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Part 1
Legislative opinions
CODECISION PROCEDURE – Second reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the Council common position for adopting a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a common framework for business registers for statistical purposes and repealing Council Regulation (EEC) No 2186/93
1.
Rapporteur: Hans-Peter MARTIN (NI/AT)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0353/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0479
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 25 October 2007
4.
Subject: Business registers for statistical purposes
5.
Inter-institutional reference number: 2005/0032(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 285(1) EC-Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept all amendments adopted by Parliament. The amendments are legal clarifications that do not change the substance of the proposal.
9.
Outlook for the Commission's opinion: The Commission is currently preparing its opinion, which will be available during November 2007.
10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal: The Council is expected to adopt the proposal shortly.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a framework for Community action to achieve a sustainable use of pesticides
1.
Rapporteur: Christa KLASS (PPE-DE/DE)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0347/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0444
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 23 October 2007
4.
Subject: sustainable use of pesticides
5.

Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0132(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 175 EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)
8.

Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
Of the 123 amendments adopted by the European Parliament, 25 are acceptable to the Commission and 69 are acceptable in principle or in part as they clarify and improve upon the Commission proposal. The Commission’s detailed position with regard to the amendments of the European Parliament is as follows:
Amendments accepted fully by the Commission:
Amendments 2, 3, 6, 49, 53, 60, 61, 66, 68, 76, 94, 95, 97, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 111, 115 and 117 are acceptable as they clarify or improve the provisions concerned.
Amendments 17, 52 and 103 are acceptable as they introduce appropriate reference to new rules of comitology.
Amendment 26 clarifies and improves the definition.
Amendments accepted in part or in principle by the Commission:
Amendment 4 is acceptable in part and in principle. First part up to last sentence is acceptable subject to wording improvements, and last sentence is acceptable.
Amendment 7 is acceptable providing 'plant protection products' is replaced with 'pesticides'.
Amendments 8, 9, 11, 20, 24, 25, 27, 31, 35, 38, 39, 43, 44, 54, 62, 63, 65, 70, 71, 79, 81, 82, 83, 85, 87, 90, 92, 93, 110, 112, 113, 114, 116, 118, 119, 122, 137, 141, 151, 153, 155, 164 aim at clarifying or improving the provisions concerned, and can be accepted subject to redrafting.
Amendment 10 is acceptable subject to keeping the reference to environmental benefits.
Amendment 13 is acceptable in part and in principle: the first part up to 'crop-specific standards of Integrated Pest Management' is acceptable but the references to mandatory crop-specific standards are not acceptable. The last part is acceptable subject to minor redrafting (in particular 'should' ought to be replaced by 'may').
Amendment 15 is acceptable in part and in principle: reference to use indicators is not acceptable whilst other parts of the amendment can be accepted subject to minor redrafting.
Amendment 18 is acceptable in part and in principle: use reduction is not per se an objective of the Strategy and should be deleted. Other parts are acceptable subject to redrafting (in particular 'plant protection products' (PPPs) should be replaced with 'pesticides').
Amendment 19 is acceptable in part, as plant protection products can indeed be used in agricultural or non –agricultural contexts.
The principles of amendments 21, 46, 143 are acceptable however they would better fit in a recital.
Amendment 33 is acceptable in principle however guidelines may be sufficient to serve the same purpose.
Amendment 36 is acceptable in part and in principle: first part up to 'local conditions' is acceptable whilst last part should be redrafted (in particular consideration of stakeholders is redundant with paragraph 4).
Amendment 42 is acceptable in part and in principle: apart from the change from 5 to 3 years which is not acceptable, other parts of the amendment are acceptable subject to redrafting.
Amendments 47, 100, 133 are acceptable in principle: as a comparable provision already exists in the PPP Regulation, a reference to this Regulation should be made with an extension of the scope to pesticides.
Amendment 48 is acceptable in part and in principle: all parts are acceptable subject to wording improvements, except the last sentence which may be misleading and should be deleted.
The principle of amendment 50 is acceptable, however it would better fit in Annex I.
Amendment 51 is acceptable in part and in principle: except from change from 2 to 3 years which is not acceptable, other parts of the amendment can be accepted provided that wording is improved.
Amendment 56 is acceptable in part: all parts except from the last sentence which lacks clarity can be accepted as such.
Amendment 59 is acceptable in part and in principle: paragraphs 1a and 1c are not acceptable as similar provisions already exist in other pieces of legislation. Other parts are acceptable subject to redrafting. In addition, paragraphs 1b and 1d would better fit in a separate article.
Amendment 64 is acceptable in part and in principle: except from paragraphs (ca) and (ce) which would weaken the Commission proposal or be difficult to implement and are therefore not acceptable, other parts of this amendment can be accepted subject to wording improvement.
With the exception of the replacement of 'very permeable surfaces' with 'surfaces made up of permeable rock' which is not clear and thus not acceptable, other parts of amendment 74 are acceptable subject to redrafting.
Amendment 78 is acceptable in part and in principle: apart from addition of 'safe' in (a) and (b) and the last part of (d) starting with 'including' which are not acceptable as it is not clear, other parts of the amendment are acceptable providing minor wording improvements.
Amendment 101 is acceptable in part and in principle: first part introducing a frequency for the reporting is not acceptable, whilst other parts can be accepted subject to redrafting.
Amendment 135 is acceptable in part and in principle: specification of 'long-range transportation' is not acceptable as it links two unrelated issues (application in the vicinity of a water course and long-range transportation). Other parts of the amendment are acceptable provided that wording is improved.
Amendment 146 is acceptable in part: national targets established in National Action Plans are acceptable, however treatment frequency index is not the only indicator available and an appropriate level and formulation for targets should be assessed.
Amendments not accepted by the Commission:
Amendment 1 is not acceptable as Article 175(1) already includes human health protection, and addition of 152(4) may introduce legal uncertainty.
Amendment 5 is not acceptable as it restricts the exchange of experience to objectives achieved only.
Amendment 16 could lead to confusion as it introduces provisions pertaining to reliability whilst there is already a directive on environmental liability. It is therefore not acceptable.
Amendments 22 and 99 are not acceptable as they would introduce legal uncertainty.
Amendments 23, 30 and 37 are not acceptable as they lack clarity.
Amendment 28 is not acceptable as this new definition is not necessary.
Amendment 29 is not acceptable because it is misleading and not consistent with the overall intention of the Directive.
Amendment 32 is not consistent with the Commission proposal (reduction of dependence does not only refer to reduction of use but also to overall reliance on pesticides) and is therefore not acceptable.
Amendments 40, 120 and 121 are not acceptable because they would create disproportionate administrative burden without clear benefits.
Amendment 55 is not acceptable as it is unworkable (amateurs would not be able to purchase products, and advice would be systematically needed prior to purchase).
Amendment 57 and 84 are not acceptable as they are unrealistic (it is difficult to shorten these deadlines).
Amendment 58 is unacceptable as it is deemed unnecessary.
Amendment 69 is not acceptable as the problem is whether products cause harm to the aquatic environment and not whether they enter it.
Amendment 72 is not acceptable as it duplicates other provisions under this Directive (provisions on training) and under other pieces of legislation (Directive 91/414/EEC).
Amendment 77 is not acceptable because it may be unworkable (risk assessments may not always be available) and not consistent with the Commission proposal (precautionary principle applies in point (a)).
Amendments 88 and 102 are not acceptable as they interfere with the power of decision of the Commission.
Amendments 91, 96, 98, 104 are not acceptable as indicators are not needed to evaluate use since use data are relevant for this.
Amendments 138 and 139 are not acceptable as they are not consistent with the Commission proposal.
9.
Outlook for the adoption of an amended proposal: The Commission services do not intend to present a written amended proposal as the amendments agreed or agreed in principle, or partially, are limited in number and content. However, the Commission will inform the Council of its position.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: Political agreement leading to a common position is likely under the Portuguese Presidency at the December Agriculture Council.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market
1.
Rapporteur: Hiltrud BREYER (Verts/ALE/DE)
2.
EP reference number: A6 0359/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0445
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 23 October 2007
4.
Subject: Proposal for a European Parliament and Council Regulation concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0136(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Articles 37 and 152 (4)(b) EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee of Environment, Public health and Food Safety (ENVI)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments adopted by the European Parliament.
The Commission accepts 60 amendments directly or subject to rewording : 9, 11, 20, 22, 26, 29, 31, 32, 33, 36, 41, 43, 45, 49, 51, 56, 57, 64, 67, 75, 78, 79, 82,  84, 92, 93, 96,107, 114, 119, 124, 130, 131, 140, 145, 153, 155, 156, 157, 159, 160, 167, 170, 181, 184, 190, 195, 196, 197, 201, 203, 206, 212, 213, 215, 217, 220, 274, 286, 301.

Most of these amendments clarify the proposal or add provisions which are in line with its objectives.
These suggested amendments need to be checked for correct legal drafting and for consistency with existing legislation and with the proposal for a Directive on the Sustainable use of pesticides in the framework of the Thematic Strategy for sustainable use of pesticides.
The Commission accepts in principle or partially 60 amendments : 5, 6, 7, 10, 14, 18, 19, 21, 24, 25, 34, 39, 46, 50, 53, 54, 59, 62, 66, 76, 77, 80, 87, 89, 94, 95, 98, 99, 100, 108, 109, 115, 116, 121, 122, 133, 134, 136,  149, 163, 169, 175, 176, 177, 180, 183, 188, 189, 199, 209, 218, 225, 244, 248, 251, 252, 296, 297, 300, 305.

These suggested amendments were mostly in line with the objectives of the Regulation.
The Commission rejects 128 amendments:
1, 2, 3, 8, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 23, 28, 30, 35, 37, 38, 40, 42, 44, 47, 48, 52, 55, 58, 68, 69, 70, 71, 73, 74, 81, 83, 85, 86, 88, 90, 91, 97, 101, 103, 104, 105, 106, 110, 111, 113, 117, 118, 120, 126, 127, 128, 129, 132, 135, 137, 138, 139, 141, 142, 143, 144, 146, 147, 148, 150, 151, 152, 154, 158, 161, 162, 164, 165, 166, 168, 171,173, 179, 185, 186, 187, 191, 192, 194, 198, 202, 204, 205, 207, 208, 210, 211, 214, 216, 219, 221, 222, 223, 224, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 232, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242, 245, 246, 249, 250, 253, 255, 267, 276, 281, 287, 293, 295, 299, 303, 304.

Legal basis
Amendment 1 proposed Articles 152(4) b and 175 (1) of the EC Treaty as the legal basis for the Regulation. In Commission proposal, the first is a “classic” basis (equivalent to Article 43 EEC which was the basis for Directive 91/414). The second covers plant or animal health but “has as its direct object” protecting human health. This legal basis implies the co-decision procedure.
As the two procedures are incompatible, the Commission has proposed the co-decision procedure. This approach has been followed in the past – e.g. Regulation 396/2005 on pesticide residues and Regulation 183/2005 on feed hygiene. Other texts have also combined Articles 37 and 152(4)(b).
The fact that an agricultural measure may also take account of environmental or health issues does not bring it within the scope of the environmental or health rules of the Treaty. The same applies to public health: all EC legislation must take account of public health, so a text remains agricultural even if it has an effect on health.
Therefore, there is no need to change the current legal basis to reflect any aspects of the text which might assist the free movement of goods or the protection of the environment.
Scope (Article 2)
Amendment 35 aims to introduce a future limitation to the scope excluding micro-organisms, viruses, pheromones and biological products once a specific regulation related to these products will be adopted. The Commission retains that there is no need for a specific regulation as specific data requirements are already in place and for some of these substances the provisions concerning low risk substances could potentially apply. Therefore, the amendment has not been endorsed by the Commission.
Approval criteria and range of uses (Article 4)
Extensions of criteria for the approval of active substances are proposed in amendments to Annex II (235-236-237-238-239-240-241-242-245-246-248-249-293-300-304): they have been partly or totally rejected. The Commission has kept the original proposal in line with related European legislation and accepted to amend the text to introduce as a clarification that neurotoxic and immunotoxic substances should be approved as candidates for substitution.
The precision introduced by amendment 300 on negligible exposure is acceptable because it keeps the risk based approach foreseen in the original Commission proposal and further clarifies it.
Amendment 232 establishes the provision for evaluation of an "extensive" number of representative uses. As it is impossible to know the complete range of potential uses in the evaluation phase, on the basis of the subsidiarity principle and for efficiency reasons, the Commission has kept the original proposal that a limited number of uses must be evaluated at EU level and other uses are left to Member States which have to apply uniform criteria when granting authorisations.
Approval procedure, renewal and review (Article 7 to 21)
Amendments from 69 to 89 refer to procedural aspects which only partly have been taken up, the amendment 69 regarding the role of EFSA as coordinator of the approval procedure has been rejected as one of the basic principles of Food law is the separation of risk assessment and risk management. The variations proposed as extension or reduction of durations foreseen for various consultations and decisional phases (81-83-85-86-141-154) were rejected. Amendment 90 on repeated renewal has been rejected on the basis of the need for reduction of administrative burden and costs. In any case, the Commission can always review the approval of an active substance if unfavourable information becomes available. This is also done in other sectors (e.g. medicines).
Low risk and basic substances (Article 22 and 23)
Amendment 103 has been rejected as the Commission does not see the need to apply different criteria to biological control agents. Also amendments 101, 104, 105 were rejected as the Commission considers that basic substances should be approved for an unlimited period and on the basis of evaluations performed in other areas. Amendment 168 aims to introduce a new article 46 (a) for the placing on the market and using "reduced risk plant protection products" and amendment 287 foresees different periods of data protection for the new categories of low risk products. The Commission has not included these proposals in the amended text as it already provides for specific rules for low risk substances.
Safeners, synergists and co-formulants (Article 25 to27)
Amendments 118 and 229 deleting temporary derogation for safeners and synergists have been rejected. Amendments 109, 110, 113,129 and 250 on the approval of co-formulants are rejected as the Commission considers that it would create an overlapping obligation with respect to existing legislation on chemical (REACH).
Zonal authorisation system
The European Parliament rejects the zonal authorisation system for plant protection products, linked to compulsory mutual recognition of authorisation within a zone (amendments 52, 126, 128, 137, 138, 147, 150, 151, 152, 161, 166, 230). The amendments have not been accepted as they would have considerably undermined the Commission Proposal and would have removed one of its key elements. Currently, as the proposal stands, Member States can only impose stricter national measures for worker protection, as EU legislation in this field achieves minimum harmonisation only. Introduction of flexibility for other aspects, such as specific agricultural or environmental conditions, would negate the objectives of the zonal system.
Amendment 281 would introduce a system of provisional authorisation which the Commission has rejected being in contrast with the zonal authorisation system and the principles of the Commission proposal.
Systematic information
Amendment 216 on accessibility of the records of farmers to the public/residents and retailers and on the introduction of a "pesticide passport" has not been included. The Commission has kept the original text of the proposal which provides that information should be made available to neighbours upon request. Furthermore, a pesticide passport for every lot of fruit and vegetables would be unrealistic because batches of crops are mixed in trade. Moreover, it could have the effect that controls would be done only on declared pesticides.
Comparative assessment and substitution principle
Amendments 106, 171, 173 and 251 and amendment 253 to Annex IV propose to extend comparative assessment to all plant protection products and to reduce the approval period for substances which are candidates for substitution. The Commission has not endorsed these proposals because they are not risk based. Also the additional administrative workload is not justified and would have only a minor effect on protection of human/animal health or the environment.
Minor uses (Article 49)
Amendment 276 proposes to create an European Promotion Fund for minor uses. This has been rejected as it does not fall in the aim of this proposal.
Data protection and data sharing
Amendments 194 and 198 undermine the data protection system proposed, in particular by introducing data protection for studies submitted for renewal or review of authorisations. It would weaken competition of SMEs and reduce availability of plant protection products to farmers. This issue has been carefully analysed in the impact assessment, which compared three options for the data protection at renewal: no data protection, forced data sharing with financial compensation or status-quo (which means 5 year data protection). The economical impact of no data protection or forced data sharing at renewal would be similar, but the administrative burden would be very high for the latter. The status quo reduces competition.
Amendments 205 and 208 have been rejected as the Commission is of the opinion that all studies on vertebrate animals should be protected in the same way as other studies but there is a related obligation to share results and to not repeat studies.
Confidentiality and public access to information
Amendment 210 provides for the confidentiality of the names of institutes and persons involved in vertebrate studies. It is correct that such institutes and persons can be targeted by animal welfare associations, but under Article 60 of the proposal, any person can request that disclosure of information which may undermine the protection of his/her privacy and integrity shall be refused, in line with the general legislation on access to documents and protection of personal data.
Integrated Pest Management and Good environmental practice
Part of amendment 305 provides to make the principles of integrated pest management (IPM) obligatory from 2012 onwards.
Amendment 185 deletes the obligation for compulsory compliance with the principles of good environmental practice.
The Commission rejected both amendments and kept the original proposal in consistency with the Directive on the sustainable use of pesticides.
Comitology and link between the proposed Regulation and Regulation 396/2005
Since the proposal was adopted before Decision 2006/512/EC amending Decision 1999/468/EC laying down the procedures for the exercise of implementing powers conferred on the Commission was adopted, the Commission proposal referred to the normal regulatory procedure. Therefore the need for an alignment of the amended proposal with Decision 2006/512/EC is generally endorsed by the Commission.
However, amendments 88, 94, 99, 100, 142, 143, 158, 185, 219, 224 226, 227 introduce the regulatory procedure with scrutiny in cases where the Commission sees the need for curtailment of time limits for certain cases (e.g. efficiency to respect time limits of renewal of approvals, urgency to be applied in case of threat to human or animal health).
The part of amendment 77 which proposes Co-Decision for setting data requirements for safeners and synergists is not acceptable. The Commission could accept scrutiny.
Amendments 108, 120, 204, 221, 225 and 267 are not acceptable as the legislative procedure would be too demanding for such technical provisions which need to be continuously updated.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission will prepare a revised proposal taking into account the amendments which it accepted.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: The Commission's amended proposal will be made available to Council, so that it can be taken into account for the elaboration of the Common Position. It is expected that Council adopts a common position in the first half of 2008.
CODECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council setting up a European Advisory Committee on Community Statistical Information Policy
1.
Rapporteur: Ieke VAN DEN BURG (PSE/NL)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0328/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0462
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 24 October 2007
4.
Subject: Setting up of European Advisory Committee on Community Statistical Information Policy
5.
Inter-institutional reference number: 2006/0217(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 285 TEC
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON)
8.
Position of the Commission: The Commission can accept all amendments adopted by the European Parliament.
9.
Timetable for the amended 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.
Timetable for adoption: On 11 October 2007, COREPER approved an identical text to that adopted by the European Parliament. Adoption of the decision at a forthcoming Council is expected soon.
CODECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the European Statistical Governance Advisory Board
1.
Rapporteur: Sharon BOWLES (ALDE/UK)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0327/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0461
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 24 October 2007
4.
Subject: Setting up of the European Statistical Governance Advisory Board
5.
Inter-institutional reference number: 2006/0199(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 285 TEC
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON)
8.
Position of the Commission: The Commission can accept all amendments adopted by the European Parliament.
9.
Timetable for the amended 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.
Timetable for adoption: On 11 October 2007, COREPER approved an identical text to that adopted by the European Parliament. Adoption of the decision at a forthcoming Council is expected soon.
CODECISION procedure - First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the establishment of the European Qualifications Framework for lifelong learning
1.
Reporter: Mario MANTOVANI (PPE-DE/IT)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0245/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0463
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 24 October 2007
4.
Subject: Establishment of the European Qualifications Framework for lifelong learning
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0163(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Articles 149 (4), 150 (4) of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Employment and Social affairs (EMPL)
8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept all amendments adopted by the European 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: The proposal is likely to be adopted by the Council shortly.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council Amending Directive 2006/66/EC on batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators, as regards the implementing powers conferred to the Commission
1.
Rapporteur: Johannes BLOKLAND (IND/DEM/NL)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0232/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0464
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 24 October 2007
4.
Subject: Proposal for amending Directive 2006/66/EC (Batteries) to the regulatory procedure with scrutiny.
5.

Inter-institutional reference: 2007/0036(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 175 (1) EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)
8.
Commission's position: On 24 October 2007, the European Parliament adopted three compromise amendments out of the five that were tabled. The Commission can accept in full all adopted amendments.
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 modifies the standard recital so as to align it with the wording of the Joint Statement. This text was agreed by the three legal services.
Amendment 4 modifies the recital referring to specific comitology provisions where RPS will apply. This is consequential to amendment 5.
Amendment 5 gives clarification on what the comitology act establishing detailed rules for export of waste batteries would entail and changes the applicable procedure to RPS. With this clarification, RPS is an acceptable procedure to be followed.
9.
Outlook for the adoption of an amended proposal: There is no need for a formal modified proposal as there is already agreement between the European Parliament and the Council, endorsed by the Commission.
10.
Outlook for adoption of the Proposal: The Council is expected to adopt the proposal shortly.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council regulation amending Regulation (EC) No 1290/2005 on the financing of the common agricultural policy
1.
Rapporteur: Jorgo CHATZIMARKAKIS (ALDE/DE)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0321/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0427
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 11 October 2007
4.
Subject: Financing the common agricultural policy
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2007/0045(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 37 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee for Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI)
8.
Commission’s position:  The Commission can accept certain amendments.
Amendments 1–5 (recitals): The recitals will be reviewed in the light of the changes that will be introduced into the text.
Reject. Amendments 6–10: organisation of the paying structure in the Member States. These amendments do not relate to the Commission proposal. They aim at enforcing the Commission's role in supervising the paying agencies and the certifying bodies. The Commission is of the opinion that the current mechanism of national accreditation and information to the Commission works satisfactorily and that what is proposed goes against the principle of shared management. Furthermore, paying agencies and certifying bodies are the subject of Commission audits.
Amendments 11–14: the reduction mechanism. In substance already covered by Presidency compromise text or not acceptable because diluting the effectiveness of the mechanism The first part of amendment 11 ("the same paying agency") is in substance covered by the Presidency compromise text. The other amendments aim at postponing the entry into force or diluting (slightly) the effectiveness of the mechanism by proposing, for example, that the reduction percentage will be lowered if the Member State concerned makes some progress and are therefore not acceptable. Amendment 14 is in substance covered by the Presidency's compromise text.
Reject. Amendments 15–19: clearance issues. Again, these amendments are not related to the Commission's proposal. Amendment 15 expresses something that is already practiced in the conformity clearance procedure (the principle of 'recurrence' leading to higher financial corrections over time in accordance with the guidelines on financial corrections (AGRI/60637/2006/final).
The other amendments are not acceptable as they would upset a new clearance mechanism for irregularities which has been applied for the first time in April 2007 and which came into existence after careful and prolonged negotiations with Council.
Amendments 20–24: ex-post publication. Some of the amendments will be taken up in the implementing Regulation. The current text only sets a minimum of detail for publication, i.e. Member States can publish more. In the Presidency's compromise text there is a sufficiently clear provision on protection of personal data and on the obligation to inform beneficiaries of the publication. That the ex-post publication should be done via the Internet will figure in the implementing regulation. Sanctions in relation to non-transparency are not possible as sanctions have to be decided at Treaty level and not in sector-specific legislation. The amendments on reporting by the Commission should be adopted at a horizontal level and not in sector-specific legislation.
Reject. Amendment 25: entry into force. The amendment seeks to postpone the obligation of ex-post publication. This is not possible as the entry into force as proposed by the Commission follows the provisions laid down in the Financial Regulation. Furthermore, it seeks to postpone the agreed date of 01.07.2008 for the application of the reduction mechanism until 16.10.2008. There is no reason for doing so.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: Not applicable.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: Council reached a political agreement on the proposal at its meeting on 22 October 2007.  Formal adoption is foreseen shortly at a forthcoming Council session.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the recommendation for a Council decision concerning the accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the Convention of 26 July 1995, drawn up on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, on the protection of the European Communities' financial interests, the Protocol of 27 September 1996, drawn up on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, to the Convention on the protection of the European Communities' financial interests, the Protocol of 29 November 1996, drawn up on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, the Protocol on the interpretation, by way of preliminary rulings, by the Court of Justice of the European Communities of the Convention on the protection of the European Communities' financial interests and the Second Protocol of 19 June 1997, drawn up on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, to the Convention on the protection of the European Communities' financial interests
1.
Rapporteur: Jean-Marie CAVADA (ALDE/FR)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0360/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0441
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 23 October 2007
4.
Subject: Convention on the protection of the European Communities' financial interests
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2007/0100(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 3 (4) of the 2005 Act of accession of Bulgaria and Romania

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: The Committee on Civil liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept the single amendment adopted by the European Parliament which concerns a new recital stating that the Bulgarian and Romanian governments have made efforts to meet the respective benchmarks provided for the activation of the simplified accession procedure. The Parliament proposed the amendment as it wished to point out that in its view the implementation by Bulgaria and Romania of the respective normative instruments is not an automatic consequence from the act of the accession of the two countries to the EU but comes in response to the efforts undertaken by the respective societies to meet the criteria of the Union for "good governance" and to ensure the upholding of the Community interests in regard to the specific subject matter of the Convention.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The amendment only concerns a recital and does not alter the text of the proposal. Therefore there is no need to amend the proposal itself.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The proposal is part of a set of other recommendations on the entry into force of conventions under Title IV of the EU Treaty, thus no obstacle to the adoption of this proposal as for the others is foreseen. Formal adoption is foreseen shortly at a forthcoming Council session.
The procedural details are as follows: the 2005 Act of accession of Bulgaria and Romania introduced a simplified system for the accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the conventions (and protocols) concluded by the Member States on the basis of Article 34 TEU (previously Article K.3 TEU) or Article 293 TEC. It is no longer necessary, as in the past, to negotiate and conclude specific accession protocols to these conventions (which would have implied ratification by 27 States): Article 3(3) of the Act provides simply that Bulgaria and Romania accede to these conventions and protocols by virtue of the Act of Accession.
Articles 3(3) and 3(4) of the Act of Accession provide that, to that effect, the Council shall adopt a decision in order to determine the date on which these conventions shall enter into force for Bulgaria and Romania and to make all the necessary adjustments to these conventions required by reason of the accession of the two new Member States (which would include, in any event, the adoption of the conventions in the Bulgarian and Romanian languages, so that these versions can be "equally authentic"). The Council shall act on a recommendation of the Commission, after consulting the European Parliament.
Annex I to the Act of Accession gives the list of the seven conventions and protocols concerned in the Justice and Home Affairs area.
The list includes the:
· Convention on the protection of the European Communities' financial interests of 26.7.1995, its Protocols of 27.9.1996,of 29.11.1996 and the 2nd Protocol of 19.6.1997, all adopted under Title VI EU Treaty, set out to establish a common base for the criminal-law protection of the EC’s financial interests;
· the Convention and its Protocols of 27.9.1996 and of 29.11.1996 entered into force on 17 October 2002 following ratification by the then 15 Member States. Ratification of the 2nd Protocol is still awaited by Italy. There is no need for this Commission Recommendation to make the adjustments required by reason of the accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the aforementioned Convention and its Protocols, in accordance with Article 3(4) of the Act of Accession.
In view of the foregoing the Commission recommends that the Council takes a decision concerning the accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the Convention on the protection of the European Communities' financial interests and its Protocols.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council decision on the installation, operation and management of a Communication Infrastructure for the Schengen Information System (SIS) environment

1.
Rapporteur : Carlos COELHO (PPE-DE/PT)

2.
EP reference number: A6-0357/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0442
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 23 October 2007

4.
Subject : Communication Infrastructure for Schengen Information System (SIS)

5.
Interinstitutional reference : 2007/0104(CNS)
6.
Legal basis : Articles 30(1ab), 31(1ab), 34(2) TEU

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

8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept all amendments adopted by the European Parliament, which are in line with the spirit of the Commission's proposal.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The proposal will not be amended. The Commission expressed its position on EP amendments in COREPER on 31 October  2007.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: A political agreement was reached on 31 October 2007, nevertheless the Council has decided to "freeze" this Decision until there is a need for its formal adoption, this proposal being only a fall back solution for a network (S-Testa) for the SIS technical infrastructure.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council Regulation on the installation, operation and management of a Communication Infrastructure for the Schengen Information System (SIS) environment

1.
Rapporteur: Carlos COELHO (PPE-DE/PT)
2.
EPreference number: A6-0358/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0465
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 24 October 2007

4.
Subject: Communication Infrastructure for Schengen Information System (SIS)

5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2007/0108(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 66 TEC 

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

8.
Commission‘s position: The Commission can accept certain of the amendments adopted by the European Parliament.
Most of the adopted amendments can be supported by the Commission in the framework of Council's discussions. These are amendments 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. The position of the Commission on the other amendments is as follows:
Recital 7 – Amendment 1: Not acceptable to the Commission. The Council reserved to itself implementing powers with regard to certain detailed provisions and practical procedures for examining visa applications in Council Regulation 789/2001/EC. This involves the technical specifications of VISION (Schengen Consultation Network), which the EP would like to include in this proposal. However, an alternative solution addressing the question that the EP would like to cover with this amendment has already been found within Council.
Article 1 (new paragraph 5a) – Amendment 2: Not acceptable to the Commission. According to the case law of the Court of Justice the choice of the legal basis for a measure must be guided by objective factors which are amenable to judicial review, including, in particular the aim and content of the measure.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The proposal will not be amended. The Commission expressed its position on EP amendments in COREPER on 31 October 2007.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: A political agreement was reached on 31 October 2007, nevertheless the Council has decided to "freeze" the Regulation until there is a need for its formal adoption, this proposal being only a fall back solution for a network (S-Testa) for the SIS technical infrastructure.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
European Parliament legislative resolution on the amended proposal for a Council regulation on the conclusion of the Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Madagascar
1.
Rapporteur: Margie SUDRE (PPE-DE/FR)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0405/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0477
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 25 October 2007
4.
Subject: Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the EC and Madagascar
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2007/0006(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 37 and Article 300(2) and to Article 300(3), first subparagraph, of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Fisheries Committee (PECH)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission cannot accept any of the amendments adopted by the European Parliament.
Amendments 1, 3, 4 and 6 – Rejected
The Commission already complies with the transmission of such information in line with the current inter-institutional arrangements.
Amendment 5 – Rejected
Since there is no legal requirement to obtain a new mandate to cover the negotiation for this Fisheries Partnership Agreement and the following Protocols, the Commission considers this amendment unnecessary. Within this context, the Commission abided by the July 2004 Council conclusions on Fisheries Partnership Agreements.
9.
Outlook for the amendments of the proposal: The proposal will be adopted by the Council without any further debate.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The proposal is foreseen to be on the agenda of a forthcoming Council.
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 and the Republic of Mozambique
1.
Rapporteur: Emanuel Jardim FERNANDES (PSE/PT)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0404/2007 / P6_TA-PROV(2007)0478
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 25 October 2007
4.
Subject: Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the EC and Mozambique
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2007/0170(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 37 and Article 300(2) and to Article 300(3), first subparagraph, of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Fisheries Committee (PECH)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission cannot accept any of the amendments adopted by the European Parliament.
Amendment 1 – Rejected
According to the provisions of the Agreement, the utilization of the financial contribution is under the responsibility of the government of Mozambique. Both parties have however agreed that 100% of this contribution should be used in the promotion of responsible fisheries according to the Fisheries policy defined by the Government, which includes the development of coastal populations.
Amendments 2, 4, 5 and 6 – Rejected
The Commission already complies with the transmission of such information in line with the current inter-institutional arrangements.
Amendment 7 – Rejected
Since there is no legal requirement to obtain a new mandate to cover the negotiation for this Fisheries Partnership Agreement and the following Protocols, the Commission considers this amendment unnecessary.
9.
Outlook for the amendments of the proposal: The proposal will be adopted by the Council without any further debate.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The proposal is foreseen to be on the agenda of a forthcoming Council.
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 11 October 2007 on the humanitarian situation in Gaza

(EP: B6-0375/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 11 October 2007

Competence: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER, Louis MICHEL


DG External Relations, Humanitarian Aid Office ECHO

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands.
-
European Parliament resolution of 11 October 2007 on the murders of women (feminicides) in Central America and Mexico and the role of the European Union in fighting this phenomenon (2007/2025(INI))

Report by Raül ROMEVA i RUEDA (EP: A6-0338/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 11 October 2007

Competence: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER


DG External Relations

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands.
-
European Parliament resolution of 11 October 2007 on the implications of the agreement between the Community, Member States and Philip Morris on intensifying the fight against fraud and cigarette smuggling and progress made in implementing the recommendations of Parliament's Committee of Inquiry into the Community Transit System (2005/2145(INI))

Report by Bart STAES (EP: A6-0337/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 11 October 2007

Competence: 
Siim KALLAS


OLAF

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner KALLAS has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands, more in particular to the main demand, which is to submit a follow-up report to Parliament in 2008. He has indicated that the Commission will draw up this report in 2009 and has explained the reason for this delay.
-
Declaration of the European Parliament on the need for measures to protect the Roman Catholic Cathedral of St Joseph in Bucharest, Romania, an endangered historical and architectural monument

(EP: DCL-0054/2007)
Minutes, Part 2, 11 October 2007

Competence: 
Ján FIGEL'


Education and Culture DG

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that it has already replied to Parliament in its reply to Written Question E3405/2007.
-
European Parliament resolution of 24 October 2007 on the Community Strategy to reduce CO2 emissions from passenger cars and light commercial vehicles (2007/2119(INI)) (COM(07) 0019)

Report by Chris DAVIES (EP: A6-0343/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 24 October 2007

Competence: 
Stavros DIMAS


DG Environment

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Dimas has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands.
-
European Parliament resolution of 24 October 2007 on EU-Turkish relations

(EP: B6-0376/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 24 October 2007

Competence: 
Olli REHN


DG Enlargement

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that the 2007 Annual Progress Report on Turkey of 6 November 2007 (SEC(2007)1436, COM(2007)663 final) deals with the main issues raised in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2007 on rising feed and food prices

(EP: B6-0400/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 25 October 2007

Competence: 
Mariann FISCHER BOEL


DG Agriculture and Rural Development

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Fischer Boel has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands.
-
Parliament recommendation of 25 October to the Council on relations between the European Union and Serbia (2007/2126(INI))

Report by Jelko KACIN (EP: A6-0325/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 25 October 2007

Competence: 
Olli REHN


DG Enlargement

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that the recommendation is addressed to the Council and has been forwarded to the Commission for information purposes. Moreover, Commissioner Rehn has presented the Commission's position in plenary.
-
European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2007: Towards a global treaty to ban all cluster munitions

(EP: B6-0429/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 25 October 2007

Competence: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER


DG External Relations

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands.
-
European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2007 on the annual report on the European Ombudsman's activities in 2006 (2007/2131(INI))

Report by Luciana SBARBATI (EP: A6-0301/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 25 October 2007

Competence: 
Margot WALLSTRÖM


Secretariat-General

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Wallström has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands.
-
European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2007 on Iran

(EP: B6-0406/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 25 October 2007

Competence: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER


DG External Relations

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands.
-
European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2007 on Sudan

(EP: B6-0408/07)
Minutes, Part 2, 25 October 2007

Competence: 
Louis MICHEL


DG Development

Justification:
The Commission will not be responding formally, given that Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner has already reacted in plenary to the resolution’s demands.
-------------
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