children and women.

Finally, in order to ensure better protection of migrants’ rights, it is vital that Libya, which
has successfully started out on the path to democracy, should draw a line under the past
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and the legacy of the dictatorship by ratifying international conventions, including, of
course, the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees.

Kristiina Ojuland,    author.  − Mr President, Commissioner, I would like to congratulate
the democratically elected government of Libya that was sworn in on 14 November this
year. However, there is a long way to go until we see a fully-fledged democratic country
that upholds human rights, civil liberties, the rule of law and gender equality. I wish Libya
success and the best of luck.

One of the most imminent problems facing the new Libyan Government is the situation
of migrants, which is the sad result of the open borders policy of the late dictator Muammar
Gaddafi. I hope that the Libyan Government may rely on the assistance of the European
Union in alleviating the situation, as well as on cooperation with international organisations
and NGOs. The UNHCR would also be of great help if granted a legal status in Libya.

But it is most important for Libya to ratify the 1951 UN Convention relating to the Status
of Refugees and for the Government to take full control over the external borders of the
country and responsibility for the situation at hand.

Seán Kelly,    on behalf of the PPE Group. – Mr President, the situation of migrants in Libya
is unfortunate; many of them sided with Gaddafi in the uprising of 2011 and indeed many
of them may even have been sought out by Gaddafi to fight on his behalf. Having lost, they
are in a precarious and perilous position. Nevertheless, something has to be done about it
and there are three things, I think, that are required:

Firstly, we have to try to establish a stable government, which is hopefully developing; we
cannot impose it but we can certainly do a lot to help. Secondly, Libya has to sign up to
the 1951 Refugee Convention. This will give them status within Libya. And thirdly, where
asylum seekers come to Europe and elsewhere the burden must be shared. I listened to the
Maltese Prime Minister last week and very generously he said – even though it is a very
small country – that they would not turn back any asylum seekers. In fact, 250 asylum
seekers had landed the day before; but the burden needs to be spread to all countries.

Joanna Senyszyn,    on behalf of the S&D Group. – (PL) Mr President, Libya is a hub for
asylum seekers and refugees from Africa, Asia and the Middle East. Under Colonel Gaddafi’s
rule these people were exploited financially, forced into slave labour, persecuted, arrested,
and tortured. Their situation did not improve in any way when that regime was overthrown,
and is still desperate. Many foreigners, including pregnant women, small children and
unaccompanied minors are still being detained by paramilitary groups and held indefinitely
in inhuman and degrading conditions in detention centres or by armed units. The Libyan
authorities must ensure that all foreigners, regardless of their immigration status, are
protected against violence, exploitation, intimidation and abuse. They must ratify the
UN Convention relating to the Status of Refugees and introduce national legislation that
is in line with international legislation regulating asylum and the status of migrant workers.

Jaroslav Paška,    on behalf of the EFD Group. – (SK) Mr President, Libya has recently gone
through a very complex period when, following a difficult civil war, even with material
assistance from Europe, there has been a change in the nature of the state administration.

It is therefore natural that new, freshly created administrative institutions do not yet have
a purpose-built comprehensive state administrative system. On the other hand, however,
they should be capable of resolving the country’s most acute problems. In recent times,
the situation of foreigners in integrated establishments in Kufra, Benghazi and Tripoli has
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become particularly critical. The extreme prison conditions to which even women and
children are exposed with frequent cases of sexual violence give rise to justifiable concern
about the inactivity of Libyan state bodies. It is therefore our duty to press Libya quickly
to adopt laws to safeguard international human rights and regularise the position of
immigrants in the country so that they are protected against violence, exploitation, threats,
intimidation and abuse.

I believe that even the new Libyan administration is aware of the seriousness of this problem.

Jiří Maštálka,    on behalf of the GUE/NGL Group. – (CS) Mr President, the motion for a
resolution on Libya includes requirements directed at both the new government and
European firms operating there. I think that these are justified proposals and
recommendations. However, I do not see in the resolution any reference to the main factor
complicating the situation not only in Libya, but also in all of the other states where some
countries of the European Union have been involved in a change of government and regime
change. I believe that we should think carefully about what mistakes we are making with
respect to the difficult transformations taking place in Afghanistan, Iraq and now Libya.
It is not enough simply to advise, mentor, strengthen the military or humanitarian aid,
which often ends up in the hands of a pro-European, politically close, but totally corrupt
elite. The question finally needs to be asked, which we do not actually understand in these
countries, as to what if our – sometimes even well meaning – advice and actions do not
fall on fertile ground, but have a counterproductive effect.

Sari Essayah (PPE).   – (FI) Mr President, Commissioner, Libya does not have a functional
asylum system, nor is it party to the UN Refugee Convention.

Amnesty reports that foreigners with no papers are in danger of becoming victims of
exploitation, arbitrary treatment and also arrests. Especially in this situation where the
country is running without a central government, armed military groups and individuals
throughout the country have gained the power to decide on the treatment of immigrants,
without a legal framework. According to UNHCR, people have been deported from Libya
without any opportunity to have their cases processed in a professional manner, even to
countries where deportees are targets for persecution, and there is also a large amount of
human trafficking.

The EU must underline the fact that Libya should protect all people on its territory, including
foreigners, regardless of their status, and the government should be able to guarantee
humane treatment and also safety from violence. Access to lawyers should also be arranged
for foreigners at the stage when they apply for asylum and protection.

Catch-the-eye procedure

Monica Luisa Macovei (PPE).   – Mr President, while we welcome the return to political
stability after July’s election in Libya, there are worrying reports about detention centres
in Tripoli where migrants are allegedly mistreated. Democracy and the rule of law in this
country cannot be separated from a functioning judicial system and equal treatment of all
its citizens. The European Union must continue to assist Libya’s new democracy by offering
financial assistance through its various Neighbourhood Policy instruments. However, we
must always underline that our help does depend on the fulfilment of commitments, such
as those relating to the principles of the rule of law and democracy.

I trust we can develop a good political partnership with Libya’s new government. I endorse
Parliament’s call on Vice-President/High Representative Catherine Ashton to develop,
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together with the Libyan Foreign Affairs Minister, a comprehensive approach to mobility
which will make use of the EU toolkit of human rights-based strategies and approaches.

Zita Gurmai (S&D).   – Mr President, while the first democratically elected Libyan
government has just been formed, we should not forget the fragility of the local situation
and the many challenges that remain to be overcome. The terrible conditions and severe
human rights abuses faced by migrants should be a priority among these.

I am deeply preoccupied by the conditions faced by women and children, especially those
who have arbitrarily been put into detention. We have received several reports of sexual
and gender-based violence in those detention centres, where pregnant women, women
with young children and unaccompanied children are being held alongside adults. Their
lack of recourse to adequate protection makes them vulnerable to all kinds of exploitation
and violence.

The situation in Libya was widely discussed in the framework of the last ACP–EU Joint
Parliamentary Assembly in May 2012, and I underlined this tragic situation at that time. I
welcome the implementation of migration programmes by the Commission and EEAS
and I urge you to do your utmost to put an end to this situation.

Cristian Silviu Buşoi (ALDE).   – (RO) Mr President, Libya is an example of how a country
can free itself from tyranny with the help of the international community. The democratic
transition is clearly not fast or easy in a country like Libya, but the country can keep its
commitments should it accept our further support.

Libya’s rich resources such as oil attracted a lot of migrant workers, who were caught up
in the Libyan conflict. Unfortunately, those foreigners are now subjected to abuse, their
human rights are violated and some are imprisoned in unacceptable and terrible conditions.

With this resolution, the European Parliament must demand that the Libyan Government
take steps to redress the situation and comply with international law.

Mitro Repo (S&D).   – (FI) Mr President, Libya has taken clear steps towards democracy.
Particular attention must be paid to Libya with regard to the necessary sore points
concerning human rights. Many international human-rights organisations have reported
human rights violations taking place in Libya, and even acts of violence.

Libya should be urged to ratify the 1951 UN Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees.
This would also make it easier for the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees
to operate in the country. Attention should also be paid to the rights of migrant workers.

The European Union should offer cooperation to Libya. A condition for this should be a
democratically functioning government in Libya. The Libyan authorities are obliged to
protect all foreigners from violence, deprivation, threats, intimidation and other
exploitation. Hopefully, the benefits of the European Economic Area will encourage Libya
to progress down this route.

Lidia Joanna Geringer de Oedenberg (S&D). -    (PL) Mr President, Libya’s geographical
location and its well-functioning economy meant that the country became an attractive
transit point for hundreds of thousands of migrants, mainly from sub-Saharan Africa. The
International Organisation for Migration estimates that migrants represent up to one third
of the entire population of Libya, and the majority of them do not hold valid documents.
Together with refugees, these illegal residents become the victims of exploitation, racial
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discrimination, and even physical violence against them by the Libyan population and
authorities. They are unable to seek any redress from the relevant authorities or through
the courts because they lack official status and entitlement to legal protection.

The government that came into power in Libya after the revolution promised to deal with
human rights and migrants’ rights at the earliest opportunity, and to comply with relevant
international standards. Ratification of the 1951 UN Convention relating to the Status of
Refugees and recognition of other agreements on international standards on respect for
human rights would be a major step forward.

(End of the catch-the-eye procedure)

Olli Rehn,    Member of the Commission.  − Mr President, we are deeply concerned at the
latest reports regarding the situation of migrants, asylum seekers and other vulnerable
foreign nationals in Libya. We have raised these issues with the Libyan authorities on a
regular basis and will continue to do so in the future. In reply, the authorities have
acknowledged the problems and have expressed their readiness to address these issues.

The contradiction between these practices and the values that triggered the 17 February
revolution is very clear. The EU supported the Libyan revolution from the outset because
it was rooted in values that we share, especially of course respect for human rights and
democratic principles.

The European Union will continue to be a strong partner for Libya during the process of
democratic transition. Nevertheless – in this same spirit of partnership – we will not hesitate
to convey concerns on issues of fundamental importance, such as those we are discussing
today.

At the same time we are sensitive to the complex situation in Libya at present. Over the
past four months Libya has undergone a period of political uncertainty with a caretaker
government having to deal with numerous challenges, including a major security crisis,
not just in Benghazi but in a number of other parts of the country. Moreover, it faces a
long list of urgent priorities to address, including state-building, disarmament,
demobilisation and reintegration of the revolutionary militias, national reconciliation, the
promotion of the rule of law and the protection of human rights.

The new government was sworn in just over a week ago. We note our full political support
to Prime Minister Zidan’s new government and trust he will do his outmost to address the
different challenges lying ahead. As is the case for every new government – and in particular
for Libya – the authorities need time to put their house in order. Nevertheless, we will not
be complacent. We will continue to follow this issue closely. We will continue to press the
authorities to ensure respect for human rights standards and we will continue to help them
meet their responsibilities under international law. In this regard, I would like to recall that
the EU is already providing a EUR 20 million support package aimed at improving the
protection of vulnerable groups, including migrants. Further measures and projects in this
regard are in the pipeline.

Finally, with regard to our assistance in broader terms, we are also preparing a substantial
programme on the security sector reform as well as on the rule of law under the European
Neighbourhood Policy instrument, the design of which is being finalised. The overall
objective of this programme is to promote the rule of law in Libya by strengthening
democratic control and good governance in the security and justice sectors. The specific
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objective is to respond to the needs expressed by the Libyan authorities in managing the
process of democratic transition, especially in the security and justice sector.

President. −   The debate is closed.

The vote will take place shortly.

Written statements (Rule 149)

Ana Gomes (S&D),    in writing. – In my opinion, this is not the best time to have this
resolution adopted by the European Parliament, since the first Libyan Government resulting
from democratic elections has just been sworn in last week. It obviously needs time to
grasp with the many daunting challenges the country faces in a post-war situation. One
of the appalling legacies from Gaddafi concerns is the mistreatment of migrants and asylum
seekers in Libya: migrants were and are exploited and discriminated, many of them detained
under inhumane conditions, subject to torture and barred from access to justice. Yet, the
17 of February Revolution was made to restore dignity and human rights to all in Libya.
And Libya is, and will continue to be, a magnet for migrants and asylum seekers from all
over Africa. This requires the new democratic Libya to ensure legal protection and respect
for the human rights to all foreign workers, asylum seekers and refugees. The EU and the
UN must support Libya in this effort, in the framework of assisting its democratic transition.
I hope the new Libyan authorities and the Libyan people will take this EP stand in this
constructive and cooperative spirit.

Charles Tannock (ECR),    in writing. – There is no doubting the importance of this issue;
many thousands of migrants face genuine human rights abuses while incarcerated in Libya,
and are subject to substantive discrimination when at liberty. But I have real reservations
about the timing of this resolution: the new government, the first to be democratically
elected in half a century, was sworn in literally a week ago, and has had no opportunity to
improve the human rights situation for migrants, or indeed, citizens in general. Nevertheless,
it is important that the new government finds ways of regularizing the legal situation of
these migrants, or assisting in their safe and orderly return to their countries of origin. I
hope that this problem can be resolved satisfactorily, as the new Libya faces many challenges
in its reconstruction and transition to a multi-party democracy, and needs all the help from
the international community that it can get.

18. Voting time

President. −   The next item is the vote.

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

18.1. Human rights situation in Iran, particularly mass executions and the recent
death of the blogger Sattar Beheshti (B7-0500/2012) (vote)

Before the vote on recital L:

Véronique De Keyser (S&D).   – (FR) Mr President, this is more or less a technical
amendment, as there was an error in the text. We thought that Jafar Panahi was still in
prison. We have therefore amended the text slightly. He is appealing his sentence, but is
free. The paragraph now reads:
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‘Whereas Nasrin Sotoudeh is serving a jail sentence for her work to highlight human rights
abuses in Iran and has embarked on a hunger strike after being refused family visits; whereas
Jafar Panahi is appealing a six-year jail sentence, a 20-year ban on film-making and a travel
ban imposed on him’.

(The oral amendment was accepted)

18.2. Situation in Burma, particularly the continuing violence in Rakhine State
(B7-0503/2012) (vote)

18.3. Situation of migrants in Libya (B7-0504/2012) (vote)

President. −   The vote is closed.

18.4. Corrections to votes and voting intentions: see Minutes

18.5. Decisions concerning certain documents: see Minutes

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 16:40)
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