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Amendment 1
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Recital A

Draft opinion Amendment

A. whereas the functioning of the 
digital single market should be improved 
by reinforcing legal certainty for providers 
of artificial intelligence (AI), and 
reinforcing users’ trust by strengthening 
safeguards to ensure the rule of law and 
fundamental rights;

A. whereas the functioning of the 
digital single market should be improved 
by reinforcing legal certainty for providers 
of artificial intelligence (AI), and 
reinforcing users’ trust by strengthening 
safeguards to ensure the rule of law and 
fundamental rights in particular the right 
to privacy and protection of personal data, 
right to equality and non-discrimination, 
and the right to good administration and a 
fair trial;

Or. en

Amendment 2
Markus Buchheit, Christine Anderson
on behalf of  the ID Group
Alessandra Basso, Antonio Maria Rinaldi, Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Recital A

Draft opinion Amendment

A. whereas the functioning of the 
digital single market should be improved 
by reinforcing legal certainty for providers 
of artificial intelligence (AI), and 
reinforcing users’ trust by strengthening 
safeguards to ensure the rule of law and 
fundamental rights;

A. whereas the functioning of the 
digital single market should be improved 
by reinforcing legal certainty for providers 
of artificial intelligence (AI), and 
strengthening safeguards to ensure the rule 
of law and fundamental rights, while 
stressing that criminal law legislation falls 
within the competence of each Member 
State;

Or. en
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Amendment 3
Andreas Schwab

Draft opinion
Recital A

Draft opinion Amendment

A. whereas the functioning of the 
digital single market should be improved 
by reinforcing legal certainty for providers 
of artificial intelligence (AI), and 
reinforcing users’ trust by strengthening 
safeguards to ensure the rule of law and 
fundamental rights;

A. whereas the functioning of the 
digital single market should be improved 
by reinforcing legal certainty for providers 
of artificial intelligence (AI), and 
reinforcing users' trust in artificial 
intelligence and its use by the police and 
judicial authorities in criminal matters;

Or. en

Amendment 4
Evžen Tošenovský

Draft opinion
Recital A

Draft opinion Amendment

A. whereas the functioning of the 
digital single market should be improved 
by reinforcing legal certainty for providers 
of artificial intelligence (AI), and 
reinforcing users’ trust by strengthening 
safeguards to ensure the rule of law and 
fundamental rights;

A. whereas the functioning of the 
digital single market should be improved 
by reinforcing legal certainty for providers 
of artificial intelligence (AI) systems, and 
reinforcing public trust and security by 
strengthening safeguards to ensure the rule 
of law and fundamental rights;

Or. en

Amendment 5
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Recital A a (new)
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Draft opinion Amendment

A a. Whereas the testing and use of AI 
by police and judicial authorities is wide-
spread, with different type of uses, 
consequences and risks that these entail 
namely, facial recognition systems, DNA 
profiling, predictive crime mapping, and 
mobile phone data extraction, advanced 
case-law search engines, online dispute 
resolution, and machine learning for 
administration of justice;

Or. en

Amendment 6
Andreas Schwab

Draft opinion
Recital A a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A a. whereas a common European 
approach to AI and the regulation for its 
use in criminal matters by police and law 
enforcement is necessary in order to avoid 
fragmentation in the Single Market;

Or. en

Amendment 7
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Recital A a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A a. whereas the use of artificial 
intelligence can represent a paradigm 
shift in the administration of criminal 
justice;
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Or. en

Amendment 8
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Recital A b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A b. Whereas according to the report 
from the Fundamental Rights Agency 
there is still only limited information 
currently available on the possible use or 
testing of facial recognition technologies 
in Member States1a;
__________________
1a European Union Agency for 
Fundamental Rights: Facial recognition 
technology: fundamental rights 
considerations in the context of law 
enforcement, (FRA Focus), 27 November 
2019 
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_
uploads/fra-2019-facial-recognition-
technology-focus-paper-1_en.pdf

Or. en

Amendment 9
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria 
Grapini, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Recital A b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A b. whereas the use of AI can develop 
a high potential, but at the same time can 
also entail considerable risks;

https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2019-facial-recognition-technology-focus-paper-1_en.pdf
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2019-facial-recognition-technology-focus-paper-1_en.pdf
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2019-facial-recognition-technology-focus-paper-1_en.pdf
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Or. en

Amendment 10
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Recital A c (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A c. Whereas in those Member States 
where some information was available on 
the use of facial recognition technologies, 
data protection authorities found that the 
use of these technologies did not comply 
with data protection law and lacked legal 
basis for their deployment;

Or. en

Amendment 11
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria 
Grapini, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Recital A c (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A c. whereas in the field of the internal 
market, through reforming public 
procurement procedures the Union can 
make a fundamental difference in 
aligning government actions and 
behaviour with secondary policy 
objectives such as data protection and 
non-discrimination;

Or. en
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Amendment 12
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Recital A d (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A d. Whereas discrimination in data -
driven algorithmic decision-making can 
occur during the design, testing, and 
implementation phase, through the biases 
that are incorporated in the datasets or 
the algorithms;

Or. en

Amendment 13
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria 
Grapini, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Recital A d (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A d. whereas a principle-based 
technical development and application of 
AI is necessary to ensure compliance with 
human and fundamental rights;

Or. en

Amendment 14
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria 
Grapini, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Recital A e (new)
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Draft opinion Amendment

A e. whereas on 4 December 2018 the 
European Commission for the Efficiency 
of Justice of the Council of Europe 
published the Ethical Charter for the Use 
of Artificial Intelligence in Judicial 
Systems, which sets out ethical principles 
for the use of artificial intelligence (AI) in 
judicial systems;

Or. en

Amendment 15
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Recital A e (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

A e. Whereas certain uses of AI 
technologies are particularly sensitive and 
prone to abuse, which recently made some 
technology companies decide to stop 
offering related software;

Or. en

Amendment 16
Markus Buchheit
on behalf of  the ID Group
Alessandra Basso, Antonio Maria Rinaldi, Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 
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interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU;

interest;

Or. en

Amendment 17
Andreas Schwab

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the 
role of these authorities is to defend the 
public interest; considers that the EU 
should take the lead in laying down basic 
rules on the development and use of AI to 
ensure the same high level of consumer 
protection across the EU;

1. Considers that there is an urgent 
need for a common European regulatory 
framework for AI in the internal market 
going beyond the scrutiny by the Court of 
Justice of the European Union of 
national and Union legislation in the 
areas of law enforcement and public 
security; considers furthermore that such 
a common Union regulatory framework 
should classify AI used by police and 
judicial authorities in criminal matters as 
a high-risk application that requires 
detailed regulation on a Union level;

Or. en

Amendment 18
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk and treated with 
the utmost care and highest standards of 
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interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU;

data protection, given the role of these 
authorities in defending the public interest; 
considers that the EU should take the lead 
in laying down high standards, rules and 
principles based on fundamental rights in 
the development and use of AI to ensure 
the same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU;

Or. en

Amendment 19
Clara Ponsatí Obiols

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU;

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest, and given the potential threat that 
these technologies can represent for 
fundamental rights, especially since the 
values reflected in Article 2 of the Treaty 
on the European Union are at risk in 
several Member States; considers that the 
EU should take the lead in laying down 
basic rules on the development and use of 
AI to ensure the same high level of 
consumer protection across the EU;

Or. en

Amendment 20
Arba Kokalari

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
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of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU;

of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU while encouraging 
innovation and minimising regulatory 
burdens on businesses, especially SMEs;

Or. en

Amendment 21
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU;

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest and  in view of the nature of their 
responsibility; considers that the EU 
should take the lead in laying down basic 
rules on the development and use of AI to 
ensure the same high level of consumer 
protection and uniform industry standards 
across the EU;

Or. en

Amendment 22
Maria Grapini, Marc Angel

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
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of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU;

of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU, and to enable a better 
functioning of the internal market;

Or. en

Amendment 23
Svenja Hahn, Dita Charanzová, Andrus Ansip, Claudia Gamon, Ivars Ijabs, Liesje 
Schreinemacher, Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1

Draft opinion Amendment

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI to ensure the 
same high level of consumer protection 
across the EU;

1. Considers that AI used by police 
and judicial authorities has to be generally 
categorised as high-risk, given that the role 
of these authorities is to defend the public 
interest; considers that the EU should take 
the lead in laying down basic rules on the 
development and use of AI by public 
institutions to ensure the same high level 
of consumer protection across the EU;

Or. en

Amendment 24
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1 a. Recognizes that the use of AI in 
the field of justice can help improve 
efficiency and quality of proceedings; 
stresses in this context that in particular 
the rules laid down in the European 
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Convention for Human Rights and in the 
Council of Europe Convention for the 
Protection of Individuals with regard to 
Automatic Processing of Personal Data 
must be respected;

Or. en

Amendment 25
Christine Anderson, Jean-Lin Lacapelle, Virginie Joron

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1 a. Recognizes at the same time that 
policing is mainly a matter that falls 
under the responsibility of the Member 
States and that the possible use of AI in 
policing is ultimately for each individual 
Member State to decide upon;

Or. en

Amendment 26
Evžen Tošenovský

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1 a. Calls on the Commission to 
scrutinize the application of existing 
legislation and its enforcement, as well as 
self-regulatory measures, prior to 
initiating any possible new legislative 
proposals;

Or. en
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Amendment 27
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1 a. Calls on the Commission to assess 
the AI technology available on the market 
and the level of use by police and judicial 
authorities on a country-by-country basis.

Or. en

Amendment 28
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria 
Grapini, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Paragraph 1 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

1 b. Calls on the Commission and 
Member States to incorporate key ethical 
AI principles of data protection, human 
control and non-discrimination into 
requirements as part of public 
procurement procedures for digital 
applications and AI used by police and 
judicial authorities;

Or. en

Amendment 29
Markus Buchheit
on behalf of  the ID Group
Alessandra Basso, Antonio Maria Rinaldi, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2
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Draft opinion Amendment

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions, and that AI systems should rely 
on human oversight;

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions, and that AI systems must rely on 
human oversight; emphasizes the 
importance of avoiding the use of 
algorithms with judicial functions, 
predictive assessments on the 
dangerousness of subjects and predictive 
policing practices.

Or. en

Amendment 30
Evžen Tošenovský

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions, and that AI systems should rely 
on human oversight;

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities and increase the efficiency of 
their decision-making, without ever 
replacing human decisions, and that AI 
systems should rely on human oversight;

Or. en

Amendment 31
Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions, and that AI systems should rely 

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions and coordination, and that AI 
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on human oversight; systems should rely on human oversight, 
collaboration and coordination;

Or. en

Amendment 32
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions, and that AI systems should rely 
on human oversight;

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities; underlines that AI systems 
must under no circumstances replace 
human decisions and that AI systems 
always must rely on human oversight;

Or. en

Amendment 33
Arba Kokalari

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions, and that AI systems should rely 
on human oversight;

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities and that AI systems should rely 
on human oversight;

Or. en

Amendment 34
Svenja Hahn, Dita Charanzová, Andrus Ansip, Claudia Gamon, Ivars Ijabs, Liesje 
Schreinemacher, Jordi Cañas
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Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions, and that AI systems should rely 
on human oversight;

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever fully replacing 
human decisions, and that AI systems 
should rely on human oversight;

Or. en

Amendment 35
Andreas Schwab

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2

Draft opinion Amendment

2. Stresses that AI should help to ease 
the administrative burden on public 
authorities, without ever replacing human 
decisions, and that AI systems should rely 
on human oversight;

2. Stresses that AI should support 
police and judicial authorities and that 
humans should always bear the ultimate 
responsibility for any decision-making in 
criminal matters;

Or. en

Amendment 36
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 2 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

2 a. Calls on the Commission to issue 
binding rules for companies to document 
the development of AI systems; notes in 
this regard that it is essential for the risk 
assessment documentation, the software 
documentation, the algorithms and data 
sets used to be fully accessible to market 
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surveillance authorities, while respecting 
Union law;

Or. en

Amendment 37
Markus Buchheit
on behalf of  the ID Group
Alessandra Basso, Antonio Maria Rinaldi, Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Considers that such tools should 
be released as open source software under 
the public procurement procedure, and 
that a fundamental rights audit should be 
part of a prior conformity assessment; 
believes that – while ensuring the respect 
of EU law and values and the applicable 
data protection rules, and without 
jeopardising investigations or criminal 
prosecutions – training data must be open 
data;

deleted

Or. en

Amendment 38
Evžen Tošenovský

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Considers that such tools should be 
released as open source software under the 
public procurement procedure, and that a 
fundamental rights audit should be part of a 
prior conformity assessment; believes that 
– while ensuring the respect of EU law and 
values and the applicable data protection 
rules, and without jeopardising 

3. Considers that such tools should be 
released as software under the public 
procurement procedure with software 
documentation and algorithms fully 
accessible to the responsible Member 
State authorities, allowing also the 
supervision or appeal authorities to review 
how the AI system arrived at a certain 
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investigations or criminal prosecutions – 
training data must be open data;

conclusion, and that a fundamental rights 
audit should be part of a prior conformity 
assessment; believes that – while ensuring 
the respect of EU law and values and the 
applicable data protection rules, and 
without jeopardising investigations or 
criminal prosecutions – training data must 
be accessible for periodic auditing;

Or. en

Amendment 39
Andreas Schwab

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Considers that such tools should be 
released as open source software under 
the public procurement procedure, and 
that a fundamental rights audit should be 
part of a prior conformity assessment; 
believes that – while ensuring the respect 
of EU law and values and the applicable 
data protection rules, and without 
jeopardising investigations or criminal 
prosecutions – training data must be open 
data;

3. Considers that for AI used by 
police and law enforcement in criminal 
matters, a fundamental rights audit should 
be part of a prior conformity assessment;

Or. en

Amendment 40
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Considers that such tools should be 
released as open source software under the 
public procurement procedure, and that a 

3. Considers that Articles 18(2), 42 
and 43, and Annex X of Directive 
2014/24/EU on public procurement need 
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fundamental rights audit should be part of a 
prior conformity assessment; believes that 
– while ensuring the respect of EU law and 
values and the applicable data protection 
rules, and without jeopardising 
investigations or criminal prosecutions – 
training data must be open data;

to be updated so that police and judicial 
authorities can require that such tools 
should be released as open source software 
under the public procurement procedure, 
and that a fundamental rights audit should 
be part of a prior conformity assessment; 
believes that – while ensuring the respect 
of EU law and values and the applicable 
data protection rules, and without 
jeopardising investigations or criminal 
prosecutions – training data must be open 
data;

Or. en

Amendment 41
Arba Kokalari

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3

Draft opinion Amendment

3. Considers that such tools should be 
released as open source software under the 
public procurement procedure, and that a 
fundamental rights audit should be part of a 
prior conformity assessment; believes that 
– while ensuring the respect of EU law and 
values and the applicable data protection 
rules, and without jeopardising 
investigations or criminal prosecutions – 
training data must be open data;

3. Considers that such tools should be 
released as open source software under the 
public procurement procedure, and that a 
fundamental rights audit should be part of a 
prior conformity assessment; believes that 
– while ensuring the respect of EU law and 
values and the applicable data protection 
rules, and without jeopardising 
investigations or criminal prosecutions – 
training data should be publicly available 
when relevant and proportionate;

Or. en

Amendment 42
Svenja Hahn, Claudia Gamon, Ivars Ijabs, Liesje Schreinemacher

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3
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Draft opinion Amendment

3. Considers that such tools should be 
released as open source software under the 
public procurement procedure, and that a 
fundamental rights audit should be part of a 
prior conformity assessment; believes that 
– while ensuring the respect of EU law and 
values and the applicable data protection 
rules, and without jeopardising 
investigations or criminal prosecutions – 
training data must be open data;

3. Considers that such tools should be 
released as open source software under the 
public procurement procedure, and that a 
fundamental rights audit should be part of a 
prior conformity assessment; believes that 
– while ensuring the respect of EU law and 
values and the applicable data protection 
rules, and without jeopardising 
investigations or criminal prosecutions – 
training data must always be open data;

Or. en

Amendment 43
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria 
Grapini, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

3 a. Stresses that the use of AI must be 
based on the principle of non-
discrimination in order to prevent 
discrimination against individuals or 
groups in data entry and analysis; 
underlines that crucial to this are the 
quality of algorithms, original data and 
ex-ante review of decision-making 
processes;

Or. en

Amendment 44
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria Grapini

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3 b (new)
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Draft opinion Amendment

3 b. Stresses that algorithmic-based 
procedures for analysing legal data must 
be made accessible, understandable and 
verifiable to ensure transparency and 
independence in criminal proceedings;

Or. en

Amendment 45
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria 
Grapini, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Paragraph 3 c (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

3 c. Emphasizes the importance of 
open-source development of AI in order to 
avoid obstacles such as high license fees, 
to ensure transparency and traceability as 
well as verification, to enable innovation, 
to strengthen cooperation in the 
application and development of AI and a 
culture of exchanging ideas and 
experiences from using algorithms and 
their creation;

Or. en

Amendment 46
Andreas Schwab

Draft opinion
Paragraph 4

Draft opinion Amendment

4. Emphasises that data collection and 
the monitoring of individuals should be 
limited to criminal suspects;

4. Emphasises that data collection and 
the monitoring of individuals should be 
limited to criminal suspects and should be 
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subject to the prior authorisation by a 
judge according to the respective laws of 
the Member States;

Or. en

Amendment 47
Markus Buchheit, Christine Anderson
on behalf of  the ID Group
Alessandra Basso, Antonio Maria Rinaldi, Virginie Joron, Jean-Lin Lacapelle

Draft opinion
Paragraph 4

Draft opinion Amendment

4. Emphasises that data collection and 
the monitoring of individuals should be 
limited to criminal suspects;

4. Emphasises that data collection and 
the monitoring of individuals should be 
limited to criminal suspects; stresses that 
data which are no longer relevant to the 
proceedings must be deleted;

Or. en

Amendment 48
Maria Grapini, Marc Angel

Draft opinion
Paragraph 4

Draft opinion Amendment

4. Emphasises that data collection and 
the monitoring of individuals should be 
limited to criminal suspects;

4. Emphasises that data collection and 
the monitoring of individuals should be 
limited to criminal suspects, taking into 
account the respect of private life and the 
presumption of innocence;

Or. en

Amendment 49
Svenja Hahn, Dita Charanzová, Andrus Ansip, Claudia Gamon, Ivars Ijabs, Liesje 
Schreinemacher, Jordi Cañas
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Draft opinion
Paragraph 4

Draft opinion Amendment

4. Emphasises that data collection and 
the monitoring of individuals should be 
limited to criminal suspects;

4. Emphasises that data collection and 
the monitoring of individuals should be 
limited to criminal suspects and court 
approved surveillance;

Or. en

Amendment 50
Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
Paragraph 4 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

4 a. Underlines that the use of AI by 
public authorities in criminal matters 
must be done with utmost precaution, only 
if there is thorough evidence of the 
trustworthiness of the algorithm, and in 
accordance with ethical standards in 
order to prevent misuses in the public 
sector, such as mass surveillance and 
breaches of due process rights;

Or. en

Amendment 51
Jordi Cañas, Svenja Hahn

Draft opinion
Paragraph 4 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

4 b. Highlights that national 
authorities should receive training and 
basic skills to deal with algorithmic 
systems and responsibly use AI 
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technologies in criminal matters, with the 
aim of protecting European citizens from 
potential risks and damages to their 
fundamental rights;

Or. en

Amendment 52
Markus Buchheit
on behalf of  the ID Group
Alessandra Basso, Antonio Maria Rinaldi

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Insists that effective complaint and 
redress procedures, including judicial 
redress be made available to citizens;

deleted

Or. en

Amendment 53
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Insists that effective complaint and 
redress procedures, including judicial 
redress be made available to citizens;

5. Insists that Member States shall 
ensure that citizens are informed when 
they are subject to the use of artificial 
intelligence and that effective complaint 
and redress procedures, including judicial 
redress should be made available to them;

Or. en

Amendment 54
Maria Grapini
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Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Insists that effective complaint and 
redress procedures, including judicial 
redress be made available to citizens;

5. Insists that simple effective 
complaint and redress procedures, 
including judicial redress be made 
available to citizens in order to be able to 
defend their rights;

Or. en

Amendment 55
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Paragraph 5

Draft opinion Amendment

5. Insists that effective complaint and 
redress procedures, including judicial 
redress be made available to citizens;

5. Insists that effective and easily 
accessible complaint and redress 
procedures, including judicial redress be 
made available to citizens;

Or. en

Amendment 56
Andreas Schwab

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

deleted
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Or. en

Amendment 57
Dita Charanzová

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection or profiling, 
and calls on the Commission to ensure that 
public authorities conduct proper impact 
assessments on the use of remote 
biometric recognition technologies prior 
to using them; welcomes the 
Commission's ongoing work to assess the 
use of biometric technologies and to 
consider regulatory options, including 
their ban in specific circumstances, and 
introduce necessary safeguards where 
their use is justified

Or. en

Amendment 58
Marcel Kolaja
on behalf of  the Greens/EFA Group

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, autonomous lethal 
weapons, biometric detection and 
recognition for mass surveillance, mass-
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scale citizen scoring, and predictive 
policing, and calls on the Commission to 
ban all applications that are in the highest 
risk category and welcomes the fact that 
some technology companies already 
enacted such bans;

Or. en

Amendment 59
Christine Anderson, Jean-Lin Lacapelle, Virginie Joron

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to respect Member States' 
right and competence to ban or regulate 
them;

Or. en

Amendment 60
Arba Kokalari

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to carefully monitor and 
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evaluate the use of these technologies;

Or. en

Amendment 61
Christel Schaldemose, Andreas Schieder

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders; calls on the 
Commission to regulate the use in order to 
eliminate the risk of abuse;

Or. en

Amendment 62
Svenja Hahn, Claudia Gamon, Ivars Ijabs

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban their use by public 
institutions;

Or. en
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Amendment 63
Evžen Tošenovský

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
and calls on the Commission in this regard 
to strictly apply a risk-based approach;

Or. en

Amendment 64
Markus Buchheit
on behalf of  the ID Group
Alessandra Basso, Antonio Maria Rinaldi, Virginie Joron

Draft opinion
Paragraph 6

Draft opinion Amendment

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Commission to ban them;

6. Recalls the high risk of abuse of 
certain types of AI, including facial 
recognition technologies in public spaces, 
automated behaviour detection and 
profiling to divide people into risk 
categories at borders, and calls on the 
Member States to ban them;

Or. en

Amendment 65
Jordi Cañas, Svenja Hahn

Draft opinion
Paragraph 7 a (new)
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Draft opinion Amendment

7 a. Calls for exchanges of information 
and best practices regarding the 
application of AI techniques and tools by 
judicial and police authorities in Member 
States to avoid a fragmented approach in 
the Single Market, as well as to face in a 
coordinated manner the risks associated 
with AI technologies, such as 
vulnerability to cybersecurity threats, and 
ensure the protection of citizens in the 
Union;

Or. en

Amendment 66
Andreas Schieder, Evelyne Gebhardt, Maria-Manuel Leitão-Marques, Adriana 
Maldonado López, Sylvie Guillaume, Christel Schaldemose, Marc Angel, Maria 
Grapini, Sándor Rónai

Draft opinion
Paragraph 7 a (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

7 a. Further recalls the high risk of 
smart policing applications, which depend 
on data sets collected by humans 
containing discriminatory and prejudiced 
data and calls on procurement procedures 
for such applications to take into account 
and have safeguards for possible biases;

Or. en

Amendment 67
Svenja Hahn, Dita Charanzová, Andrus Ansip, Sandro Gozi, Claudia Gamon, Ivars 
Ijabs, Liesje Schreinemacher, Stéphanie Yon-Courtin

Draft opinion
Paragraph 7 a (new)
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Draft opinion Amendment

7 a. Emphasises that where decision 
making is assisted by statistical 
calculations, such as at probation 
hearings, the decision makers need to be 
trained about the general biases statistical 
calculations carry and made aware about 
the specific biases of calculation in the 
particular situation;

Or. en

Amendment 68
Svenja Hahn, Dita Charanzová, Andrus Ansip, Sandro Gozi, Claudia Gamon, Ivars 
Ijabs, Liesje Schreinemacher, Stéphanie Yon-Courtin, Jordi Cañas

Draft opinion
Paragraph 7 b (new)

Draft opinion Amendment

7 b. Recalls the right of rectification 
established in Regulation (EU) 2016/679 
(General Data Protection Regulation) and 
stresses the particular importance of 
accurate data sets, when these are used to 
assist administrative decisions; calls on 
the Commission to examine the benefits 
of ensuring transparency regarding the 
individual data included in the particular 
calculation and an accompanying 
procedure for rectification.

Or. en


