Follow-up to the European Parliament resolution on the deliberations of the Committee on Petitions during the year 2008, adopted by the Commission on 14 July 2009
1.
Rapporteur: Mairead McGUINNESS (EPP-ED/IE)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0232/2009 / P6-TA_PROV(2009)0239
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 22 April 2009

4.
Subject: Petitions Committee annual activity report

5.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Petitions (PETI)
6.
Brief analysis/assessment of the resolution and requests made in it and Commission's responses:

Article 192 of the European Parliament's rules of procedure stipulates that the (non-legislative) Committee on Petitions has to inform Parliament about its work. This is done through the Committee's annual report. In the report at hand PETI gives itself a favourable self-assessment and calls on the Parliament for various improvements to its situation: more resources, better co-operation with other Committees, a stake in the Citizen's Initiative routine, and even access to the Court of Justice, via article 121 of the Rules of Procedure.

Seven items have been identified on which the Commission needs to be clear.

I. In paragraph 5 it calls for "full" cooperation from the Commission and Member States, including their regional and local institutions, and Permanent Representatives.  The reason for this is that sometimes national authorities do not deign to attend PETI meetings even though they are the best placed to give pertinent information, or do not respond to letters from the chairman.

The Commission considers that it does "fully" cooperate with the Committee, and intends to continue in the same way.

II. In paragraph 6 it calls for a new Inter-Institutional Agreement incorporating reinforced powers for committees of inquiry. The reason for this is because experience shows that committees of inquiry do not succeed in ensuring that petitioners obtain redress for their grievances, which has to be sought through national Courts.

Reviewing Inter-Institutional Agreements depends on the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty.

III. In paragraph 9 it calls on the Commission to "directly and officially" inform the Parliament of all infringement decisions "related to the issues raised" in petitions. The reason for this is that the committee and its petitioners often think that the Commission's decisions are too slow to come.  The committee always presses for access to the infringements procedure.

On transparency, decisions on each monthly batch are published and can be accessed by Parliament for the purposes of Petitions Committee meetings.

IV. In paragraph 12 it calls on the Commission and Member States to do their "utmost" on the birds and the habitat directives, in particular because of the contribution of both directives to the EU target of halting biodiversity loss by 2010, which risks not to be met.

The Commission already does its utmost in defence of birds and habitats, and is in close collaboration with Member States which are primarily responsible for the implementation of the two nature directives.

V. In paragraph 13 it calls on the Commission "in cooperation with the Parliament" to get Member States to integrate their future legal (environmental) obligations into current land-use planning. The reason for this is that the Committee thinks that local authorities should be prevented from taking decisions which are likely to cause breaches of environmental legislation at some point in the future.

VI. The Commission cannot pursue Member States for misjudgements which are not within the scope of legislation which is currently in force.
VII. In paragraph 15 it "urges" the Commission to monitor and encourage the regularisation of the status of Latvian residents who don't have Latvian citizenship. The reason for this is that the Committee has received many "Fundamental Rights" petitions from ethnic Russians who have not passed the Latvian citizenship test.
While the Commission fully understands this plea, it remains a fact, verified by jurisprudence, that matters of national citizenship are not within community competence.

VIII. In paragraph 19 it calls on the Commission to extend consumer protection against unfair commercial practices to small businesses and others. The reason for this is that the Committee received many petitions from victims of business directory scams, and wrote an own-initiative report on the subject, which contained this recommendation.

The Commission has already produced a revised directive following the Weiler report, which will be dealt with in the next legislature.

Overall, the Commission does do what it can in response to requests originating in the Committee on Petitions, but some of these requests can be beyond the Commission's powers.
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