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Amendment 1
Clara Ponsatí Obiols

Draft opinion
Recital 1 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1a. Whereas respect and protection of 
fundamental rights and civil liberties must 
be a cornerstone of the revised and new 
rules for the digital single market that will 
be adopted through the Digital Services 
Act package;

Or. en

Amendment 2
Clara Ponsatí Obiols

Draft opinion
Recital 1 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1b. Whereas the fight against illegal 
or harmful content online can be a pretext 
for governments to restrict freedom of 
expression and persecute legitimate 
dissent and opposition;

Or. en

Amendment 3
Clara Ponsatí Obiols

Draft opinion
Recital 1 c (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1c. Whereas content moderation by 
content hosting platforms can result in 
illegitimate restrictions to freedom of 
expression either deliberately or through 
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the use of automated content moderation 
mechanisms;

Or. en

Amendment 4
Clara Ponsatí Obiols

Draft opinion
Recital 1 d (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1d. Whereas content can be illegal for 
a number of reasons such as interference 
with an individual’s fundamental rights, 
hate speech considerations, connection to 
criminal activity, damage to a person’s 
legitimate interests, damage to general 
interests, etc. and thus not all allegedly 
illegal content is equally dangerous and 
potentially harmful;

Or. en

Amendment 5
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Sándor Rónai, Monika 
Beňová, Alex Agius Saliba, Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations imposed 
on intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market; 
stresses that any measure related to 
fundamental rights should be carefully 
balanced and take into account the 
possible impact on the functioning of the 
internal market, and calls on the 

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
commitment to introduce a harmonised 
approach on digital services, in order to 
avoid fragmentation of the internal market; 
the Digital Services Act should ensure 
that the internal market freedoms are 
fully realised in complete compliance with 
fundamental rights and principles set out 
in the Charter of Fundamental rights of 
the EU, and calls on the Commission to 
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Commission to avoid the ‘export’ of 
national regulations and instead to 
propose the most efficient and effective 
solutions for the internal market as a 
whole;

propose the most efficient and effective 
sustainable solutions for the internal 
market as a whole;

Or. en

Amendment 6
Róża Thun und Hohenstein, Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Dan-Ștefan Motreanu, 
Maria da Graça Carvalho

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations imposed 
on intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market; 
stresses that any measure related to 
fundamental rights should be carefully 
balanced and take into account the 
possible impact on the functioning of the 
internal market, and calls on the 
Commission to avoid the ‘export’ of 
national regulations and instead to 
propose the most efficient and effective 
solutions for the internal market as a 
whole;

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations for 
intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market and to 
guarantee the respect of fundamental 
rights and freedoms of users across the 
Union in a uniform way ; stresses that any 
measure related to fundamental rights 
should be carefully balanced and ensure 
fair digital ecosystem; therefore calls on 
the Commission to propose the widest-
possible harmonisation of rules on 
liability exemptions and content 
moderation in order to achieve most 
efficient and effective solutions for the 
internal market as a whole;

Or. en

Amendment 7
Deirdre Clune, Edina Tóth, Andrey Kovatchev, Maria da Graça Carvalho, Anna-
Michelle Asimakopoulou, Marion Walsmann, Arba Kokalari, Kris Peeters

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1
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Draft opinion Amendment

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations imposed 
on intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market; 
stresses that any measure related to 
fundamental rights should be carefully 
balanced and take into account the 
possible impact on the functioning of the 
internal market, and calls on the 
Commission to avoid the ‘export’ of 
national regulations and instead to 
propose the most efficient and effective 
solutions for the internal market as a 
whole;

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations for online 
intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market while 
guaranteeing users fundamental rights; 
stresses that any measure related to 
fundamental rights should take into 
account the possible impact on the 
functioning of the internal market, and 
calls on the Commission to propose the 
most efficient and effective solutions for 
the internal market as a whole without 
creating new administrative burdens and 
keeping the digital single market open 
and competitive;

Or. en

Amendment 8
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations imposed 
on intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market; 
stresses that any measure related to 
fundamental rights should be carefully 
balanced and take into account the 
possible impact on the functioning of the 
internal market, and calls on the 
Commission to avoid the ‘export’ of 
national regulations and instead to propose 
the most efficient and effective solutions 
for the internal market as a whole;

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations imposed 
on intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market; 
stresses that any measure related to 
fundamental rights should ensure that all 
EU citizens are protected and ensure a 
high level of protection across the internal 
market, and calls on the Commission to 
avoid the ‘export’ of national regulations 
and instead to propose the most efficient 
and effective solutions for the internal 
market as a whole;

Or. en
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Amendment 9
Maria Grapini, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Sylvie Guillaume

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations imposed 
on intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market; 
stresses that any measure related to 
fundamental rights should be carefully 
balanced and take into account the possible 
impact on the functioning of the internal 
market, and calls on the Commission to 
avoid the ‘export’ of national regulations 
and instead to propose the most efficient 
and effective solutions for the internal 
market as a whole;

1. Welcomes the Commission’s 
intention to introduce a harmonised 
approach addressing obligations imposed 
on intermediaries, in order to avoid 
fragmentation of the internal market; 
stresses that any measure related to 
fundamental rights should be carefully 
balanced and take into account the possible 
impact on the functioning of the internal 
market and ensuring consumer protection, 
and calls on the Commission to avoid the 
‘export’ of national regulations and instead 
to propose the most efficient and effective 
solutions for the internal market as a 
whole;

Or. en

Amendment 10
Dita Charanzová, Svenja Hahn, Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1a. Stresses that specific attention be 
paid to ensure that no measures adopted 
affect or weaken the protection of 
freedom of expression;

Or. en

Amendment 11
Clara Ponsatí Obiols
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Draft opinion
Paragraph 1 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1a. Proposes that the Digital Services 
Act package recognises the protection of 
fundamental rights on the digital single 
market as a key goal of the new and 
revised rules and considers that any 
legislative proposal put forward as part of 
the package should expressly address and 
make reference to any fundamental rights 
issue it might pose, in particular when 
such proposal sets out any restriction to 
fundamental rights or civil liberties.

Or. en

Amendment 12
Dita Charanzová, Svenja Hahn, Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1b. Believes that the Digital Services 
Act should respect the broad framework 
of fundamental European rights of users 
and consumers, such as the protection of 
privacy, non-discrimination, dignity, and 
free speech;

Or. en

Amendment 13
Róża Thun und Hohenstein, Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Maria da Graça Carvalho

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment
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2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and 
strengthened in the Digital Services Act, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 
expression and the freedom to provide 
services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs;

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be adjusted in the Digital 
Services Act, so as to make sure that 
platforms that are actively hosting or 
moderating content bear more, 
proportionately to their capabilities, 
responsibility for illegal or harmful 
content; argues that besides the content, 
platforms should be responsible for the 
effects of their algorithms and their 
actions, including moderating or curating 
of the content, vis-à-vis consumers; 
highlights that these adjustments should 
pay particular attention to protect freedom 
of expression and the freedom to provide 
services; emphasises that this should be 
achieved without introducing any sort of 
general monitoring requirements; 
underlines the importance of these 
protections to the growth of European 
SMEs;

_________________ _________________
1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

Or. en

Amendment 14
Jordi Cañas, Dita Charanzová

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and 
strengthened in the Digital Services Act, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and 
strengthened in the Digital Services Act, 
including the long-established principle 
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expression and the freedom to provide 
services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs;

prohibiting general monitoring 
obligations, particularly in order to protect 
freedom of expression and the freedom to 
provide services; underlines the importance 
of these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs, as well as to better 
protect users’ fundamental rights in the 
digital environment and to tackle the 
spread of illegal content, with the purpose 
of fostering the creation of an open and 
competitive online ecosystem;

_________________ _________________
1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

Or. en

Amendment 15
Martin Schirdewan

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and 
strengthened in the Digital Services Act, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 
expression and the freedom to provide 
services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs;

2. States that in general the limited 
liability provisions as set out in the e-
Commerce Directive1 should be 
maintained in the Digital Services Act, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 
expression and the freedom to provide 
services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs; considers nevertheless 
that for commercial activities on online 
market places a tailored liability regime 
with proper enforcement mechanisms is 
necessary in order to guarantee consumer 
protection and product safety; further 
considers ex-ante rules for "gate keepers" 
necessary in order to restore a level 
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playing field in the digital economy;
_________________ _________________
1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

Or. en

Amendment 16
Salvatore De Meo

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and 
strengthened in the Digital Services Act, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 
expression and the freedom to provide 
services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs;

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained but 
additional measures are needed in the 
Digital Services Act, particularly in order 
to protect consumers in the EU, and in 
line with freedom of expression and the 
freedom to provide services; underlines the 
importance of these protections to 
strengthen consumers trust online and 
promote the growth of European SMEs;

_________________ _________________
1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

Or. en

Amendment 17
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Deirdre Clune, Edina Tóth, Andrey Kovatchev, Maria da Graça Carvalho, Anna-
Michelle Asimakopoulou, Marion Walsmann, Arba Kokalari, Kris Peeters

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and 
strengthened in the Digital Services Act, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 
expression and the freedom to provide 
services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs;

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and where 
needed, updated in the Digital Services 
Act to better protect users and consumers, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 
expression and the freedom to provide 
services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European companies, SMEs and 
microbusinesses in particular;

_________________ _________________
1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

Or. en

Amendment 18
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Sándor Rónai, Monika 
Beňová, Alex Agius Saliba, Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and 
strengthened in the Digital Services Act, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 
expression and the freedom to provide 

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be preserved in the Digital 
Services Act, particularly in order to 
protect fundamental rights and the 
freedom to provide services; underlines the 
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services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs;

importance of these protections to the 
growth of European SMEs, protection of 
consumers and users' safety;

_________________ _________________
1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

Or. en

Amendment 19
Sandro Gozi, Stéphanie Yon-Courtin

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. States that limited liability 
provisions as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained and 
strengthened in the Digital Services Act, 
particularly in order to protect freedom of 
expression and the freedom to provide 
services; underlines the importance of 
these protections to the growth of 
European SMEs;

2. States that limited liability 
provisions for passive hosting service 
providers as set out in the e-Commerce 
Directive1 must be maintained in the 
Digital Services Act, particularly in order 
to protect freedom of expression and the 
freedom to provide services; underlines the 
importance of these protections to the 
growth of European SMEs;

_________________ _________________
1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

1 Directive 2000/31/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 
2000 on certain legal aspects of 
information society services, in particular 
electronic commerce, in the Internal 
Market (‘Directive on electronic 
commerce’), OJ L 178, 17.7.2000, p. 1.

Or. en

Amendment 20
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Róża Thun und Hohenstein, Kris Peeters, Marion Walsmann, Anna-Michelle 
Asimakopoulou, Pascal Arimont, Dan-Ștefan Motreanu, Maria da Graça Carvalho

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

2a. Calls on the Commission to 
introduce provisions protecting 
consumers from harmful microtargeting; 
in this respect, believes that specific 
limitations, i.e. of microtargeting based on 
characteristics exposing physical or 
psychological vulnerabilities, 
transparency obligations in regard to 
algorithms used by platforms and 
adequate tools empowering users to 
enforce fundamental rights online, are 
necessary in order to protect consumer 
rights effectively;

Or. en

Amendment 21
Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume, Maria Grapini, Adriana Maldonado López

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

2a. Recalls that content removal 
mechanisms that are used outside the 
guarantees of a due process contravene 
Article 10 of the European Convention on 
Human Rights.

Or. en

Amendment 22
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Brando Benifei, Sándor Rónai, Monika Beňová, Alex 
Agius Saliba, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria Grapini
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Draft opinion
Paragraph 2 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

2a. States that Digital Services Act 
should maintain the ban on general 
monitoring obligation under the Article 
15 of the current e-Commerce Directive;

Or. en

Amendment 23
Maria Grapini, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Sylvie Guillaume

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

2a. Stresses that the Digital Services 
Act must take into account the General 
Data Protection Regulation;

Or. en

Amendment 24
Róża Thun und Hohenstein, Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Dan-Ștefan Motreanu, 
Maria da Graça Carvalho

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that microcompanies 
and large players have differing 
capabilities with regard to the moderation 
of content; in this regard, calls the 
Commission to make sure that the 
legislative proposal will keep the digital 
single market open and competitive and to 
pay special attention to the specific needs 
of microcompanies;
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Or. en

Amendment 25
Sandro Gozi, Stéphanie Yon-Courtin

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content, which 
should be taken into account in order not 
to hinder the growth of SMEs;

Or. en

Amendment 26
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Sándor Rónai, Monika Beňová, Alex Agius Saliba, 
Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
the Commission that these 
disproportionate new obligations could 
hinder the growth of SMEs;

Or. en
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Amendment 27
Maria Grapini, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that SMEs do not have 
the same potential as large players with 
regard to the moderation of content, that is 
why there is need for a greater support for 
SMEs in the digitization process; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

Or. en

Amendment 28
Jordi Cañas, Dita Charanzová

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content and may prevent them 
from entering the market, undermining 
the freedom to provide services; 
underlines in this regard the importance 
of stimulating the emergence of SMEs by 
lowering and removing market access 
barriers, accordingly;

Or. en
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Amendment 29
Martin Schirdewan

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content; therefore, demands that 
when automatic filtering tools are applied, 
robust safeguards for transparency and 
accountability should be introduced with 
highly skilled independent and impartial 
public oversight;

Or. en

Amendment 30
Brando Benifei

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
the Commission that introducing 
disproportionate new obligations could 
hinder the growth of SMEs;

Or. en
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Amendment 31
Deirdre Clune, Edina Tóth, Andrey Kovatchev, Pablo Arias Echeverría, Maria da 
Graça Carvalho, Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Marion Walsmann, Arba Kokalari, 
Kris Peeters

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that online 
intermediaries, including 
microcompanies, SMEs and large players 
have differing capabilities with regard to 
the moderation of content; warns that 
overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

Or. en

Amendment 32
Salvatore De Meo

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; calls 
for new obligations on platforms to hinder 
the growth of SMEs. Recourse to 
automated content recognition 
technologies should be proportionate;

Or. en
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Amendment 33
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs and 
require recourse to automatic filtering 
tools, which may often lead to the removal 
of legal content;

3. Recognises that SMEs and large 
players have differing capabilities with 
regard to the moderation of content; warns 
that overburdening businesses with 
disproportionate new obligations could 
further hinder the growth of SMEs; recalls 
that there should be no general 
monitoring and that the right to fair trial 
and effective redress should be ensured;

Or. en

Amendment 34
Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

3a. Considers that ex ante competition 
rules could complement the enforcement 
of ex post competition rules to address 
abusive behaviours and other market 
distortions, which hamper a fair 
competition and a level playing field in 
the digital single market, with the ultimate 
aim of protecting the consumers’ 
freedoms and fundamental rights;

Or. en

Amendment 35
Dita Charanzová, Svenja Hahn, Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
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Paragraph 3 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

3a. Recalls that the e-commerce 
directive is the legal framework for online 
services in the Internal Market that 
regulates content management; stresses 
that any fragmentation of that framework, 
resulting from the revision of the e-
commerce directive should be avoided;

Or. en

Amendment 36
Róża Thun und Hohenstein, Kris Peeters, Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Pascal 
Arimont, Maria da Graça Carvalho

Draft opinion
Paragraph 4

Draft opinion Amendment

4. Notes the significant differences 
between digital services and calls for the 
avoidance of a one-size-fits-all approach;

4. Notes that there are often 
significant differences between digital 
services; therefore calls for the avoidance 
of a one-size-fits-all approach, where 
differentiation of instruments is needed;

Or. en

Amendment 37
Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 4

Draft opinion Amendment

4. Notes the significant differences 
between digital services and calls for the 
avoidance of a one-size-fits-all approach;

4. Notes the significant differences 
between digital services and calls for the 
avoidance of a one-size-fits-all approach 
and thus proposes that intermediaries’ 
duties of care should differ depending on 
their business model; intermediaries 
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whose interventions may affect users 
fundamental freedoms should be 
maximally protected from liability while 
intermediaries that enable commercial 
transactions, including advertising, 
should be subject to a stronger obligation 
to take active care in order to protect 
consumers and provide security and trust;

Or. en

Amendment 38
Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 4 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

4a. Considers that access to the 
internet is now a fundamental right; notes 
that European citizens now expect to be 
able to contact the emergency services 
wherever they are, even if they do not 
necessarily know what network coverage 
they will have as they travel around 
Europe; considers that access to the 
telephone and internet network is now 
essential for reasons of internal market 
access and security; points out that the 
technology now exists for 100% coverage 
of a national network and that operating 
licences should impose this service 
requirement on operators.

Or. fr

Amendment 39
Deirdre Clune, Andrey Kovatchev, Pablo Arias Echeverría, Maria da Graça Carvalho, 
Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Arba Kokalari, Kris Peeters

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5
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Draft opinion Amendment

5. Recalls the fact that misinformative 
and harmful content is not always illegal; 
calls, therefore, for the establishment of a 
well-defined notice-and-takedown 
process; supports an intensive dialogue 
between authorities and relevant 
stakeholders with the aim of deepening 
the soft law approach based on good 
practices such as the EU-wide Code of 
Practice on Disinformation, in order to 
further tackle misinformation;

5. Recalls the fact that disinformation 
and harmful content is not always illegal in 
every Member State; calls, therefore, for 
the establishment of a well-defined notice-
and-action mechanism; Believes that such 
a process adding requirements for 
platforms to take any measures regarding 
the content they host must take note of the 
significant differences between digital 
services and be proportionate to their 
scale of reach and operational capacities 
so as to avoid unnecessary regulatory 
burdens for the platforms and any 
restrictions of fundamental rights as a 
result, such as any restriction on the 
freedom of expression; Supports 
greater cooperation between Member 
States, competent authorities and 
platforms with the aim of developing and 
improving soft law approaches in order to 
further tackle disinformation;

Or. en

Amendment 40
Róża Thun und Hohenstein, Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Dan-Ștefan Motreanu, 
Maria da Graça Carvalho

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Recalls the fact that misinformative 
and harmful content is not always illegal; 
calls, therefore, for the establishment of a 
well-defined notice-and-takedown 
process; supports an intensive dialogue 
between authorities and relevant 
stakeholders with the aim of deepening the 
soft law approach based on good practices 
such as the EU-wide Code of Practice on 
Disinformation, in order to further tackle 
misinformation;

5. Recalls the fact that disinformation 
and harmful content, yet detrimental to 
society, is not always illegal in all Member 
States; calls, therefore, for the 
establishment of a well-defined notice-
and-action process and introducing 
obligations for business operators to take 
proactive measures proportionate to their 
scale of reach and operational capacities 
to address the appearance of illegal and 
harmful content, including 
disinformation, on their services; supports 
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an intensive dialogue between authorities 
and relevant stakeholders in order to 
further tackle disinformation;

Or. en

Amendment 41
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Recalls the fact that misinformative 
and harmful content is not always illegal; 
calls, therefore, for the establishment of a 
well-defined notice-and-takedown 
process; supports an intensive dialogue 
between authorities and relevant 
stakeholders with the aim of deepening the 
soft law approach based on good practices 
such as the EU-wide Code of Practice on 
Disinformation, in order to further tackle 
misinformation;

5. Recalls the fact that disinformation 
and potentially harmful content is not 
always illegal; calls, therefore, for the 
establishment of a well-defined, 
harmonised, transparent and accessible 
notice-and-action process for illegal 
content; supports an intensive dialogue 
between authorities and relevant 
stakeholders with the aim of evaluating the 
effectiveness of the soft law approach such 
as the EU-wide Code of Practice on 
Disinformation, in order to tackle 
misinformation and other categories of 
potentially harmful content;

Or. en

Amendment 42
Dita Charanzová, Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Recalls the fact that misinformative 
and harmful content is not always illegal; 
calls, therefore, for the establishment of a 
well-defined notice-and-takedown process; 
supports an intensive dialogue between 

5. Recalls the fact that misinformative 
and harmful content is not always illegal 
and that not all types of illegal content are 
harmonised at EU level; calls, therefore, 
for the establishment of a well-defined 
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authorities and relevant stakeholders with 
the aim of deepening the soft law approach 
based on good practices such as the EU-
wide Code of Practice on Disinformation, 
in order to further tackle misinformation;

notice-and-takedown process; supports an 
intensive dialogue between authorities and 
relevant stakeholders with the aim of 
deepening the soft law approach based on 
good practices such as the EU-wide Code 
of Practice on Disinformation, in order to 
further tackle misinformation;

Or. en

Amendment 43
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Sándor Rónai, Monika 
Beňová, Alex Agius Saliba, Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Recalls the fact that misinformative 
and harmful content is not always illegal; 
calls, therefore, for the establishment of a 
well-defined notice-and-takedown 
process; supports an intensive dialogue 
between authorities and relevant 
stakeholders with the aim of deepening the 
soft law approach based on good practices 
such as the EU-wide Code of Practice on 
Disinformation, in order to further tackle 
misinformation;

5. Recalls the fact that misinformative 
and harmful content is not always illegal; 
calls, therefore, for the establishment of a 
harmonised, transparent and legally 
enforceable notice-and-action 
mechanism; supports an intensive dialogue 
between authorities and relevant 
stakeholders with the aim of deepening the 
soft law approach based on good practices 
such as the EU-wide Code of Practice on 
Disinformation, in order to further tackle 
misinformation;

Or. en

Amendment 44
Salvatore De Meo

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Recalls the fact that misinformative 
and harmful content is not always illegal; 

5. Recalls the fact that misleading and 
harmful content is not always illegal; calls, 
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calls, therefore, for the establishment of a 
well-defined notice-and-takedown process; 
supports an intensive dialogue between 
authorities and relevant stakeholders with 
the aim of deepening the soft law approach 
based on good practices such as the EU-
wide Code of Practice on Disinformation, 
in order to further tackle misinformation;

therefore, for the establishment of a well-
defined notice-and-takedown process for 
such content; supports an intensive 
dialogue between authorities and relevant 
stakeholders with the aim of deepening the 
soft law approach based on good practices 
such as the EU-wide Code of Practice on 
Disinformation, in order to further tackle 
misinformation;

Or. en

Amendment 45
Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

5a. Notes that information is 
sometimes manipulated by dominant 
media outlets whose loss-making 
economic models make them dependent 
on State aid; considers that the 
Commission authorises this type of public 
financing too easily without checking 
whether these subsidised outlets have 
control over all the information they 
produce; calls for the scope of the 
arrangements for monitoring the granting 
of State aid to be extended to cover such 
media outlets and public service 
broadcasters.  

Or. fr

Amendment 46
Dita Charanzová, Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment
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5a. Stresses the need to distinguish 
between ‘illegal’, ‘harmful’, and other 
content; notes that while some content 
linked to religious belief or political 
positions for instance might be considered 
harmful without being illegal; considers 
that harmful legal content should not be 
regulated or defined in the Digital Service 
Act;

Or. en

Amendment 47
Jordi Cañas, Dita Charanzová

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

5a. Notes the importance of adopting 
further rules on digital advertising and 
ensuring full compliance with GDPR 
provisions, in order to avoid intrusive 
business models, behavioural 
manipulation and discriminatory 
practices, which have major effects on the 
Single Market and users’ fundamental 
rights, privacy and data security;

Or. en

Amendment 48
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Sándor Rónai, Monika 
Beňová, Alex Agius Saliba, Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

5a. Notes the proliferation of fake 
news and disinformation with false or 
misleading content, and consumers scams 
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by means of unsafe or counterfeit 
products; calls on the Commission to keep 
working and exploring new ways to 
combat fake news while preserving 
fundamental rights;

Or. en

Amendment 49
Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

5b. Recalls its opposition to the 
granting of State aid to certain sectors of 
the press which then gain an advantage 
over others not so favoured; stresses that 
the resulting distortion of competition in 
the internal market is particularly unfair 
given the many digital news service 
providers which are excluded from such 
aid despite performing a similar activity 
and having a comparable, if not larger, 
target audience.

Or. fr

Amendment 50
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Sándor Rónai, Monika 
Beňová, Alex Agius Saliba, Evelyne Gebhardt

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

5b. Highlights that tracking 
applications must respect privacy rights in 
addition to the provisions of the GDPR;

Or. en
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Amendment 51
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Brando Benifei, Sándor Rónai, Monika Beňová, Alex 
Agius Saliba, Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines its view that 
delegating the responsibility to set 
boundaries on freedom of speech to 
private companies is unacceptable and 
creates risks for both citizens and 
businesses, neither of which are qualified 
to take such decisions.

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines that if the 
redress and counter-notice procedure 
have stablished that the notified activity or 
information is not illegal, the online 
intermediary should restore the removed 
content without undue delay or allow for 
the re-upload by the user, without 
prejudice to the platform's terms of 
service; outlines that fundamental rights 
should be protected more effectively by 
introducing more transparency reports 
and out-of-court dispute settlement 
mechanism to help resolve complaints of 
affected users;

Or. en

Amendment 52
Róża Thun und Hohenstein, Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Maria da Graça Carvalho

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines its view that 
delegating the responsibility to set 

6. Calls for the introduction of proper 
safeguards and due process requirements, 
including human oversight and 
verification of all complaints, as well as 
counter-notice tools in order to ensure that 
removal decisions are accurate and 
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boundaries on freedom of speech to private 
companies is unacceptable and creates 
risks for both citizens and businesses, 
neither of which are qualified to take such 
decisions.

content owners can defend their rights 
adequately and in a timely manner when 
notified of any takedown; underlines its 
view that delegating the responsibility to 
set boundaries on freedom of speech solely 
to private companies is unacceptable and 
creates risks for both citizens and 
businesses, for this reason removal of 
content should be followed-up by law 
enforcement.

Or. en

Amendment 53
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines its view that 
delegating the responsibility to set 
boundaries on freedom of speech to 
private companies is unacceptable and 
creates risks for both citizens and 
businesses, neither of which are qualified 
to take such decisions.

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow uploaders to 
defend their rights adequately and in a 
timely manner when notified of any 
takedown of allegedly illegal content; 
underlines its view that delegating the 
responsibility to restrict the right to 
freedom of expression of online users to 
private companies is unacceptable and 
creates risks for both individuals and 
businesses; demands the guarantee of 
effective remedies and possibility of 
judicial review to ensure that accessible, 
affordable, independent and effective 
procedures are available to all parties;

Or. en

Amendment 54
Edina Tóth

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6
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Draft opinion Amendment

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines its view that 
delegating the responsibility to set 
boundaries on freedom of speech to private 
companies is unacceptable and creates 
risks for both citizens and businesses, 
neither of which are qualified to take such 
decisions.

6. Calls for the introduction of 
appropriate safeguards, due process 
obligations and counter notice procedures 
to allow content uploaders to defend their 
rights adequately and in a timely manner 
when notified of any takedown; underlines 
its view that delegating the responsibility 
to set boundaries on freedom of speech to 
private companies is unacceptable; 
Believes that the removal of content 
should be followed up by law enforcement 
where needed;

Or. en

Amendment 55
Deirdre Clune, Andrey Kovatchev, Pablo Arias Echeverría, Maria da Graça Carvalho, 
Anna-Michelle Asimakopoulou, Arba Kokalari, Kris Peeters

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines its view that 
delegating the responsibility to set 
boundaries on freedom of speech to private 
companies is unacceptable and creates 
risks for both citizens and businesses, 
neither of which are qualified to take such 
decisions.

6. Calls for the introduction of 
appropriate safeguards, due process 
obligations and counter notice procedures 
to allow content owners to defend their 
rights adequately and in a timely manner 
when notified of any takedown; underlines 
its view that delegating the responsibility 
to set boundaries on freedom of speech to 
private companies is unacceptable; 
Believes that the removal of content 
should be followed up by law enforcement 
where needed;

Or. en

Amendment 56
Sandro Gozi, Stéphanie Yon-Courtin
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Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines its view that 
delegating the responsibility to set 
boundaries on freedom of speech to 
private companies is unacceptable and 
creates risks for both citizens and 
businesses, neither of which are qualified 
to take such decisions.

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
uploaders to defend their claims 
adequately and in a timely manner when 
notified of any takedown; underlines its 
view that the responsibility of online 
service providers to tackle the 
dissemination of illegal content should be 
performed within a clear legislative 
framework and with judicial oversight.

Or. en

Amendment 57
Salvatore De Meo

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines its view that 
delegating the responsibility to set 
boundaries on freedom of speech to private 
companies is unacceptable and creates 
risks for both citizens and businesses, 
neither of which are qualified to take such 
decisions.

6. Calls for the introduction of 
counter-notice tools to allow content 
owners to defend their rights adequately 
and in a timely manner when notified of 
any takedown; underlines its view that 
delegating the responsibility to set 
boundaries on freedom of speech only to 
private companies is unacceptable and 
creates risks for both citizens and 
businesses.

Or. en

Amendment 58
Dita Charanzová, Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
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Paragraph 6 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6a. Believes that allowing new 
innovative business model to flourish and 
strengthening the Digital Single Market 
by removing barriers to the free 
movement of digital content, barriers 
which creates national fragmented 
markets and a demand for illegal content, 
have been proven to work in the past, 
especially in relation to the infringements 
of Intellectual Property rights;

Or. en

Amendment 59
Maria Grapini, Adriana Maldonado López, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Sylvie 
Guillaume

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6a. Considers that the introduction of 
digital services has to be done at the same 
time with the establishment of some 
measures which aim to develop the 
knowledge and skills of citizens and small 
businesses on digitization, in order to 
ensure that all citizens have access to 
these services;

Or. en

Amendment 60
Adriana Maldonado López, Andreas Schieder, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Christel 
Schaldemose, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Sándor Rónai, Monika 
Beňová, Alex Agius Saliba, Evelyne Gebhardt, Sylvie Guillaume, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 a (new)
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Draft opinion Amendment

6a. Notes that the new Digital Services 
Act should also address the challenges 
algorithms present in terms of ensuring 
non-discrimination, transparency and 
explainability, as well as liability; points 
out the need to monitor algorithms and to 
asses associated risks, to use high quality 
and unbiased datasets, as well as to help 
individuals acquire access to diverse 
content, opinions, high quality products 
and services;

Or. en

Amendment 61
Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6a. Acknowledges the fact that, while 
the illegal nature of certain types of 
content can be easily established, the 
decision is less clear-cut for other types of 
content as it requires contextualisation; 
warns that some automated tools are not 
sufficiently sophisticated to take context 
into account, which could lead to 
unnecessary restrictions being placed on 
freedom of expression.

Or. fr

Amendment 62
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 a (new)
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Draft opinion Amendment

6a. Calls for the introduction of 
transparency and accountability 
requirements regarding the decision-
making processes for content flagging for 
content hosting providers and providers of 
automated content recognition tools, 
including the public documentation of, at 
minima, the existence and the functioning 
of content recognition technologies ; the 
transparency requirements for content 
hosting providers should include the 
number of all received notices, the 
reasons for determining the legality of 
content or how it infringes terms of 
service, the concrete time frames for 
notifying the uploader, the number of 
appeals they received and how they were 
resolved and the number of erroneous 
takedowns;

Or. en

Amendment 63
Martin Schirdewan

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6a. Considers that practices like 
profiling deeply interfere with people's 
rights and freedoms; recognizes that the 
General Data Protection Regulation 
framework does not adequately protect 
consumers against profile building and 
unjustified automated decisions; therefore 
is the opinion that in order to ensure 
adequate protection of consumers, 
personal data should only be used where 
it’s necessary to provide the service 
requested;

Or. en
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Amendment 64
Sandro Gozi, Stéphanie Yon-Courtin

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6a. Recalls that the current notice and 
take down mechanism does not prevent 
illegal content that was previously taken 
down to be re-uploaded; stresses the scale 
of services and content available online 
nowadays; calls therefore for a 
strengthened framework that foresees a 
notice and stay down mechanism in order 
to ensure that online service providers 
take effective measures to ensure that 
illegal content that was rightfully removed 
from their services following a notice, 
stays down.

Or. en

Amendment 65
Clara Ponsatí Obiols

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6a. Recommends that the Digital 
Services Act package introduces 
harmonized standards and procedure for 
tackling illegal content online, applicable 
to content moderation by content hosting 
platforms -on the basis of notice-and-
action mechanisms- and to content 
supervision by any national authority, 
which ensure sufficient safeguards 
against abusive restrictive measures, 
including effective control by a court or 
other independent adjudicatory body; and 
considers that such standards should 
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differentiate and set out different 
approaches depending on the protected 
interest the allegedly illegal content could 
potentially damage.

Or. en

Amendment 66
Maria Grapini, Adriana Maldonado López, Clara Aguilera, Marc Angel, Sylvie 
Guillaume

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6b. Notes that the lack of access to 
digital services for certain categories of 
citizens would lead to the exclusion and 
violation of equal market and information 
access rights;

Or. en

Amendment 67
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6b. Calls for transparency obligations 
for recommendation systems of content 
hosting providers which should take the 
form of real-time, high-level, anonymised 
data access through public APIs and 
include public documentation of 
recommendation outputs and their 
audiences, content-specific ranking 
decisions and other interventions by the 
platform as well as the organisational 
structures that control such systems;
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Or. en

Amendment 68
Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6b. Stresses that access to the services 
of a digital network should allow, on 
equal subscription terms, identical and 
indiscriminate access to the whole 
network; calls, therefore, for a ban on the 
practices of setting content quotas or 
profiling on the basis of users’ 
characteristics, opinions or interests, and 
on the practices of blanking and shadow 
banning unless justified on the grounds of 
clearly identified misconduct on the part 
of the user.

Or. fr

Amendment 69
Clara Ponsatí Obiols

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6b. Remarks that interference with 
freedom of expression must be prescribed 
by law and thus insists that nothing in the 
Digital Services Act package should allow 
authorities to order the removal of legal 
content on the grounds that it is 
“harmful” or “fake”.

Or. en
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Amendment 70
Clara Ponsatí Obiols

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 c (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6c. Considers that the EU body tasked 
with the oversight of the application of the 
standards and procedure for tackling 
illegal content online should monitor and 
control both content moderation by 
content hosting platforms and content 
supervision by national authorities.

Or. en

Amendment 71
Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 c (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6c. Emphasises the right to education 
and cultural identity and the need for an 
honest presentation of online content, 
particularly as regards the classification 
of works of fiction as ‘recreational’ or 
‘historical’ products.

Or. fr

Amendment 72
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 c (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6c. Calls for a risk assessment 
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obligation for automated content flagging 
tools employed by content hosting 
providers, which would work in a co-
regulatory fashion and would be 
conducted in regular time frames 
prescribed by law;

Or. en

Amendment 73
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 d (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6d. Calls for the establishment of an 
EU body tasked with monitoring and 
ensuring compliance with the provisions 
of future regulation, including the 
screening of transparency reports and 
carrying out audits of algorithms provided 
to and employed by content hosting 
providers for content flagging and 
recommendation systems;

Or. en

Amendment 74
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 e (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6e. Calls for the establishment of 
socially representative and divers, in 
particular gender balanced, co-regulatory 
social media councils as a multi-
stakeholder mechanism, which would 
provide for an open, transparent, 
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accountable and participatory forum to 
address content moderation principles;

Or. en

Amendment 75
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 f (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6f. Calls on Member States to 
establish independent dispute settlement 
bodies which would be tasked to settle 
disputes between uploaders, notifiers and 
content hosting providers;

Or. en

Amendment 76
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 g (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6g. Calls on the Commission to 
include the principle of “freedom of 
expression by design” whereby the 
content hosting provider shall, both at the 
time of the design stage of the service and 
at the time of the provision of the service 
itself, implement appropriate technical 
and organisational measures in an 
effective manner and integrate the 
necessary safeguards into the provision of 
the service in order to meet the 
requirements of any future regulation and 
protect consumer rights;
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Or. en

Amendment 77
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 h (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6h. Calls on the Commission to 
introduce minimum standards for the 
internal rules, such as terms and 
conditions or community guidelines, of 
content hosting providers and providers of 
content moderation tools to provide for 
safeguards for fundamental rights, in 
particular with regard to transparency, 
accessibility, fairness, predictability and 
non-discriminatory enforcement;

Or. en

Amendment 78
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 i (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6i. Recalls that profiling coupled with 
targeted advertisements not only 
undermines the democratic framework, 
but also leads to an unfair competitive 
advantage for dominant private 
actors collecting huge amounts of data 
and therefore calls on the Commission to 
limit targeted advertisement in order to 
create a level playing field for SMEs;

Or. en
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Amendment 79
Alexandra Geese
on behalf of the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6 j (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

6j. Recalls that the choice of 
algorithmic tools for recommendation 
systems raises accountability and 
transparency concerns; therefore stresses 
the need to guarantee the right of users to 
opt out from recommended and 
personalised services;

Or. en


