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SUGGESTIONS 

The Committee on Petitions calls on the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the 

committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions into its motion for a 

resolution: 

 

- having regard to the Edinburgh European Council meeting of 11 and 12 December 1992, 

A. whereas six petitions have been deposited requesting that the establishment of the 

European Parliament in more than one place of work be discontinued; and whereas one of 

these petitions (0630/2006) bears the signatures of more than one million citizens of the 

EU; 

B. whereas, in this time of crisis, the European Parliament should demonstrate the principle 

of solidarity with its citizens by focusing more closely on making administrative savings; 

C. whereas since 2006 attempts by the Petitions Committee to consider this issue on a 

parliamentary level have not succeeded despite the widespread interest in the issue 

amongst European citizens and MEPs; and whereas the absence of an open debate is at 

odds with the values which the European Parliament should embody; 

D. whereas MEPs have repeatedly asked Parliament's Administration to commission a 

Eurobarometer survey asking European citizens for their views on Parliament's split-site 

arrangement; 

1. Welcomes the decision by the Committee on Constitutional Affairs to draw up a report on 

the location of the seats of the European Union’s institutions; agrees with the principle 

that the European Parliament would be more effective, cost-efficient and respectful of the 

environment if it were located in a single place; and notes that the continuation of the 

monthly migration between Brussels and Strasbourg has become a symbolic negative 

issue amongst most EU citizens which is detrimental to the European Union's reputation, 

especially at a time when the financial crisis has led to serious and painful cuts in 

expenditure in Member States; 

2. Notes in addition that further savings could be made in the European Parliament's budget 

by reducing the number of committee, group and delegation meetings which take place 

outside Parliament's official places of work; 

3. Asks the Administration to provide a comprehensive analysis of the potential savings for 

our budget if the Parliament had only one place of work, in Brussels; asks that this 

analysis includes the budgetary aspects and the ancillary costs such as savings made as a 

result of loss of working time and efficiency; 

4. Respects the historic reasons for the location of its plenary sessions in Strasbourg and the 

Treaty requirements that necessitate the system of three places of work; nevertheless 

insists that the current  arrangement cannot continue in perpetuity, is unsustainable and 

that Parliament itself must be able to debate and state a preference for its future, in line 
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with democratic principles; 

5. Calls on the relevant services of the European Parliament to carry out an assessment of the 

agreement between the authorities in Luxembourg and the European Parliament, as 

regards the number of staff to be present in Luxembourg, taking into account a revision of 

Parliament's needs; this assessment should include suggestions on how to renegotiate the 

agreement, without prejudice to the legal provisions; 

6. Calls on Parliament's Administration to commission Eurobarometer or another similar 

professional polling service to conduct a survey, by 1 January 2014, of EU citizens' views 

on the maintenance of Parliament's splitsite working arrangement, with specific reference 

to its financial, environmental and efficiency costs; 

7. Calls for Parliament to debate and express its view as to whether the current arrangement 

should continue; and if an appropriate majority vote is recorded, recommends that 

Parliament initiate a Treaty revision procedure under Article 48 of the Treaty on European 

Union. 
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 

Historical and legal background 

 

At the European Council meeting in Edinburgh in December 1992, member state heads of 

government decided on the location of the seats of the EU institutions. With regard to the 

European Parliament it is stated that:  

‘The European Parliament shall have its seat in Strasbourg, where the twelve periods of 

monthly plenary sessions, including the budget session, shall be held. The periods of 

additional plenary sessions shall be held in Brussels. The Committees of the European 

Parliament shall meet in Brussels. The General Secretariat of the European Parliament and 

its departments shall remain in Luxembourg.’ 

 

The member states enshrined the Edinburgh decision in Protocol No. 6 to the 1997 Treaty of 

Amsterdam. 

 

The European Parliament’s powers have increased significantly over the years, notably since 

the Lisbon Treaty which came into force in 2009. As with most parliaments, it has the power 

to decide its own working arrangements in many respects. However, the Edinburgh 

decision/Protocol No. 6 limits its power to decide when and where it meets. 

 

Changing the official seat of the Parliament and allowing the Parliament the full power to 

determine when and where it shall meet requires treaty change and can therefore only be 

achieved by unanimous consent of all EU member states. This was confirmed by a recent 

judgement by the European Court of Justice in a separate but related issue - the case C-237-

11. 

 

Members of the European Parliament may decide to use their new powers, under Article 48 of 

the Treaty on European Union, to formally propose treaty changes to the Member States if 

they omit action in this regard.  

 

Petitions received by the Committee 

 

The Petitions Committee (PETI) has in the recent years received 7 petitions related to the 

subject of the Seat of the EP. All apart from one case are supporting the idea of a single seat 

for the EU institutions. 

 

One of those petitions has succeeded to collect a large number of signatures and is particularly 

worth noticing: 

 

In 2006 Cecilia Malmström (then a Swedish Liberal MEP and now EU Commissioner for 

Home Affairs), launched an online petition (petition number 630-2006) calling for a Single 

Seat for the European Parliament, in Brussels. 

 

This campaign has so far gathered nearly 1.3 million signatures from European citizens – 

more than the number currently required for a formal European Citizens’ Initiative. 
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This issue was dealt with in PETI Committee in February 2008 with many petitioners present. 

A letter was subsequently sent to the President of the Parliament for consideration by the 

Bureau as the parliamentary organ responsible for questions related to the functioning of the 

institution. An oral question and a draft resolution was tabled for May 2008 but Conference of 

Presidents withheld approval and instead requested the European Parliament’s President to 

write to the Member States. 
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