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Part 1
Legislative opinions
CODECISION PROCEDURE - First reading

European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the Visa Information System (VIS) and the exchange of data between Member States on short-stay visas

1.
Rapporteur: Sarah Ludford
2.
EP No: A6-0194/2007

3.
Date of adoption: 7 June 2007

4.
Subject: the Visa Information System (VIS) and the exchange of data between Member States on short-stay visas

5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2004/0287(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 62(2)(b)(ii) and Article 66 TEC

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission accepts all the amendments adopted by Parliament and fully supports the compromise text of the proposal.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: There is no need for a formal modified proposal, as there is already agreement between the European Parliament and Council, endorsed by the Commission.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The JHA Council already endorsed on 12 June 2007 the amendments adopted by the Parliament. The Council should adopt the proposal as an A point in the coming months once the text has undergone a jurist-linguistic revision.

CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EC) No 1925/2006 on the addition of vitamins and minerals and of certain other substances to foods
1.
Rapporteur: Karin Scheele
2.
EP No: A6-0403/2006
3.
Date of adoption: 7 June 2007
4.
Subject: the addition of vitamins and minerals and of certain other substances to foods
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0193(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 95 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept all the amendments adopted by Parliament at first reading.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: There is no need for a formal modified proposal, as there is already agreement between the European Parliament and Council, endorsed by the Commission.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: It will probably be adopted in September/October 2007 under the Portuguese Presidency.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Regulation (EC) No 1924/2006 on nutrition and health claims made on foods
1.
Rapporteur: Adriana Poli Bortone
2.
EP No: A6-0404/2006
3.
Date of adoption: 7 June 2007
4.
Subject: nutrition and health claims made on foods
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0195(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 95 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept all the amendments adopted by Parliament.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: There is no need for a formal modified proposal, as there is already agreement between the European Parliament and Council, endorsed by the Commission.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: Council should adopt the text before the end of July 2007.
CODECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a Community programme to improve the operation of taxation systems in the internal market (Fiscalis 2013)
1.
Rapporteur: Hans-Peter Martin
2.
EP No: A6-0117/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 20 June 2007
4.
Subject: a Community programme to improve the operation of taxation systems in the internal market (Fiscalis 2013)
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0076(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 95 EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON)
8.
Commission's position: The Commission accepts all the amendments adopted by the European Parliament in first reading.
9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: There is no need for a formal modified proposal, as there is already agreement between the European Parliament and Council, endorsed by the Commission.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The formal endorsement by the Council is foreseen for one of the forthcoming Councils of Ministers in 2007 as an A point, allowing therefore the adoption of this proposal in a single reading.
CODECISION PROCEDURE - First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the definition, description, presentation and labelling of spirit drinks
1.
Rapporteur: Horst Schnellhardt
2.
EP No: A6-0035/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 19 June 2007
4.
Subject: definition, description, presentation and labelling of spirit drinks
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0028(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 95 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept all the amendments adopted by Parliament (with a reserve on the definition of vodka).
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission will formally adapt its proposal after the end of the WTO notification procedure, taking into account its result in particular on the vodka definition.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Council plans to adopt the file after the end of the WTO notification procedure in September/October 2007.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council banning the placing on the market and the import or export from the Community of cat and dog fur and products containing such fur
1.
Rapporteur: Eva-Britt Svensson
2.
EP No: A6-0157/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 19 June 2007
4.
Subject: banning the placing on the market and the import of or export from the Community of cat and dog fur and products containing such fur
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0236(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Articles 95 and 133 EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Internal Market and Consumer Protection (IMCO)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept the compromise package as adopted by the European Parliament  as amendment 21.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: There is no need for a formal modified proposal, as there is already agreement between the European Parliament and Council, endorsed by the Commission.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: The text adopted by the European Parliament mirrors the text which was adopted as a general agreement in COREPER on 13 June 2007. It is the intention of the Council Presidency to proceed to the formal adoption in a future Council meeting as a first reading agreement.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE - First reading
European Parliament resolution on the proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council on the banning of exports and the safe storage of metallic mercury
1.
Rapporteur: Dimitrios Papadimoulis
2.
EP No: A6-0227/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 20 June 2007
4.
Subject: banning of exports and the safe storage of metallic mercury
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0206 (COD)
6.
Legal basis: Articles 133 and 175(1) EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)
8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
Out of the 40 amendments by Parliament, eight are acceptable to the Commission in full, in principle or in part, as they complement the Commission proposal without extending the scope.
The Commission's detailed position with regard to the amendments of the European Parliament is as follows:
Amendments accepted fully by the Commission:
Amendment 3 introduces the notion of local action on mercury into the recitals. This is unproblematic.
Amendment 4 introduces a reference to the European Parliament's Resolution on the Mercury Strategy into the recitals. The addition is factually correct and unproblematic.
Amendment 5 introduces a new recital on international agreements concerning mercury. The text is factually correct and unproblematic.
Amendment 14 amends the recital referring to the provisions on information exchange. As expanding the information exchange is acceptable, the recital as amended is unproblematic, too.
Amendments accepted in part or in principle by the Commission:
Amendment 17, introducing a recital corresponding to an Article on penalties, is acceptable in principle, subject to a revised wording.
Amendment 23, changing the wording of Article 2, is acceptable to the extent that it is limited to drafting changes. It is not acceptable to the extent that it extends the storage obligation to mercury extracted from cinnabar ore.
Amendment 31, changing the wording of Article 5, is acceptable to the extent that it adds some items for consideration to the information exchange. The last part of the amendment, referring to storage in Almadén, is however not acceptable as it derives from an obligation to give priority consideration to this storage site, an obligation not acceptable itself (see amendment 24).
Amendment 34 introduces a new Article on penalties. This is acceptable in principle (see amendment 17) but might benefit from rewording.
Amendments not accepted by the Commission
Amendments 1, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 20, 22, 33 and 50 are not accepted since they imply a considerable extension of the scope of the Regulation (export ban for mercury compounds and mercury containing products, import ban).
Amendments 2 and 19 are not accepted as they change the legal base of the proposal.
Amendments 6, 24 and 36 are not accepted as they imply a preferential treatment for a single storage site (Almadén) and compensation measures for former mines.
Amendment 11 is not accepted as a reference to a PARCOM Decision on the phase out of mercury cell technology in the chlor-alkali industry is irrelevant for the content of the Regulation.
Amendments 12, 15, 25, 26, 28 and 47 are not accepted as they imply a restriction to temporary storage alone, excluding the possibility of final disposal.
Amendment 16 and 35 are not accepted as there is no need for specific provisions on public information and awareness raising.
Amendments 18, 38 and 39 are not accepted as technical and financial assistance to developing countries and/or to NGOs active in the field of mercury go far beyond the scope of the Regulation.
Amendments 13, 30 and 32 are not accepted as they introduce very complex and burdensome reporting requirements that are not justified.
Amendment 37 is not accepted as the proposed date is too early.
Amendment 41 is not accepted as it is unnecessary, the IPPC permitting covering the issue already.
9.
Outlook for the adoption of an amended proposal: With a view to supporting rapid progress in the Council framework, the Commission intends to draw the Council's attention to the Commission's position on Parliament's first reading amendments orally.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: Council reached political agreement leading to a common position on 28 June 2007. The outlook for the formal common position is autumn 2007.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on improving the portability of supplementary pension rights
1.
Rapporteur: Ria Oomen-Ruijten
2.
EP No: A6-0080/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 20 June 2007
4.
Subject: improving the portability of supplementary pension rights
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0214(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Articles 42 and 94 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Employment and Social Affairs (EMPL)
8.
Commission's position: The Commission accepts some of the European Parliament’s amendments ‘in principle’ and will also draw on the latest technical developments stemming from the work with experts of the Member States (in the social questions working group). The Parliament has accepted some points emerging from Council notably the removal of the transfer option, the reformulating of the preservation provision, highlighting the role of social partners further and the exemption of closed schemes. The Commission regrets the removal of the transfer option but accepted that given the unanimity requirement in Council and the technical difficulties for some Member States a directive which guarantees at least preservation and improves vesting would be a substantial first step forward. The Parliament has thereby given a strong signal to make progress on this important file while accepting some of the most urgent concerns by Member States without reducing the effect of the Directive unduly.
Accept ‘in principle’
Amendment 1 (Recitals) – reflects the removal of reference to transfers.
Amendment 2 (Recitals) – highlights the importance of ensuring supplementary pensions are sustainable and the vital role social partners play in this area.
Amendment 3 (Recitals) – responds to Member States' concerns that they will have to introduce supplementary pension schemes.
Amendment 4 (Recitals) – clarifies the definition of supplementary pension schemes further.
Amendment 5 (Recitals) - clarifies the scope further.
Amendment 6 (Recitals) – reduces the scope of the Directive somewhat as it restricts the application to those schemes that are still accepting new members (helps sustainability of closed schemes).
Amendment 8 (Recitals) – restricts scope of Directive by not having it apply to insolvency protection funds.
Amendment 9 (Recitals) – proposes to improve the acquisition, preservation and transfer of rights.
Amendment 10 (Recitals) – deletion of a repeated recital.
Amendment 11 (Recitals) – sets out how contributions are refunded to an outgoing worker.
Amendment 12 (Recitals) – gives outgoing workers the right to leave their vested rights with their previous pension fund.
Amendment 13 (Recitals) – clarifies the balance between sustainability and mobility that must be struck when preserving dormant rights.
Amendment 14 (Recitals) – clarifies how small amounts of dormant rights may be discharged rather than preserved.
Amendment 15 (Recitals) – deletion reflecting the removal of transfers from the Directive.
Amendment 16 (Recitals) – emphasises that the Directive does not aim to limit outgoing workers ability to transfer.
Amendment 17 (Recitals) – deletion as recital already included elsewhere.
Amendment 19 (Article 2: Scope) –restricts the scope in a sensible way, by excluding closed schemes, schemes being subject to regulatory intervention due to financial concerns and insolvency protection schemes.
Amendment 20 (Article 3 – Definitions) – drafting improvement.
Amendment 43 (Article 4 – Acquisition conditions / vesting conditions) – clarifies how an outgoing worker receives non-vested contributions.
Amendment 22 – changes the proposals for vesting – now proposes five years as the maximum amount of time that a scheme can apply before a worker's (who is a member of a supplementary pension scheme) pension rights are vested for those under the age of 25.  For those workers over the age of 25 Parliament proposes immediate vesting once a worker is a member of a pension scheme.  The Commission's original proposal was for a maximum vesting period of two years before their rights became vested, and that where a minimum age for the acquisition of pension rights is stipulated this should be no more than 21 years.  The Commission accepts these amendments, as there is a logic to allow somewhat greater restrictions on workers up to 25 years, as these workers tend to be highly mobile already.  It will also reduce the burden of administrative costs for pension schemes as they will not be forced to deal with large numbers of vested pension rights which only amount to a few years of pension contributions.  The immediate vesting for workers over 25 is an ambitious proposal and goes a long way (further than the original Commission proposal) to meeting the objective of removing obstacles to retirement.
Amendment 24 – enhances the role that social partners may play in implementing the Directive.
Amendment 26 (Article 6 – Transferability) – deletion of article 6 relating to transferability – this is a significant amendment as article 6 was one of the three central elements to the Directive.  However, as there has been little support in Council or Parliament for this provision, the Commission feels it is appropriate to concede this issue at this point, and bring forward proposals relating to transfers in the future.  See also amendment 33 which proposes how this should be undertaken).
Amendment 27 (Article 7 – Information) – changes the recipients of information from ‘workers’ to ‘active scheme members’ and clarifies that information should be provided at request by the recipients. This will mean less administrative burdens for supplementary pension schemes.
Amendment 28 (Article 8 – Minimum Requirements) – Drafting amendment reflecting the removal of article 6.
Amendment 29 (Article 9 – Implementation) – reduces the requirements that social partners have to fulfil in order to be responsible for the implementation of the Directive but does not touch on their obligation to introduce the required provisions.
Amendment 42 – allows Member States to apply a 60-month extension on article 5 (Preservation of dormant rights) (Commission proposal already foresaw such an extension on elements of article 4).
Amendment 30 – deletion of exemption to article 6 for certain schemes, as no longer relevant.
Amendment 33 (Article 10 – Reports) – proposes a report into the conditions of transfers and suggests on the basis of this report the Commission introduces amendments that further remove barriers to mobility.  The Commission welcomes this proposal as it keeps the issue of transfers on the table.
Accept partially or ‘in principle’
Amendment 7 (Recitals) – sets out that the Directive does not aim to impact on national law with regards to winding up or reorganisation measures.  However the reference to Directive 2003/41/EC is unnecessary and redundant and should not be accepted.
Amendment 25 (Article 5 – Preservation) – Most elements of the amendment relate to a firm commitment to allow workers to leave their pension rights in the scheme of the previous employer, which we accept.  Further amendments set out in detail how 'fair treatment' of dormant rights may be achieved, which we again accept as a necessary clarification. The rapporteur also introduced a significant ‘technical amendment’ relating to Article 5. –1, which seeks to assuage concerns (notably NL) that the ECJ may interpret the Article as a requirement for preservation to be undertaken in a particular way.  The Commission supports fully the Parliament’s approach on most provisions in the amendment.
However, one element of the amendment refers to protecting the pension rights of outgoing workers in the event of the insolvency of the undertaking.  The Commission has no legal basis for this provision as it has no reference to either freedom of movement or the internal market.  Furthermore, legislation already exists at a European level in relation to this in the form of Council Directive 80/987/EEC on the approximation of the laws of the Member States relating to the protection of employees in the event of the insolvency of their employer.
Amendments 31 and 32 (Article 10 – Report) – propose that the Commission draws up a report assessing ‘employers willingness to offer a supplementary pensions scheme’.  The Commission is not against reporting on the development of the provision of supplementary pension schemes following the application of the Directive. However, one needs to take account of the many factors which influence the offer of such schemes including national legislation and sweeping labour market changes. Amendment 32 describes a further reporting proposal with relation to the transfer of pension rights.  The amendment appears to duplicate amendment 33 but asks in addition for a consideration of the liability of the original employers for pension rights after their transfer to another system. The Commission can of course report on related provisions in Member States which provide for such right and review the options how to meet this concern expressed in the amendment.  The most appropriate solution would be to include the points made in these two amendments in an appropriately rephrased manner in a recital to amendment 33.
Reject
Amendment 18 (Article 1 – Objectives) – proposes to expand the objective of the Directive beyond improving mobility, to also encourage the development of supplementary pension provision.  The Directive has no legal base in which to pursue such an aim.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission intends to present an amended proposal in summer 2007.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: While agreement (unanimity) could not be reached in the May 2007 Council, Member States' positions were close in many important areas and the decision of a number of countries to drop request for exemptions close to or at the Council meeting is encouraging. The Commission will encourage the Portuguese Presidency to move quickly. The Commission intends to work within the Social Questions Working Party throughout autumn 2007 with the intention of reaching unanimity in Council by the end of the year. Following informal meetings between the institutions the Commission would hope for an agreed proposal at second reading in the Parliament in early 2008.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading

European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Directives 89/665/EEC and 92/13/EEC with regard to improving the effectiveness of review procedures concerning the award of public contracts

1.
Rapporteur: Jean-Claude Fruteau
2.
EP No: A6-0172/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 21 June 2007
4.
Subject: improving the effectiveness of review procedures concerning the award of public contracts

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0066(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 95 of the EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection (IMCO)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission accepts all the amendments.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal:  An amended proposal is not necessary as there is already an agreement between the European Parliament and the Council, supported by the Commission.

10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal: adoption of the Directive by the Council expected in autumn 2007.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council Decision concerning access for consultation of the Visa Information System (VIS) by the authorities of Member States responsible for internal security and by Europol for the purposes of the prevention, detection and investigation of terrorist offences and of other serious criminal offences

1.
Rapporteur: Sarah Ludford

2.
EP No: A6-0195/2007

3.
Date of adoption: 7 June 2007

4.
Subject: access for consultation of the Visa Information System (VIS) by designated authorities and by Europol for the purposes of the prevention, detection and investigation of terrorist offences and of other serious criminal offences

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0232(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 30 (1) (b) and Article 34 (2) (c) Treaty of the European Union

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission accepts all the amendments adopted by  Parliament and fully supports the compromise text.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: There is no need for a formal modified proposal, as there is already agreement between the European Parliament and Council, endorsed by the Commission.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The JHA Council of 12-13 June 2007 reached political compromise on the amended proposal.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING PROCEDURE

European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Framework Decision on the protection of personal data processed in the framework of police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters

1.
Rapporteur: Martine Roure

2.
EP No: A6-0205/2007

3.
Date of adoption: 7 June 2007

4.
Subject: the protection of personal data processed in the framework of police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters

5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2005/0202(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 30, 31 and Article 34 (2) (b) of the Treaty of the European Union

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments and considers some a good basis for further discussion in Council.
Many of the amendments proposed by Parliament could be supported by the Commission in the framework of Council's discussions; these are the amendments nos 1, 5, 8, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 28, 31, 33, 36, 40, 42, 44, 49, 53, 54, 57. In  particular the text proposals in relation to defining purposes for further processing and the introduction of administrative / or penal sanctions (amendment no. 53) in case of unlawful data processing and the proposed evaluation of the Framework Decision are helpful.
The position of the Commission on the other amendments is the following:
Article 1 (1) - Amendment 15: Partly acceptable. The reference to safety should not be deleted.
Article 1 (4) Amendment 16: Not acceptable; such a clause is indispensable, in line with the Treaty on the European Union.
Article 3 (1) (b) Amendment 23: Not acceptable in so far that prior examination of a national data protection authority may and should not be the only possible oversight mechanism. Moreover, 'data mining' is not defined.
Article 7 Amendment 27: Partly not acceptable because the requirements are too detailed and leave insufficient room for Member States to regulate how, by way of exception, the processing of sensitive personal data may be carried out.
Article 10 (1) Amendment 29: Not acceptable. It is sufficient that the transmitting authority informs the recipient of the personal data. The Commission's proposal does not include an obligation to inform the supervisory authority.
Article 11 (1) Amendment 30: Not acceptable insofar that this may include domestic data processing.
Article 12 (1) (a) Amendment 32: Not acceptable because it restricts the further processing for legitimate objectives within the clearly defined scope of the Framework Decision.
Article 12 (1) last subparagraph Amendment 34: Not acceptable because it is not necessary that in all cases data should be made anonymous.
Article 12 (2) Amendment 35: Not acceptable because its consequences are unclear.
Article 14 Amendment 37: Not acceptable. Among others, it introduces conditions for an adequacy level that are too specified in comparison to the Commission's proposal. Moreover, these requirements impose disproportionate burdens on national authorities and goes beyond what even Directive 95/46/EC requires.
Article 14 (1) (a) (new) Amendment 38: Not acceptable. The amendment is much stricter than the Commission's proposal and goes beyond what Directive 95/46/EC requires.
Article 14 (1) (b) (new) Amendment 39: Not acceptable because a specific obligation to inform the competent supervisory authority is unnecessary. The supervisory authority can ex officio control afterwards any data transfer.
Article 14b (new) Amendment 41: The additional restrictive requirements in comparison to the Commission's proposal are not acceptable.
Article 16 Amendment 43: Not acceptable because the Commission's proposal allows for exceptions to the obligation to inform. This should be taken into account.
Article 17 (2) (a) Amendment 45: Not acceptable because 'ongoing operations' is too limited.
Article 17 (2) (b) Amendment 46: Not acceptable because Article 21 of the Commission's proposal is better worded.
Article 17(2) (c) Amendment 47: Not acceptable, since there may exist overriding interests of a third party.
Article 18 (1) Amendment 48: Not acceptable because rectification should be applied under the responsibility of the data controller.
Article 21 Amendment 50: Not acceptable because 'persons' offers more flexibility, as recognized in the Commission's proposal.
Article 22 (2) (g) Amendment 51: Not acceptable since 'processed' is a general term: either it should be 'processed' or 'input'.
Article 23 Amendment 52: Not acceptable. The national data protection authority (supervisory authority) should do the prior checking.
Recital 12 + Recital 18a + Article 26 (1) (a) (new) + (2) Amendments 9, 10, 55 and 56:
Not acceptable. This issue of a Joint Supervisory Authority cannot be regulated in the Framework Decision, but needs a separate Council Decision.
Article 27 (1) (a) Amendment 58: Not acceptable because it goes beyond the scope of the Framework Decision, that only refers to transfer of data received from another Member State to a third country.
Article 27a (new) Amendment 59: Acceptable on the condition that this clause respects that the Commission has autonomous legislative powers.
Annex (new) Amendment 60: Not acceptable because the relationship between the body of the Framework Decision and this attachment creates legal uncertainty and may be potentially damaging to the aim of setting a minimum level of harmonisation.
Recital 10a (new) Amendment 2: Not acceptable, because the proposed recital has no relation with the objective and scope of the Framework Decision.
Recital 12 Amendment 3: Not acceptable because Commission's proposal allows exceptions, which are necessary to meet law enforcement needs.
Recital 13 Amendment 4: Not acceptable because Commission's proposal allows exceptions, which are necessary to meet law enforcement needs.
Recital 15 Amendment 6: Acceptable. Better to apply "administrative and/or penal sanctions", like in amendment 53.
Recital 16 Amendment 7: Not acceptable because it is against the subsidiarity principle.
Recital 18a (new) Amendment 10: Not acceptable because they have distinct functions, which cannot be united.
Recital 26a (new) Amendment 13: Not acceptable because the evaluation of the Framework Decision guarantees sufficient possibilities to extend and improve the Framework Decision. The attachment of principles to the Framework Decision creates legal uncertainty.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: No formal amendment of the Commission's proposal is foreseen. The Commission will orally inform the Council on its position on the amendments and support some of them in the framework of Council's discussions.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Council concluded in the JHA Council meeting of 12-13 June 2007 that it will examine all solutions suggested by the European Parliament in the spirit of cooperation that is reflected in the opinion and that it intends to reach a political agreement as soon as possible and at the latest by the end of 2007.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council regulation establishing a multi-annual plan for the cod stocks in the Baltic Sea and the fisheries exploiting those stocks
1.
Rapporteur: Zdzislaw Chmielewski
2.
EP No: A6-0163/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 7 June 2007
4.
Subject: Multi-annual plan for the cod stocks in the Baltic Sea and the fisheries exploiting those stocks
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0134(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 37 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Fisheries (PECH)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
Amendment 1 – accepted
Amendment 2 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because the plan is based on the MSY principle which takes not only stock management but also economic considerations into account.  The respective targets of the plan go beyond the precautionary principle.
Amendment 3 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because:
- The EU is no longer a Member of the IBSFC
- The IBSFC has been terminated
- There is no direct link to the IBSFC plan
Amendment 4 – accepted in principle
The Commission notes that the split of the management areas in the Baltic Sea was already made some years ago and that this split into Western and Eastern area is determined by the scientific evidence of two separate cod stocks in the Baltic and not by the ecological features of the two areas.  However the Commission has no objection to this amendment in principle.
Amendment 5 – accepted in principle
The Commission could accept this amendment if the words "caught illegally" are replaced by "misreported" and the sentence formulated in accordance with the scientific advice by ICES
Amendment 6 – rejected
Whereas the Commission fully understands the spirit behind this and fully supports the fight against IUU, it cannot accept this amendment in this context since this is not including measures to address these issues.
Amendment 7 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because:
- the legal basis of this plan is Article 37 of the Treaty establishing the European Community
- the plan is encompassing a recovery and a management phase.
Amendment 8 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because:
- the intention of this article is to allow for stronger measures in case they are deemed necessary for example based on unforeseen environmental impacts to ensure the continuous reduction of the fishing mortality until the defined targets are met.
- the suggested change in wording might lead to the setting of TACs which counteract the objectives of the plan
Amendment 9 - rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because:
- the gears identified are mixed fisheries gears and are used for the fishing for cod whether it is the intention or not ;
- bottom set lines are a passive and unselective gear contributing significantly to the cod catches in the Baltic;
- the title has been simplified to: "Procedure for setting periods when fishing with certain gear is allowed".
Amendment 10 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because:
- bottom set lines are a passive and unselective gear contributing significantly to the cod catches in the Baltic.
For information:
Paragraph 1 has been changed based on additional information provided by Member States as follows:
1. It shall be prohibited to fish with trawls, Danish seines or similar gear of a mesh size equal to or larger than 90 mm, with gillnets, entangling nets or trammel nets of a mesh size equal to or larger than 90 mm, or with bottom set lines, or longlines except drifting lines, or handlines or jigging equipment
Amendment 11 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because:
-10% is the minimum in order to evaluate the efficiency of the measures taken;
-Reducing the annual reduction to 8% results in a prolongation of the reduction period, the recovery of the stocks and therefore the stabilisation of the sector on sustainable levels.
Amendment 12 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because minimum landing sizes are regulated in the Technical Measures Regulation for the Baltic Sea (EC) No 2187/2005.
Amendment 13 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because monitoring of catches is still necessary in these areas. All vessels need to be monitored in order to know if they fish cod or not. A significant amount of cod is taken in other fisheries as by-catch.
Amendment 14 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment. - The provision has been changed as follows:
By way of derogation from Article 5(2) of Regulation (EEC) No 2807/83, the permitted margin of tolerance in estimating quantities, in kilograms, of fish subject to a TAC that are retained on board vessels shall be 10% of the logbook figure except for cod in which case the margin of tolerance shall be 8%.
Amendment 15 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment.  The provision has been changed as follows:
3. When a fishing vessel exits from either Area A, B or Subdivision Area C with cod on board, it shall:
(a) go directly to port outside the Area where it has been fishing and land the fish.
(b) When leaving the Area where the vessel has been fishing, the nets shall be stowed in accordance with the following conditions so that they may not readily be used:
i) disconnected from their trawl boards and towing and hauling wires and ropes,
(ii) nets which are on or above deck shall be securely lashed to some part of the superstructure.
Amendment 16 – accepted
The Commission can accept the total deletion of this article and consequent amendment in the sense that no prior authorisation to land is required as all landings are weighed on the arrival of the vessel in port.
Amendments 17/18 – rejected
The Commission cannot accept these amendments because an evaluation within two years would not provide any significant results.
Amendment 19 - rejected
The Commission cannot accept this amendment because monitoring and evaluating the socio-economic impact of the application of this regulation form part of the provisions in Article 27 paragraph 1.
9.
Outlook for the amendments of the proposal: The Commission has informed the Council of its position on the amendments adopted by Parliament.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Fisheries Council reached political agreement on 12 June and in principle the proposal will be adopted by a forthcoming Council as an A point.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council regulation laying down conservation and enforcement measures applicable in the Regulatory Area of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation
1.
Rapporteur: Luís Manuel Capoulas Santos
2.
EP No: A6-0162/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 7 June 2007
4.
Subject: Conservation and enforcement measures applicable in the Regulatory Area of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0200(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 37 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Fisheries (PECH)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission accepts all the amendments adopted by Parliament.
9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: The Commission has informed the Council of its position on the amendments adopted by Parliament, which are expected to be included in the final decision of the Council.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The proposal should be adopted by the Council as an A point most probably under the Portuguese Presidency.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council regulation laying down specific rules as regards the fruit and vegetable sector and amending certain Regulations 

1.
Rapporteur: María Isabel Salinas García
2.
EP No: A6-0183/2007
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 7 June 2007
4.
Subject: Council Regulation laying down specific rules as regards the fruit and vegetables sector and amending certain regulations
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2007/0012(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Articles 36 and 37 of the Treaty establishing the European Community
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on agriculture and rural development (AGRI)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
The European Parliament has proposed amendments on the following issues:
· Producer organisations and Producer Groups:
European Parliament's amendments: Extending the cases in which the Community contribution is fixed at 60% to joint actions between Producer organisations, for integrated production actions, for producer organisations for which the aid for processing accounts for more than 50% of the value of the marketed production, for producer organisations situated in regions with low level of organisation and for producers which are particularly affected by products from third countries.
Commission's position: Amendment rejected (due to budgetary constraints)
· Crisis management
European Parliament's amendments: Serious crisis has to be defined by Member States for each product.
Commission's position: Amendment rejected (it would lead to increase the complexity of the scheme)
European Parliament's amendments: Creation of a separate fund for crisis management co-financed two thirds by the Community (including the option of using a limit of 0.5% of the national reserve related to the Single Payment Scheme) and one third by producer organisations.
Commission's position: Amendment rejected (it would be against simplification)
European Parliament's amendments: Extending the list of measures for crisis management to income insurances, aid for processing of products of double destination (fresh and processing) and contributions to mutual funds.
Commission's position: Amendment rejected (A Commission's declaration to study this point under the Health Check is included)
European Parliament's amendments: Creation of a Prices Observatory for contributing to prevent crisis.
Commission's position: Amendment rejected.  (Against simplification)
· Export restitutions
European Parliament's amendments: Export restitutions should be maintained until an eventual outcome of the Doha Round justifies its abolition.
Commission's position: Export refunds have been abolished. (From an economical point of view, export refunds do not play a significant role and these funds could be more efficiently used for other CMO objectives. Moreover its abolition will contribute to a better position of the EU in the Doha Round).
· Producer organisations:
European Parliament's amendments: Maintaining producer groups and their corresponding Community contribution for the cost of the setting up and running not only in Member States which acceded to the European Union on 1 May 2004 or thereafter but also in outermost regions and in Aegean islands.
Commission's position: accepted
· Crisis management:
European Parliament's amendment: Non members should be allowed to participate in crisis management measures.
Commission's position: accepted
· Inclusion of products for processing in the Single Payment Scheme
European Parliament's amendments: Member States should be allowed to set out a transitional period for the full integration of fruit and vegetables in the Single Payment Scheme. For tomatoes for processing sector, Member States should be allowed until 2013 to grant an aid per Hectare under certain conditions, in particular the obligation of signing contracts with industries to deliver the raw material. A separate payment for tomatoes for historical producers of tomatoes for processing in New Member States is also requested.
Commission's position: The amendments have been partially accepted and, therefore, the Council Regulation will be amended:
· Transitional period for the inclusion of fruit and vegetables for processing in the Single Payment Scheme and in the Single Area Payment Scheme (SASP)
A maximum four year transitional period until at the latest 31 December 2011 will be fixed for tomatoes for processing sector provided that the coupled proportion of the payment does not exceed 50 % of the corresponding component of the national ceiling.
A maximum five year transitional period until at the latest 31 December 2012 will be fixed for crops other than annual crops provided that after 31 December 2010, the coupled proportion of the payment does not exceed 75 % of the corresponding component of the national ceiling in 2011 and 2012 respectively.
· SAPS: Separate Fruit and Vegetables Payment
New Member States applying the SAPS will be able to introduce a decoupled separate fruit and vegetable payment to historical producers of fruit and vegetables based on the same principles as the separate sugar payment. They will have to decide by 1 November 2007 the budgetary amount to be deducted from the SAPS envelope and the objective and non discriminatory criteria used for the allocation of the separate payment to the historical producers of fruit and vegetables.
· Soft fruits
European Parliament's amendments:  For Member States which acceded to the European Union on 1 May 2004 or thereafter an aid of 120.75 € / ha should be granted for a total surface of 165.000 Ha.
Commission's position: The amendment has been partially accepted. A transitional direct payment financed by the Community budget for a period of 5 years ending on 31 December 2012 will be established for raspberries and strawberries intended for processing.
The payment financed by the Community budget shall not exceed 230 €/ha. Member States may pay a national top up. In this case, the total amount shall not exceed 400 €/ ha.
· Promotion
European Parliament's amendments: Consumption of fruit and vegetables is considered as a key element to improve human health. Promotion should be reinforced and Health and Consumer authorities should be joined to this task. A school fruit regime should be introduced.
Commission's position: The Commission confirms its interest for a school fruit scheme subject to the results of an impact assessment on the benefits, the conditions and detailed arrangements and the budgetary consequences.
9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: The Commission has informed the Council orally of its position on the amendments.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: A political agreement was reached on12 June 2007 by the Council of Ministers of Agriculture in Luxembourg. It is expected that the Regulation will be adopted in September.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) 1030/2002 laying down a uniform format for residence permits for third-country nationals
1.
Rapporteur: Carlos Coelho

2.
EP No: A6-0211/2007

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 20 June 2007

4.
Subject: Uniform format for residence permits for third-country nationals
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2003/0218(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 63(3)(a) ECT
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission accepts certain amendments in principle.
The Commission can accept the principles underlying the following amendments:
Amendment 2 (defining the purpose of entering biometric data): the definition which Parliament wishes to add to the recitals is already provided for in the new second paragraph of Article 4.
Amendment 6 (specific protection of minors when digital fingerprints are taken): protection is guaranteed by the insertion in Article 4a of a reference to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child.
Amendment 10 (guaranteeing a high level of security for the storage medium): this guarantee is provided by the new wording of Articles 2 (1) and 4a.
The Commission cannot accept the other amendments.
Amendment 1 (introducing a reference to the level of security requirements for identity cards): Community-level harmonisation of these security requirements for identity cards is not possible.
Amendment 3 (purely linguistic adjustment): this does not take account of the difference in wording (may/shall) between recitals and provisions.
Amendments 4 and 5: the additions proposed by Parliament to the description of the technical specifications are already included in another provision.
Amendments 7 and 13 (introduction of specific rules on committee procedures): these derogate from the applicable uniform horizontal rules.
Amendments 8 and 11 (introducing a mechanism for establishing a list of national authorities authorised to have access to the biometric data): by defining the objectives of access to these data, the Regulation provides a functional definition of the authorities that may have access to them.
Amendment 9 (deletion of the provision allowing Member States to include a second storage medium for e-government purposes): this runs counter to the essential objectives of the Commission proposal and to the wishes of all the Member States.
Amendment 12 (prohibition of modification or deletion by the authorities of biometric data): the Regulation's provisions clearly establish that only the authorities responsible for issuing the residence permits may enter data in the storage medium.
Amendment 14 (Member State reports to the Commission on different aspects of the implementation of this Regulation): the general arrangements for Commission supervision of the correct application of Community law are sufficient.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: When the proposal was discussed in the Council, it transpired that the Member States agreed with the Commission's position on Parliament's amendments. A formal amendment of the proposal is therefore unnecessary.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: A very large majority of the Member States support the compromise text currently under discussion in the Council. However, the legal basis requires unanimity. The Portuguese Presidency will continue discussions towards adoption of the proposal.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council framework decision on the organisation and content of the exchange of information extracted from criminal records between Member States

1.
Rapporteur: Augustin Diaz De Mera Garcia Consuegra

2.
EP No:A6-0170/2007

3.
Date of adoption: 21 June 2007

4.
Subject: organisation and content of the exchange of information extracted from criminal records between Member States

5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2005/0267(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Articles 31 and 34(2)(b) TUE

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments adopted by Parliament.
The resolution clearly supports the key provisions of the proposal expressed in particular in recital 8 a).
Several amendments propose to introduce general provisions on data protection in the proposal (in particular amendments 2, 22, 23, 24 and 29). The Commission's position is that the present instrument is a sectoral one. It contains a few provisions on data protection which are specific to criminal records and are more restrictive. For the rest, personal data handled as part of the implementation of the framework decision should be protected in accordance with the provisions of the future framework decision on the protection of personal data processed in the framework of police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters. This horizontal proposal is currently in discussion in Council and the amendments proposed by the European Parliament in the context of the proposal on "criminal records" are more of a political nature (fear that the scope of the proposal on data protection be reduced by the Council).
The detailed position of the Commission on the amendments is as follows:
Amendments accepted or accepted in principle
The Commission accepts amendments 1 (clear support for the key principles of the Framework Decision, 3 (link to the proposal for a Framework Decision on procedural guarantees), 4, 5 (the removal of the reference to convictions of an administrative/penal nature corresponds in general terms to the position of the great majority of the Member States and is based on the definition in the proposal for a Framework Decision on taking account of previous convictions), 8, 9, 12 (link to the proposal on taking account of convictions), 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 25, 27 and 34.

The Commission can also accept amendment 15, which should address some of the concerns raised by Belgium about prohibitions on working with children (ensuring that the criminal records of the persons concerned are known, particularly in the context of access to certain sensitive activities (such as working with children)). It will undoubtedly be necessary to link this requirement to the establishment of electronic data exchange.
The Commission also accepts amendments 30, 31 and 32. It should be possible to specify this information more precisely during further work on the format.

The Commission accepts amendments 6 (with a reference, rather, to Articles 6 and 7, but specifying that what is involved is answers under Article 7 to the requests referred to in Article 6), 10 and 11, in principle.

Amendments 7, 13 and 14 do not seem necessary. Amendment 7 refers to transmission to the criminal record (transmission is for entry in the record). It would seem more logical to say "when it is transmitted for entry in the national criminal record". As regards amendment 14, the purpose of the request should be clear from the entries made in the annexed form (Article 6 (3)).

Amendments rejected:

The Commission cannot accept amendments 2, 22, 23, 24 and 29 (se above for the Commission's position on the addition of general data protection provisions).

The Commission cannot accept amendment 28. This provision, whilst being well-intentioned, would result in the imposition of an overly onerous bureaucratic obligation on Member States, with the potential risk that it would slow down a procedure that is designed to be quick and efficient.
The Commission cannot accept amendment 33. Given the situation regarding national criminal records, a deadline of one year seems too short (the Commission proposal provided for a deadline of three years).

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission will not formally amend its proposal.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: A general approach was reached on the proposal at the JHA Council of 13 June 2007.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council regulation on the conclusion of a Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the Democratic Republic of São Tomé and Principe and the European Community
1.
Rapporteur: Luís Manuel Capoulas Santos
2.
EP No: A6-0231/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 19 June 2007
4.
Subject: Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the EC and São Tomé
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2007/0034(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 37, article 300(2) and article 300(3), first subparagraph of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Fisheries (PECH)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission cannot accept any of the amendments adopted by Parliament.
Amendment 1 – rejected
Under the previous agreement all catches were reported to São Tomé and Principe some months after the end of each year, after validation by the relevant European scientific research institutes. Despite some initial deficiencies, the functioning of the catch reporting system has improved over time. Moreover, this recital introduces amendment 2, which is judged not necessary. Therefore, the Commission considers that amendment 1 is not necessary.
Amendment 2 – rejected
For the time being, the Commission has no legal basis to block license requests on the basis of missing or poor reporting from Member States. Furthermore, data submitted by the Member States are transmitted to the Commission approximately 12 months after fishing activities have been conducted. This delay is due to the time needed by relevant European scientific research institutes to validate the fishing activities of each individual vessel.
A proposal for a Council regulation concerning authorisation for fishing activities of Community fishing vessels outside Community waters and the access of third country vessels to Community waters has been adopted by the Commission on 18/6/2007. The adoption of this proposal by the Council would give the Commission more power in this area. Therefore, the Commission considers that this amendment is not necessary.
Amendments 3 and 4 – rejected
The Commission fully shares the concern to keep the European Parliament informed on the various aspects of the implementation of the Protocol. However, the Commission already complies with the transmission of such information in line with the current inter-institutional arrangements. Therefore, the Commission considers that these amendments are unnecessary.
9.
Outlook for the amendments of the proposal: Not applicable since the Commission rejects all amendments.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: In principle the proposal will be adopted by a forthcoming Council as an A point.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council regulation on the conclusion of the Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the European Community on the one hand, and the Republic of Kiribati, on the other
1.
Rapporteur: Philippe Morillon
2.
EP No: A6- 0228/2007
3.
Date of adoption: 19 June 2007
4.
Subject: Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the EC and Kiribati
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2007/0062(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 37, article 300(2) and article 300(3), first subparagraph of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Fisheries (PECH)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission cannot accept any of the amendments adopted by Parliament.
Amendment 1 – rejected
At present, Member States transmit fishing data to the Commission approximately 12 months after fishing activities have been conducted. This delay is due to the need for relevant European scientific research institutes to validate the fishing activities of each individual vessel. This makes impossible for the Commission to perform realistic compliance reviews concerning individual vessels as suggested in the amendment. 
Furthermore, for the time being the Commission has no legal basis to block license requests on the basis of lack of or poor reporting from Member States. The Commission would like to re-call in this context that a draft Council regulation which will re-define the conditions for licensing and reporting obligations is currently being prepared and should be submitted to the Council and the European Parliament in the coming weeks. Against this background, the Commission considers that such amendment is not necessary.
Amendments 2 and 3 – rejected
The Commission fully shares the concern to keep the European Parliament informed on the various aspects of the implementation of the Protocol. However, the Commission already complies with the transmission of such information in line with the current inter-institutional arrangements. Therefore, the Commission considers that this amendment is not necessary.
9.
Outlook for the amendments of the proposal: Not applicable since the Commission rejects all amendments.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: In principle the proposal will be adopted by a forthcoming Council as an A point.
Part 2
Non-legislative resolutions
THE COMMISSION DOES NOT INTEND TO RESPOND FORMALLY TO THE FOLLOWING NON-LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT DURING THE JUNE 2007 PART SESSIONS
-
European Parliament resolution of 7 June 2007 on the roadmap for the Union's Constitutional Process (2007/2087(INI))

Report by Enrique BARÓN CRESPO, Elmar BROK (EP: A6-0197/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 7 June 2007

Competence: 
José Manuel BARROSO, Margot WALLSTRÖM


Secretariat-General

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Wallström has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution of 7 June 2007 on the fifth session of the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHCR)

(EP: B6-0234/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 7 June 2007

Competence: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER


DG External Relations

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
European Parliament resolution of 20 June 2007 on the financing of the European programme of satellite radionavigation (Galileo) under the Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 and the multiannual financial framework 2007-2013

(EP: B6-0238/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 20 June 2007

Competence: 
Jacques BARROT


DG Energy and Transport

Grounds:
The Commission will not be answering formally as the requests addressed directly to the Commission will be dealt with in September 2007 in the context of a communication concerning the financing and cost of the Galileo programme, governance of the programme and public procurement strategy.
-
European Parliament resolution of 20 June 2007 on the Millennium Development Goals – the midway point (2007/2103(INI))

Report by Glenys KINNOCK (EP: A6-0220/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 20 June 2007

Competence: 
Louis MICHEL


DG Development
Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Michel replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
European Parliament resolution of 20 June 2007 on the work of the ACP-EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly in 2006 (2007/2021(INI))

Report by Thierry CORNILLET (EP: A6-0208/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 20 June 2007

Competence: 
Louis MICHEL


DG Development

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Michel replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
European Parliament resolution of 20 June 2007 on improving the method for consulting Parliament in procedures relating to the enlargement of the euro area

(EP: B6-0264/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 20 June 2007

Competence: 
Joaquin ALMUNIA


DG Economic and Financial Affairs

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Almunia has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution of 21 June 2007 on MEDA and financial support to Palestine – evaluation, implementation and control (2006/2128(INI))  

Report by Rodi KRATSA-TSAGAROPOULOU (EP: A6-0210/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 21 June 2007

Competence: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER


DG Europe Aid

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner replied to the requests contained in the Resolution at the plenary session.
-
European Parliament resolution of 1 June 2007 on Cuba

(EP: B6-0250/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 21 June 2007

Competence: 
Louis MICHEL


DG Development

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Kovács replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
European Parliament resolution of 21 June 2007 on the situation in Ethiopia

(EP: B6-0246/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 21 June 2007

Competence: 
Louis MICHEL


DG Development

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Kovács replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
European Parliament resolution of 21 June 2007 on Burma

(EP: B6-0248/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 21 June 2007

Competence: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER


DG External Relations

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Kovács replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
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