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The first part of this communication informs Parliament of the action taken by the Commission in respect of amendments to proposed legislation adopted by Parliament during the September 2005 I and II part-sessions.

In the second part, the Commission lists a number of non-legislative resolutions adopted by Parliament during the same part-sessions, with explanations as to why it will not be responding formally.
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Part one 
Legislative opinions
CODECISION PROCEDURE - second reading

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the management of waste from the extractive industries and amending Directive 2004/35/EC

1.
Rapporteur: Jonas Sjöstedt

2.
EP No: A6-0236/2005
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 6 September 2005

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the management of waste from the extractive industries and amending Directive 2004/35/EC

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2003/0107(COD)

6.
Legal Basis: Article 175 (1)

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee of the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENV)

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.

On 6 September 2005, the European Parliament adopted 36 of the 48 amendments that were tabled. Out of the 36 amendments adopted, the Commission can accept 8 amendments in full, 1 amendment in part and a further 4 amendments in principle. 23 of the adopted amendments are not acceptable to the Commission.

Amendments accepted in full

Amendment 14 adds clarity to the definition of ‘dam’ in Article 3(11), while Amendments 17, 18 and 21 clarify the content of waste management plans. Amendments 29, 30, 32 and 33 clarify applicable obligations relating to water protection and establish direct references to the EU water legislation. The Commission considers that these amendments are in line with and improve the current text and will facilitate the implementation of the Directive. The Commission can thus accept them.

Amendments accepted in part or in principle

Amendment 39 suggests the periodical adjustment of the financial guarantee in accordance with rehabilitation work to be carried out, which is in line with the spirit of this provision and can be accepted. However the second part of this amendment, specifying that such adjustment refers to rehabilitation work on land within the site as well as land directly affected by the waste facility, is not considered to be practicable.
Amendment 4 clarifies in Recital 14 that waste prevention is included among the objectives of waste management plans. This is in line with Article 5(1) but for consistency the word ‘minimisation’ should be used instead.

Amendment 10 promotes the integration of environmental considerations into other policies and can be supported but the proposed text would be more suitable in a recital than in an article.

According to Amendment 23 an application for a permit shall also include information on the minerals extracted and waste rock removed; these elements improve the specification of the   waste characterisation required for the permit as part of the waste management plan and are acceptable but they would be better placed in Annex II.

Protected areas are an important factor to be taken into account in relation to the location of a waste facility and Amendment 27 can therefore be supported.
Amendments not accepted

Amendment 3 deletes the recital that refers to radioactive extractive waste. The Commission considers this recital useful as it clarifies the link to potential relevant legislation under the Euratom treaty.

Amendment 8 modifies Recital 31 by highlighting the responsibility of the Community and Member States to rehabilitate seriously polluting abandoned waste sites and by encouraging the use of Community funds for such purposes. The Commission considers that the current text more accurately motivates the relevant article (Article 20), while the reference to EU funds is redundant.

Amendments 48, 49, 50 modify the definition of ‘treatment of mineral resources’ to also cover the burning of limestone. The Commission cannot accept it as this is not a mineral treatment operation but an industrial manufacturing operation falling outside the scope of this Directive.

As regards waste management plans, Amendments 16 and 19 introduce elements which are already reflected in the Directive, while Amendment 20 introduces prescriptive elements implicitly covered by Article 5(3)f. The Commission considers thus that these amendments are not necessary.

Amendment 22 modifies the objectives of emergency plans, which is not acceptable as the current text is sufficiently clear and consistent.

According to Amendment 24 the waste management plan included in an application for a permit will have to be approved in advance; however, this is not needed since such approval can also be done in the context of the permitting process. Amendment 25 specifies that information contained in a permit will be used for drawing up inventories of waste facilities; this is not deemed necessary since the current wording of Art. 7(5) referring to statistical purposes also serve the objective sought by this amendment.

According to Amendment 26 measures under Article 10 applying to waste placed back into excavation voids are extended to ‘other extracted material’ placed there, as well as to the excavation void per se. This is not acceptable as falling outside the spirit and subject area of the Directive.

Amendment 31 prescribes the monitoring frequency during the after-care phase of a facility. However, this can be most effectively determined by the competent authorities on a case-by-case basis and the amendment cannot be supported.

Regarding water protection, Amendment 34 requires compliance of treated contaminated water and leachate with the EU Water Directives. However this reference is not deemed necessary since Community obligations apply anyhow. Nor is it necessary to require treating ‘any other effluent’, as also suggested by the same amendment, since the term ‘leachate’ is defined sufficiently broadly. Amendments 6 and 35 modify the text of Recital 25 and Article 13(4) respectively to prohibit the discharge of waste into receiving waters unless compliance with the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC is demonstrated; however this change is not needed as the current text has the same effect. Amendment 36 introduces measures for mined out voids that are left to flood. It cannot be supported because this environmentally important issue falls outside the scope of this Directive and is adequately addressed by the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC.

Regarding financial guarantees, Amendment 37 requires the relevant national procedures to be approved by the Commission, which is not acceptable as the adequacy of such schemes can better be assessed by the Member State competent authorities. Amendments 7 and 38 to Recital 7 and Article 14(1)b respectively, are not acceptable either since the current text offers a practicable way to calculate the amount of funds needed.

Amendment 42 introduces requirements to apply during the transitional period granted to existing waste facilities, in particular the need to comply with the Water Framework Directive. Such obligations would be too prescriptive and cannot be accepted, bearing also in mind that during the transitional period existing facilities will anyhow have to meet the standards of the Waste Framework Directive 75/442/EEC as well as the requirements of Directive 2000/60/EC and those of directives 76/434/EEC on dangerous substances and 80/68/EEC on groundwater protection as appropriate.

Amendment 43 deletes the text referring to transitional provisions afforded to inactive but not yet closed facilities. The current text offers a practicable way to deal with a specific situation and also includes the necessary stringent environmental safeguards.  Hence this amendment is not acceptable.

As regards newly acceding Member States, Amendment 9 introduces a recital highlighting the importance of the Directive. The Commission considers this is not needed as acceding countries will have to transpose and implement the Directive as from the date of accession and in the meanwhile relevant progress is monitored by the Commission. Furthermore, Amendment 44 stipulates that any potential derogations to be granted to those countries shall not undermine the objectives of the Directive. This provision would however restrict the Council’s right, enshrined in the accession treaty, to grant temporary derogations, and is not therefore acceptable.

Amendment 45 shortens the transposition period from 24 to 18 months. This is not acceptable since 24 months are necessary to ensure adequate transposition of the Directive.
9.
Outlook for the Commission’s opinion:
The Commission services are preparing the Opinion of the Commission.

10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal:
The Council is not expected to adopt all the amendments of the European Parliament.
CODECISION PROCEDURE – second reading
Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the minimum health and safety requirements regarding the exposure of workers to the risks arising from physical agents (optical radiation) (19th individual Directive within the meaning of Article 16(1) of Directive 89/391/EEC)
1.
Rapporteur: Csaba Öry

2.
EP No: A6-0249/2005

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 7 September 2005

4.
Subject: minimum health and safety requirements regarding the exposure of workers to the risks arising from physical agents (optical radiation)
5.
Interinstitutional reference: COM(92) 560 final/1992/449B(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 137 of the Treaty
7.
Competent parliamentary committee: Committee on Employment and Social Affairs (EMPL)

8.
Commission’s position: the Commission can accept in full all the amendments approved by Parliament, with the exception of Amendment 5.

Specifically, the Commission accepts in full the following 9 amendments: 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12. It considers that these amendments supplement and improve the text of the common position, for example by tightening up the provisions on health surveillance in the common position (Article 8).

Amendments 1, 8 and 11 restore the preventive nature of the provisions on health surveillance, which is essential to enable over-exposure to be detected at an early stage and proper measures to be taken to reduce and eliminate it. Amendment 11 also provides for workers to receive a medical examination, at their own request, if exposure is found to have exceeded certain limits. Amendment 9 specifies the qualifications of those responsible for health surveillance, while Amendment 10 increases the rights of those responsible for health surveillance to access the results of the risk assessment. The Commission therefore accepts these amendments, which are closer to the provisions of its initial proposal.
Amendment 6 clarifies and supplements the procedure for assessing the risks of optical radiation to which workers are exposed. Finally, Amendments 2 and 3 modify the text of Recitals 5 and 11 respectively, and Amendment 12 improves the text of the common position by specifying and clarifying the scope of the Commission’s assessment of national reports on the implementation of the directive.

The Commission can also fully accept Amendments 4 and 13, which require it to produce a practical guide to help people understand and implement the directive. Although these amendments seem to go against the interinstitutional agreement on the quality of drafting of Community legislation, accepting them will make it easier for consensus to be achieved quickly.
The Commission can also accept the 10 amendments 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32 on excluding optical radiation from natural sources. Although they significantly reduce the scope of the common position and the field of application of the future directive, by excluding workers exposed to optical radiation from natural sources, these amendments do not undermine the fundamental principles of the protection of the health and safety of workers as expressed in the Framework Directive 89/391.

However, the Commission cannot accept Amendment 5, which maintains natural radiation within the scope of the future directive, contrary to the amendments referred to in the previous paragraph, but gives Member States powers that undermine the Community legal framework laid down by the Framework Directive 89/391.

9.
Outlook for the Commission’s opinion: the Commission intends to present an opinion amending its proposal.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: the Council is likely to accept most of Parliament's amendments, except those relating to health surveillance. The Council should also reject Amendment 5, in line with the Commission's proposal. A Parliament-Council conciliation procedure therefore looks inevitable.
CODECISION PROCEDURE - first reading

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on medicinal products for paediatric use and amending Regulation (EEC) NO 1768/92, Directive 2001/83/EC and Regulation (EC) NO 726/2004

1.
Rapporteur: Françoise Grossetête

2.
EP No: A6-0247/2005

3.
Date of adoption: 7 September 2005

4.
Subject: Medicinal products for paediatric use
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/0217(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 95 of the EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENV)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
The position of the Commission on each amendment adopted is given below. It should be noted that a large number of the amendments can be accepted or accepted in principle. The most sensitive points of the dossier, covered by the amendments of the Parliament, are the following:

Review of the Paediatric Regulation - Amendment 67: this commits the Commission to reviewing the operation and impact of the rewards and incentives as part of a reinforced review clause within 6-years of entry into force of the regulation. Furthermore, it commits the Commission to proposing amendments to these provisions if a ‘mismatch’ is detected. It is preferable to prolong the deadline for the review as at 6-years there will be insufficient data upon which to make a robust analysis. This is because of the staggered introduction of the measures in the proposal and the fact that the Supplementary Protection Certificate (SPC) extensions occur at the end of the patent life of a product i.e. it will be perhaps 2015 or even 2020 before an important number of products benefit from the SPC extension. Therefore this amendment could be accepted, in principle, with a redrafting to change the deadline for the review.

Deadline for submitting a Paediatric Investigation Plan - Amendment 36: This amendment effectively removes the deadline for industry to submit and discuss its plans for paediatric studies with the Paediatric Committee – this creates a loop-hole which could allow industry, in certain circumstances, to escape from the requirements for studies in children. The Commission will want to resist this amendment as it significantly weakens the regulation and the impact it will have on improving child health in Europe.

Discontinuation of medicines - Amendment 50: In brief, if a company stops commercialising a paediatric product when that product benefited from a reward or incentive in the regulation, then the company will be compelled to allow a competitor access to the data on file i.e. the data required to get an authorisation for the product. The Commission can accept the idea underlying this amendment. However, the Commission services will need to check the precise contents and the exact wording of the amendment carefully for compatibility with all other Community legislation and will need to reword it.

Rewards linked to authorisation in all Member States - Amendment 51: The Commission proposal states that the SPC extension will only be granted to products authorised in all Member States. This was to promote the authorisation and availability of medicines in the smaller Member States (which can be a problem). The amendment removes this restriction. The Commission will reject this amendment to help to promote a European single market for pharmaceuticals and to promote the availability of medicines for all of Europe’s children, including those in the smaller Member States.

Overlap of rewards - Amendment 52: In simple terms, this amendment states that the SPC will not be extended if another form of intellectual property right (IPR) has been awarded for the same paediatric indication. As currently drafted this amendment would have the effect of excluding many products from gaining an SPC extension – i.e. it cancels the key reward / incentive in the paediatric proposal. The Commission is sympathetic to preventing the same studies in children being rewarded with the SPC extension and the +1 year of market exclusivity available for new indications judged by the regulators to be of ‘significant clinical benefit in comparison with existing therapies’ (this later protection is provided in the recently updated basic pharmaceutical legislation). However, the adopted amendment goes much further than this and undermines the key reward / incentive in the proposed regulation. The Commission will accept the amendment in principle but only as regards the overlap with the +1 year of market exclusivity (described above).

M.I.C.E. - Amendments 56 (+ 63 and 64): These amendments all relate to introducing the M.I.C.E. (Medicines Investigation for the Children of Europe) programme, to provide public funding into studies of off-patent medicines for children, into the paediatric regulation. The Commission’s explanatory memorandum acknowledges that public funding for studies into the paediatric use of medicines not covered by a patent is required. The explanatory memorandum states that the Commission will investigate setting up M.I.C.E. The Commission services are currently working to include M.I.C.E. in the Specific Programme on Health of the 7th Framework Programme as the Commission is of the opinion that all research activities must take place within the context of the Research and Development Framework Programme. The Commission can accept amendment 56 (63 and 64 are somewhat duplicative) in principle with rewording to make the wording compatible with the 7th Framework Programme.

Transparency - Amendments 22, 57 and 58: These amendments increase transparency relating to the opinions of the Paediatric Committee (Amendment 22) and regarding public accessibility to information about studies on children (Amendments 57 and 58). The Commission can accept these amendments in principle, with redrafting.

Deadline for extending the SPC - Amendment 68: The Commission proposal sets a deadline for extending SPCs at 2-years before an individual SPC is due to expire. This is because it takes generic manufacturers approximately 2-years to do the necessary studies and obtain a marketing authorisation. Therefore this provision was meant to bring fairness to the generics sector by allowing generic competitors to know, in advance, when they had market opportunities. The amendment reduces the deadline to 6-months so that more innovative companies will be able to benefit from the SPC extension but transparency for the generics sector will be reduced and some generics companies will prepare for market launch only to discover at the last minute that the market is blocked. The Commission will reject this amendment as it would prevent generic companies sufficient lead time to prepare their products.

Amendment 70: This amendment states that Paediatric Investigation Plans can be agreed by the EMEA before the entry into force of the regulation and then subsequently be eligible for the SPC extension. This is unworkable as Paediatric Investigation Plans will not have been agreed as the body for agreeing them, the Paediatric Committee, will not be in existence until the paediatric regulation comes into force. The Commission will refuse this amendment.

Amendments accepted in full: 4, 5, 7, 10, 15 (1st part), 17, 18 (1st part), 19 (Art 2b, 1st part), 22 (1st part), 33, 34, 35, 39, 40 (dead-line of 60 days, and “or the request for a deferral or waiver”), 44 (1st part), 45, 46 (2nd part), 58, 62.

Amendments accepted in principle: 1, 2, 6 (1st part), 6 (3rd part), 8, 9, 19 (Art 2b, 2nd part), 20, 21, 22 (2nd part), 26 (29 merged), 27, 28, 31, 42, 43 (1st part & 2nd part), 50, 52 (2nd part, re: data protection), 55, 56, 57, 63, 64, 66, 67, 69.

Amendments rejected: 3, 6 (2nd part), 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 (2nd & 3rd part), 16, 18 (2nd part), 19 (no to moving Articles), 19 (Art 2a, Art 2c & Art 2d), 23, 24, 25,  30, 32, 36, 37, 38, 40 (last part), 41, 43 (3rd part), 44 (2nd part), 46 (1st & 3rd parts), 47, 48, 49, 51, 52 (1st part, re patents), 53, 54, 65, 68, 70, 71, 83.

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal:

An amended proposal will be prepared in due time in line with the above-mentioned Commission position.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position:

The Presidency aims at a political agreement, for a common position, in the Health Council of 8/9 December 2005.
CODECISION PROCEDURE – first reading
Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the implementation of the deployment and commercial operating phases of the European programme of satellite radionavigation 
1.
Rapporteur: Etelka Barsi-Pataky

2.
EP No: A6-0212/2005

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 6 September 2005

4.
Subject: the implementation of the deployment and commercial operating phases of the European programme of satellite radionavigation 
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2004/0156(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 156

7.
Competent parliamentary committee: Committee on Industry, Research and Energy (ITRE)

8.
Commission’s position: the Commission accepts some of the amendments.

Of the 26 amendments adopted, the Commission can accept as they stand, or with changes in their wording (Amendment 28), 22 amendments (1 to 5, 8 to 10, 12, 14 to 21, 23, 24, 26 to 28). It can accept 2 amendments in principle (11, 22) and 1 in part (13). The Commission cannot, however, support 1 amendment (25).

Amendments accepted in principle
Amendments 11 and 22 provide for the establishment of a profit-sharing mechanism to ensure the repayment of the Community contribution to the deployment and commercial operating phases. The Commission supports the introduction of a profit-sharing mechanism, but stresses that there will be absolutely no guarantee of how much will be repaid and the amount will depend on the profits earned by the concession-holder.

Amendment accepted in part
Part of Amendment 13 gives the European Parliament observer status on the Administrative Board of the GNSS Supervisory Authority created by Council Regulation No 1321/2004. This part is unacceptable for three reasons. Firstly, Parliament’s request is not in line with the draft interinstitutional agreement on regulatory agencies and there is no precedent for this in the other Community agencies. Within certain agencies there are experts appointed by Parliament, but these are ad-hoc experts, chosen for their qualifications, who do not represent the institution of Parliament.
Secondly, Parliament, which is the main budgetary control authority of the Community as a whole, cannot exercise control while at the same time sitting (even just as an observer) on the administrative board of a body which it has to oversee. Thirdly, Parliament’s request is inadmissible in that it has no legal basis. This proposal for a financial regulation is based on Articles 251 and 156 of the Treaty (TEN). Council Regulation No 1321/2004 of 12 July 2004, which sets up the Supervisory Authority and specifies the composition of its Administrative Board, by contrast, is based solely on Article 308 of the Treaty. When amending the proposal for a financial regulation Parliament cannot legally amend Regulation No 1321/2004 which has a different legal basis, particularly since the measures taken on the basis of Article 308 are not covered by the codecision procedure.

Rejected amendment 

Amendment 25, which gives the European Parliament observer status on the Administrative Board of the GNSS Supervisory Authority created by Council Regulation No 1321/2004, cannot be accepted for the same reasons that part of Amendment 13 cannot be accepted (see above). 
9.
Likely timetable for adoption of the amended proposal:

The Commission will orally amend its proposal in the relevant Council bodies by indicating which of Parliament’s amendments it has accepted in plenary session.
10.
Likely timetable for adoption:

Pending Parliament’s opinion at first reading, the Council reached agreement on 21 April 2005 on a text similar to the one finally adopted by Parliament. However, on 20 July 2005 Coreper expressed the same reservations as the Commission about Parliament's request for observer status on the Administrative Board of the Supervisory Authority. This question would have to be solved at second reading. However, the legislation can only be adopted if the amount of the financial contribution is definitively fixed, which depends on the more general question of the adoption of the financial perspective for 2007-2013.

CODECISION PROCEDURE – first reading

Proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on a Community programme for employment and social solidarity – PROGRESS

1.
Rapporteur: Karin Jöns
2.
EP No: A6-0199/2005
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 6 September 2005

4.
Subject: Proposal for a decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on a Community programme for employment and social solidarity - PROGRESS
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/0158(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Articles 13(2), 129, 137(2) a)
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Employment and Social Affairs (EMPL)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
Amendment No 1: Accepted. The European Parliament asked for the inclusion of a reference to the Community action programme to promote organisations active at European level in the field of equality between men and women. This Community action programme came into effect after the adoption of the Commission's proposal on Progress and could therefore not have been included in the initial proposal.

Amendment No 2: Accepted. The amendment aims to underline the importance of the European Employment Strategy.

Amendment No 3: Accepted. The amendment is helpful in the sense that it stresses the fact that the Council now decided to use the open method of coordination for health and long-term care as well as pensions.

Amendment No 4: Accepted in part.  The amendment aims at drawing attention to the specific situation of the migrants and tackling undeclared work. This is considered useful, but the text has been shortened.

Amendment No 5: Accepted: The amendment rightly stresses the importance of the need to reconcile family and professional life and the participation of workers.

Amendment No 6: Accepted: The amendment is helpful as it aims at including a reference to Article 13 and the forms of discrimination that it covers, the need to build on experience gained and clarification on the issue of compensation for additional costs incurred by disabled people "that result from their disability".

Amendment No 7: Accepted: The amendment seeks the inclusion of the reference to the Directive on equal treatment between men and women which only came into effect after the adoption by the Commission's proposal on Progress. This reference could therefore not have been included in the initial proposal.

Amendment No 8: Accepted: Adding references to Articles 2 and 3 of the Treaty establishing the European Community is appropriate as equal treatment of men and women is included in Article 2 as one of the tasks of the European Community and the principle of gender mainstreaming is enshrined in Article 3.

Amendment No 9: Rejected: The Commission takes the position that NGOs, particularly at regional and national level, do not have a substantial role in devising, implementing and monitoring the Programme.

Amendment No 10: Accepted: The amendment aims at improving the readability of the recital without altering its content.

Amendment No 11: Accepted: The amendment rightly seeks to include a reference to the Social Agenda as Progress will financially underpin the implementation of the Social Agenda. However, the Social Agenda has been adopted by the Commission after it adopted the proposal on Progress. This reference could therefore not have been included in the initial proposal.

Amendment No 12: Accepted: This amendment makes it clear that, where possible, common indicators should be broken down by gender and age group.

Amendment No 13: Accepted: Not only the impact but also the effectiveness of Community law and policy objectives should be assessed.

Amendment No 14: Accepted in part: The Commission recognises the added value of promoting the identification and dissemination of innovative approaches. However, the reference to regional, national and transnational levels has not been retained as the programme focuses on promoting networking, mutual learning and dissemination of innovative approaches at EU level as this guarantees the highest added value.

Amendment No 15: Accepted: Stakeholders and the general public should not only be informed about the EU policies but also about the objectives pursued under each section of the programme.

Amendment No 16: Rejected: The Commission accepts that EU networks should play an active role in promoting, supporting and developing EU policies and objectives but is reluctant to specify how this should be organised by the networks themselves.

Amendment No 17: Accepted: Gender equality is a fundamental principle of the EU, which should be taken into account in the entire programme.

Amendment No 18: Accepted in part: The Commission recognises the importance of disseminating and publishing the results obtained and of regularly exchanging views with the main stakeholders. However, the text proposed by the European Parliament has been slightly rephrased, with a view to shortening it.

Amendment No 19: Accepted: It is not only important to improve the understanding of the employment situation but also of the employment prospects. Common indicators must be developed in order to ensure the necessary comparability.

Amendment No 20: Accepted: Not only the implementation but also the impact of the European Employment Strategy should be evaluated. Furthermore, the interaction between the European Employment Strategy and general economic and social policies should be analysed in line with the calls from the European Parliament for more coherence between the EES and general economic and social policy.

Amendment No 21: Accepted: The Commission recognises the added value of organising exchanges on good practice and innovative approaches.
Amendment No 22: Accepted in part: as the implementation of national reform programmes are key for the success of the European Employment Strategy, a better exchange of information and broader discussion are particularly important. In line with the revision of the Lisbon Strategy, "national action plans" have been replaced by "national reform programmes".

Amendment No 23: Rejected: The amendment aims at emphasising the importance of positive measures in relation to gender equality. This is exactly the purpose of section 5 of the programme on gender equality.

Amendment No 24: Accepted: Inclusion of the words "social exclusion" follows the wording of the current action programme. Common indicators must be developed in order to ensure the necessary comparability.

Amendment No 25: Accepted: Not only the implementation but also the impact of the OMC at national and Community level should be evaluated.

Amendment No 26: Accepted: The Commission recognises the added value of organising exchanges on good practice and innovative approaches.
Amendment No 27: Accepted in part: The Commission accepts to strengthen the role of the EU networks in view of their particular expertise. The text proposed by the European Parliament is slight rephrased without altering its content.

Amendment No 28: Accepted in part: The first part of the amendment aims at ensuring that the principle of gender mainstreaming is taken into account. Whilst the Commission fully endorses this objective, there is no need to add it to Article 6 as a new paragraph in Article 2 (see amendment 17) ensures this objective for the entire programme. The second part of the amendment, which aims at stressing the importance of the need to reconcile family and professional life, has been taken on board.

Amendment No 29: Accepted in part: The first part of the amendment calling for qualitative and quantitative indicators broken down by gender and age group has been rejected as this objective is already ensured by Article 2 (2) for the entire programme (see amendment 12). The second part is accepted as the programme should not only assess the impact but also the effectiveness of existing legislation, policies and practices.

Amendment No 30: Accepted: The amendment clarifies the current wording and recognises the particular role of social partners in this area.

Amendment No 31: Accepted in part: This amendment aims at avoiding overlaps with the European Agency for Safety and Health at work.
Amendment No 32: Accepted in part: The Commission accepts to stress the key role of social partners in this area, without however adding unnecessary repetitions in the text.

Amendment No 33: Rejected: The Commission is of the opinion that this issue is covered under Article 4 (4).

Amendment No 34: Accepted: The principle of non-discrimination should be mainstreamed in all EU policies.

Amendment No 35: Accepted in part: The Commission is of the opinion that the action taken to combat discrimination is covered by the existing text (Inclusion of the obligation to assess the effectiveness of existing legislation). However, the Commission accepts that the programme should not only assess the impact but also the effectiveness of existing legislation, policies and practices. For reasons of consistency, the Commission included the word "effectiveness" also in Article 8, paragraph 1.

Amendment No 36: Accepted: The amendment clarifies the current wording.

Amendment No 37: Accepted. The Commission agrees to this amendment which aims at stressing the key role of NGOs in the field of anti-discrimination.

Amendment No 38: Rejected: The Commission accepts that EU networks should play an active role in promoting, supporting and developing EU policies and objectives but is reluctant to specify how this should be organised by the networks themselves.

Amendment No 39: Accepted: The principle of gender equality should be mainstreamed in all EU policies.

Amendment No 40: Accepted:  The amendment clarifies the current wording.

Amendment No 41: Accepted in part: The first part of the amendment, which aims at stressing the importance of the need to reconcile family and professional life, has been taken on board.

Amendment No 42: Accepted The Commission accepts that EU networks should play an active role in supporting and developing EU policy goals and strategies on gender equality.

Amendment No 43: Accepted: Transnational projects could foster mutual learning and the development of good practice and innovative approaches.

Amendment No 44: Accepted in part: The Commission understands the importance of publication of educational material via the internet or other media. This amendment has been incorporated in Article 9 (1) (a) fifth indent.

Amendment No 45: Accepted in part: The Commission agrees that the programme should allow support for exchanges on good, innovative approaches and experiences and mutual learning, at EU, transnational and national level.  These elements have therefore been added to Article 9 (1) (b) first indent.

Amendment No 46: Accepted: see amendment 45.

Amendment No 47: Accepted: The Commission agrees to the inclusion of the organisation of an annual forum for all actors involved that should help to promote dialogue, publicise the programme’s results and discuss future priorities.

Amendment No 48: Accepted in part: The amendment is partially covered by the revision of Article 9 (1) (b) first indent.

Amendment No 49: Accepted in part:  The first part of the amendment clarifies the current wording. The second part of the amendment is already implied in the text.

Amendment No 50: Rejected: The Commission is of the opinion that the issue raised in this amendment is already covered in Article 9.

Amendment No 51: Rejected:  The Commission considers that "regional and local" is covered by the reference to "sub-national".

Amendment No 52: Accepted: The Commission considers it useful to stress that the actions under the programme should contribute to the achievements of the Social Agenda under the Lisbon Strategy.

Amendment No 53: Accepted: The Commission considers it useful to clarify that the programme shall not finance any measures for the preparation and implementation of European Years.

Amendment No 54: Accepted:  The amendment better reflects the situation in the Member States.

Amendment No 55: Rejected: Support to regional or national NGOs is not excluded given that the list is not exhaustive. However, the Commission wants to give a signal that the programme is in the first instance addressed to NGOs organised at EU level, given that this guarantees the highest added value.

Amendment No 56: Rejected: The Commission is sensitive to these issues. However, it seems important to avoid references to specific target groups (as this would legitimately open the door for similar requests from other specific groups) particularly as the issue is already adequately addressed in recital 7.

Amendment No 57: Rejected: The Commission maintains its position on this issue as it seems to strike a balance between a sufficient level of EU co-financing and the risk of subsidy dependency.

Amendment No 58: Accepted in part: The Commission maintains its position as to the role of the Committee (partially management/ partially consultative) but accepts to revise the matters listed in this article in line with the position of the European Parliament.

Amendment No 59: Rejected for institutional reasons. However, this point is taken on board in new recital 12(a).
Amendment No 60: Rejected: The Commission maintains its position as to the role of the Committee (partially management/ partially consultative).
Amendment No 61: Accepted: The Commission accepts the obligation to inform also the other relevant committees of the action taken under the five sections of the Programme.

Amendment No 62: Accepted: The Commission recognises that the programme should be consistent with regional policy and general economic policy (as well as with the other areas mentioned), as they all may have important implications for the success of the programme’s aims.

Amendment No 63: Accepted: The Commission recognises the need to avoid duplication between actions undertaken under the programme and relevant Union and Community actions.

Amendment No 64: Accepted in part: The need to avoid duplication is covered in Article 15 (2).

Amendment No 65: Accepted in part: The Commission accepts the inclusion of the reference to the Social Agenda.

Amendment No 67: Rejected: The Commission maintains its initial position both in relation to the overall financial envelope for the programme as well as in relation to the allocation of the funds by section.
Amendment No 68: Accepted: The Commission agrees with the need to ensure that the allocation of the appropriations to the individual sections of the programme is transparent and is determined by the Budgetary Authority.
Amendment No 69 and No 70: Accepted: The Commission agrees to transmit the annual activity reports to the European Parliament.
Amendment No 71: Accepted in part: The results of the mid-term evaluation will be incorporated in the activity report as set out in Article 19 (2). The Commission will decide on the appropriateness and timing of a Communication on the continuation of the programme at a later stage.
Amendment No 72: Rejected: See amendment 56.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission will shortly be presenting an amended proposal.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: Depending on a swift breakthrough in discussions on the financial perspectives for the period 2007-2013, a common position is feasible during the UK presidency.

CODECISION PROCEDURE – first reading

Proposal for a Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the protection of minors and human dignity and the right of reply in relation to the competitiveness of the European audiovisual and information services industry

1.
Rapporteur: Marielle De Sarnez

2.
EP No: A6-0244/2005

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 7 September 2005

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the protection of minors and human dignity and the right of reply in relation to the competitiveness of the European audiovisual and information services industry
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/0117(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 157

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Culture and Education (CULT)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.

The Commission fully accepts amendment 1, which clarifies the scope of the recommendation to cover “audiovisual and online information services”, as well as amendments 16, 17 and 35.

A number of the EP amendments are not acceptable to the Commission either in their current form (because they are too detailed or too prescriptive), or for reason of substance: some parts, for instance, risk impinging on the freedom of expression; others are covered by the Third Pillar and go beyond the scope of this recommendation. Other amendments referring to the Treaty establishing a Constitution are not acceptable for legal reasons by the Commission (too premature). In the spirit of “better regulation”, legal texts should be as succinct as possible and it should be left to the Member States to deal with the details of implementation. In this respect, the level of detail in some of the amendments of the Parliament is rather high.
The Commission accepts in principle or in part the following amendments: 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 30, 31, 33, and 36.

The Commission cannot accept the following amendments: 3, 5, 13, 27, 28, 29, 32, 34, 23, 37, and 38. Some amendments are too descriptive and others are out of the scope of the recommendation. Other amendments refer to the Treaty establishing a Constitution, and others to the right of reply. As the scope of the right of reply proposed by the EP of “tous les services audiovisuels and d'information en ligne” stands, it would cover information services which would not merit a right of reply (such as an online telephone book service). This is not acceptable to the Commission.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: An amended proposal is being prepared.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: This Recommendation will not be adopted at first reading. Final adoption is likely to take place in late spring 2006. A formal common position should be adopted by the end of 2005.

CODECISION PROCEDURE – first reading
Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Directive 91/440/EEC on the development of the Community's railways
1.
Rapporteur: Georg Jarzembowski
2.
EP No: A6 – 0143/2005

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 28 September 2005

4.
Subject: Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Directive 91/440/EEC on the development of the Community's railways
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2004/0047(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 80(2), Article 251(2)

7.
Competent parliamentary committee: Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN)

8.
Commission’s position: the Commission accepts some of the amendments.
Of the 12 amendments adopted by Parliament at first reading, the Commission can accept 3 as they stand or with changes to the wording (5, 7, 13). It can accept one in part (10) and has to reject 8 (2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12).
Amendment accepted in part
This is Amendment 10, in which the reference to the extent of the right of access to all services, including domestic ones, cannot be accepted.
Amendments rejected
Amendments 2, 8 and 9: the Commission considers that opening up the markets for domestic passenger services is neither economically justified nor politically appropriate at this stage. Nor can it agree to bringing forward the date for opening up the market for international passenger services. 2008 seems to be too soon, given the investment and the restructuring which will be required of rail companies in preparation for the new situation.
Amendments 3 and 11: the way the proposed clause is formulated discriminates on the basis of nationality and is therefore contrary to Community law. 
Amendment 4: this amendment goes beyond the scope of the directive in question. It also gives a snapshot of the current situation as regards the legislative process relating to the revised proposal for a Parliament and Council regulation on public passenger transport services by rail and road, but the information provided will probably be out of date by the time the directive is finally adopted.
Amendments 6 and 12: Parliament wants the Commission to present two different reports on the application of this directive, one on opening up international passenger services, the other on opening up domestic services. It also sets an earlier deadline than that proposed by the Commission. The rejection of Amendments 6 and 12 therefore follows logically from the rejection of Amendments 2, 8 and 9.

9.
Likely timetable for adoption of the amended proposal:
The Commission will amend its proposal orally in the relevant Council bodies, indicating which of Parliament’s amendments it accepted in plenary session.
10.
Likely timetable for adoption:

This proposal for a directive is part of a package of four legislative proposals (the other three relate to the certification of train crews operating locomotives and trains on the Community’s rail network, international rail passengers’ rights and obligations and compensation in cases of non-compliance with contractual quality requirements for rail freight services). The adoption of this proposal for a directive is therefore linked to progress in the work of the co-legislators on the whole package of proposals. At this stage it is therefore difficult to say how many readings will be needed for the final adoption of this legislative proposal.
CODECISION PROCEDURE – first reading
Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the certification of train crews operating locomotives and trains on the Community’s rail network
1.
Rapporteur: Gilles Savary
2.
EP No: A6 – 0133/2005

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 28 September 2005

4.
Subject: Certification of train crews operating locomotives and trains on the Community’s rail network
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2004/0048(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 80(2), Article 251(2)

7.
Competent parliamentary committee: Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN)

8.
Commission’s position: the Commission accepts some of the amendments.
Of the 45 amendments adopted by Parliament at first reading the Commission can accept 25 as they stand or with changes to the wording (1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 36, 42, 44 and 46). 11 amendments can be accepted in principle (5, 17, 21, 22, 23, 35, 37, 40, 41, 43 and 47). The Commission can accept one amendment in part (2) and must reject 8 (15, 24, 25, 26, 32, 38, 39 and 45).
Amendments accepted in principle

Amendments 5 and 37: as regards the role of the social partners, a distinction should be made between, on the one hand, the Technical Specifications for Interoperability (TSIs), which are technical requirements developed by the European Railway Agency in accordance with the directives that are currently in force on interoperability and the regulation establishing the Agency, and, on the other, annexes to a directive which are governed by the codecision procedure or, where there is a delegation of powers, the committee procedure. The Commission can, however, accept that in the case of technical requirements with an impact on working conditions and workers’ health and safety the social partners should be properly consulted. 
Amendment 17: it is important to strike the right balance between requirements to be included in the body of the text and those to be placed in an annex. In addition, minimal frequencies were laid down for all types of checks. These frequencies are specified in the annex so that they can, if necessary, be amended by committee procedure in the light of experience.
Amendments 21 and 22: the proposed redrafting of Article 16 is acceptable in principle, but the right balance must be struck between monitoring by the employer and the checks introduced by the competent authority (Article 26).

Amendment 23: the proposed redrafting of Article 17 is acceptable in principle, but an exhaustive list of the tasks of the competent authority is needed.
Amendment 35: while supporting the Commission’s approach, this amendment seeks to define in greater detail the arrangements to be applied in the case of train crews and can therefore be accepted in principle. However, the addition of a new annex by committee procedure raises legal problems. The amendment is acceptable subject to modification later on in the procedure.
Amendment 40: this amendment introduces the possibility of a temporary exemption for drivers operating domestic services. The Commission cannot accept such exemptions at national level for several reasons. Firstly, from the employment point of view, this would effectively create two classes of driver, when these categories are not watertight in practice. This would lead to differences in career and salary that are difficult to justify. Secondly, from the safety point of view, there would be two categories of driver on the same route: those trained and certified in accordance with this directive and those trained and certified according to an ad-hoc national scheme. They might not respond to situations in the same way. Thirdly, in terms of the economic impact, Member States would have to operate two different laws and two systems of accreditation/recognition of trainers/examiners, companies would have to maintain two different training systems, etc. This is inefficient and will be costly.
Amendment 41: a clear distinction should be made between existing certificates and those which will be issued after this directive comes into force. The wording should be more precise.
Amendment 43: the Commission can accept the proposed amendment in principle, but would like to phrase it better, while still taking into account Parliament's concern. The wording might be as follows: "drivers who have experienced a serious incident, such as a suicide, must receive special psychological support”.
Amendment 47: the Commission welcomes the insertion of the principle of annual in-service training. However, it would like to introduce a reference to Directive 2004/49/EC on rail safety.
Amendments accepted in part
Amendment 2: the reference to the agreement on the working conditions of mobile staff engaged in cross-border services is not acceptable because the Commission’s proposal has no bearing on working and rest time.
Amendments rejected
Amendment 15: the Commission prefers the concept of “periodic checks” in order to make it perfectly clear that to retain their licence and harmonised complementary certificate drivers must undergo regular tests, for safety reasons.
Amendments 24 and 25: the concepts of “occupational physician” and “transport psychologist” are interpreted differently by different Member States. The Commission cannot therefore support these amendments.

Amendment 26: the purpose of this amendment is unclear. The testing of general professional knowledge could be carried out by either an institute or an examiner, provided they are accredited by the competent authority.

Amendment 32: although in principle the proposal seems to protect the employer’s investment in training drivers, there are a number of problems. First, there is no equivalent clause in other forms of transport, particularly the airline industry, where training is also very expensive. Such a clause has a bearing on labour law which is already the subject of European directives, national law and a body of case law. Finally, there may be any number of reasons why a driver might leave an employer. If it is the employer’s fault that a driver leaves, why should another company be made to pay for the training?
Amendment 38: the idea of bringing forward the evaluation of the application of the directive is interesting, but we have to be realistic. The directive cannot be applied until the registers provided for in Article 20 have been created and the measure has been transposed into national law. Once these stages have been completed there will have to be a two-year observation period before the evaluation report can be produced. Consequently, it would be hard to meet the deadline proposed by Parliament (1 January 2009).

Amendment 39: once the legislation has been adopted Member States will have to be given enough time to transpose it and to amend their national legislation accordingly. A period of two years is therefore seen as the absolute minimum.
Amendment 45: from the point of view of safety, it should be stressed that to obtain their harmonised complementary certificate in another country drivers will have to undergo the requisite training in knowledge of the infrastructure, operating rules and language, then take an exam with an examiner accredited or recognised by the safety authority of the country in which they wish to drive. This amendment would unnecessarily increase the economic impact of training on railway companies.
9.
Likely timetable for adoption of the amended proposal:
The Commission will amend its proposal orally in the appropriate Council bodies, indicating which of Parliament’s amendments it has accepted in plenary session.
10.
Likely timetable for adoption:
This proposal for a directive is part of a package of four legislative proposals (the other three relate to opening up international passenger services, international rail passengers’ rights and obligations and compensation in cases of non-compliance with contractual quality requirements for rail freight services). The adoption of this proposal for a directive is therefore linked to progress in the work of the co-legislators on the whole package of proposals. At this stage it is therefore difficult to say how many readings will be needed for the final adoption of this legislative proposal.
CODECISION PROCEDURE - first reading

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on international rail passengers’ rights and obligations
1.
Rapporteur: Dirk Sterckx
2.
EP No: A6-0123/2005

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 28 September 2005

4.
Subject: Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on international rail passengers’ rights and obligations
5.
Inter-Institutional reference: 2004/0049(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 80(2), Article 251(2)

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN)

8.
Position of the Commission: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
Out of the 122 amendments adopted by the European Parliament in first reading, the Commission can accept 19 in full or with redrafting (5, 8, 9, 20, 24, 27, 58, 61, 68, 70, 79, 85, 90, 92, 103, 104, 120, 124, 126). The Commission can either accept in principle 49 amendments (6, 10, 16, 18, 23, 25, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 42, 44, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 59, 66, 71, 73, 75, 76, 77, 78, 80, 81, 82, 83, 87, 100, 105, 106, 108, 111, 112, 114, 116, 117 and 138) or accept 16 of them in part (3, 12, 15, 21, 22, 43, 47, 48, 67, 72, 86, 98, 99, 109, 110 and 115). Nevertheless, the Commission can not give its support to 38 amendments (1, 2, 4, 7, 11, 13, 14, 17, 19, 26, 28, 29, 31, 37, 39, 40, 60, 62, 64, 65, 69, 74, 84, 91, 95, 96, 97, 101, 102, 107, 113, 118, 119, 121, 123, 125, 127 and 128).

Amendments accepted in principle

Amendment 6: The Commission accepts the reference to “free from discrimination” but definitions of Persons with reduced mobility are used in other Community legislation. The Commission therefore prefers to align the present text to definitions already used.

Amendment 10: The Commission agrees to incorporate the proposed recital at an appropriate place but is of the opinion that term “implements” needs to be replaced with “aligns to”.

Amendment 16: The Commission agrees to incorporate the amendment at an appropriate place in so far as Member States will be able to define themselves in a non discriminatory way and based on objective criteria, main railway stations within their railway network.

Amendment 18: The Commission agrees with the intention to clearly define and distinguish between tickets, reservations and rail transport contracts and with the incorporation at an appropriate place in the text of the proposal.

Amendments 23, 32, 33, 34, 35, 42, 44, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 56, 57, 59, 77, 78, 80, 81, 82, 83, 108, 138: In case co-legislators agree that the railway undertaking’s liability, the transport contracts and ticketing are to be dealt with under the COTIF/CIV scheme, the relevance of the text of the Vilnius protocol will prevail and provisions concerning this subject in the core text of the regulation may become redundant.

Amendments 25, 36: The Commission feels great sympathy that the EP requests a railway computer information and reservation system to be set up with the assistance of the newly created European railway agency as proposed by the EP but does not want to prejudge at this stage any further development on the issue by endorsing a specific wording.

Amendments 30, 38, 66, 71, 75, 76, 87, 105, 111, 112, 114, 116 and 117: The Commission agrees to the incorporation of the proposed obligation at an appropriate place in the text of the proposal.

Amendment 55: The Commission prefers the title “DELAYS, MISSED CONNECTIONS and CANCELLATIONS” for the chapter on consequences of delays.
Amendment 73: The Commission agrees to the reference added to make a link with the wording of the preceding paragraph.
Amendment 100: The Commission agrees that railways and station managers shall take responsibilities in their respective field of competence and agrees to incorporate the proposed obligation at an appropriate place in the text of the proposal. As concerns the supplement “personal” the Commission prefers a simple reference to “security” without any additional notion.
Amendment 106: The Commission agrees that railways and ticket vendors should be given freedom to set up themselves the way they intend to set up a complaint handling mechanism provided the passengers’ rights are not jeopardised.
Amendments accepted in part

Amendment 3: the Commission agrees that a reference to COTIF/CIV needs to be introduced. In case its full application will be the final agreement between the co-legislators, an incorporation of the COTIF/CIV text into this regulation is required to render it directly applicable in all Member States, including those, which are not yet party to the protocol.

Amendments 12, 15: In so far as this amendment concerns the extension of the scope of the regulation, the Commission points out that the proposal is not intended to cover at this stage national services without link to international services. The Commission is however aware of the advantage of such an extension and reserves its right to propose an extension at a later stage if appropriate.

Amendments 21 and 22: The Commission agrees with the principal to exclude announced alterations 48 hours in advance. However, the Commission insists on the reference to delays in departure as those may trigger a need for ad-hoc assistance (food and beverages, accommodation, etc.).
Amendments 43 and 48: The Commission prefers to deal with all cases of liability in one chapter, including liability for passengers and luggage. It therefore proposes as title:  “LIABILITY of Railway undertakings for PASSENGERS and their luggage”.
Amendment 47: The Commission considers its proposal of 21,000 Euro as the more suitable minimum to meet first needs of a dependant person. Moreover, it considers that advance payments “to the person entitled to damage” sufficiently safeguards the right of railway undertakings in this context.
Amendment 67: The Commission is of the view that the deletion of the term “international” does not prejudge the question of the scope of the regulation but considers that it will however be difficult to oblige undertakings to ensure transport to the final destination, keeping also in mind that the passenger may not be interested any longer in reaching the final destination due to the delay.

Amendment 72: The Commission agrees to exchange “hotel” with “overnight” accommodation and considers this sufficient reference to take account of possible difficult circumstances where a hotel is not available. However, the restriction “where possible” is not acceptable to the Commission as normally, accommodation can easily be arranged in or close to train stations.

Amendment 86: The Commission may accept that its proposal for unlimited assistance on board may be too large but the availability of appropriate assistance cannot be left subject to ad-hoc decisions. It will therefore assume the necessary to have an obligation incorporated requesting the establishment of non-discriminatory access rules for each train service.

Amendments 98 and 99: The Commission prefers a simple reference in the relevant title to “SECURITY” without any additional notion.

Amendment 109: The Commission is of the opinion that passengers have a right to get involved in plans on the discontinuation of rail services. Thus, it rejects the deletion of its original paragraph. As regards the text added, the Commission agrees to the incorporation of the proposed obligation at an appropriate place in the text of the proposal.

Amendment 110: The Commission has a preference for its first sentence, without introducing a reference to specific articles of the regulation. For the second sentence, the Commission considers its proposal sufficient to oblige Member States to set up the necessary enforcement bodies. Further on, it considers mediation an essential task of enforcement bodies. A reference to the quoted legislation may therefore be appropriate.

Amendment 115: The Commission considers that the first part of this amendment implies excessive burdens on railway undertakings.

Rejected amendments

Amendments 1, 2, 11, 13, 19, part of 62: these amendments intend to propose rights and obligations for railways passengers irrespective of the fact that they carry out national or international travel.  The proposal is not intended to cover at this stage national services without a link to international services. The Commission is however aware of the advantage of such an extension and reserves its right to propose an extension at a later stage if appropriate.

Amendments 4, 14, 28, 29 and 37: The Commission is of the opinion that passengers have a right to purchase integrated tickets for journeys throughout the EU railway network and has therefore chosen to oblige railways to offer such a product as the railway market seems not always to respond voluntarily to such a demand.  It is certain that only a common computerised information and reservation system for rail services will deliver this demand.

Amendments 7 and 26: The recital goes beyond the scope of the present proposal. The Commission agrees however that a reference to ongoing actions concerning accessibility, in particular of person with reduced (PMR) mobility need to be addressed (e.g. TSI on PRM accessibility of rail services).

Amendment 17 and part of 62: Season tickets are seldom available for international services, but not explicitly excluded from the scope of the present regulation.

Amendment 31: The new liability proposed by the EP may go far beyond the liability intended to be created by this proposal or the COTIF/CIV scheme. The Commission is also confident that false information may be persecuted under common national law provisions.
Amendments 39 and 40: Without prejudging the question of the scope of the regulation, the Commission does not see a necessity to distinguish between selling points for public service tickets and other tickets. Further on, the Commission has a certain doubt that the proposed amendment indeed helps to purchase tickets spontaneously.
Amendments 60 and 119: The proposal is not intended to cover realistically other surcharges for reduction in service quality other than that for delays.
Amendment 64: The Commission considers it important to distinguish between compensation as a reduction in the ticket price for a decrease in quality of the purchased service, like the proposed compensation for delay, on one hand, and compensation for proven financial damages as an indirect consequence of a delay, on the other. Liability for consequential damage due to delays may follow the COTIF/CIV like liability in case of accidents.
Amendment 65: The Commission considers the obligation deriving from this amendment rather imprecise and difficult to implement. A recital may however reflect the overall objective pursued by this regulation, namely to render rail services reliable.
Amendment 69: The Commission considers this amendment is an unnecessary restriction to the passenger’s right to arrive at the final destination with as little delay as possible.  
Amendment 74: The Commission does not agree to restrict the right of the passenger in case of his or her train being blocked in the middle of a rail journey.
Amendment 84: The Commission is of the opinion that no provision in the proposed regulation restricts in anyway the right of recourse of a railway undertaking.
Amendment 91: The Commission is of the opinion that 24 hours preparation is a fair delay to allow railway undertakings and station managers to prepare the transport and transfer of passengers with disabilities. The aim is to restrict as little as possible a person with reduced mobility’s right to spontaneously travel.
Amendment 95: The Commission considers the right to notify their need for assistance at stations and retail points an essential element to allow persons with reduced mobility to access rail services without discrimination. Any attempt to restrict this right cannot be accepted.

Amendments 96 and 97: The Commission agrees that railways, station managers and tour operators should be given freedom to set up themselves the way they intend to cooperate concerning this issue provided the passengers’ rights are not jeopardised. However the Commission agrees that a more general reference may be sufficient.

Amendment 113: The Commission considers a long transition period not necessary to implement the proposed rights to passenger.
Amendment 118: The Commission considers that this amendment implies excessive burdens on railway undertakings.
Amendment 125: The provision goes beyond the scope of the present proposal. The Commission agrees however that a reference to ongoing action concerning accessibility in particular of persons with reduced mobility (PRM) needs to be addressed (e.g. TSI on PRM accessibility of rail services).

Amendments 101, 102, 107 and 121: The Commission considers obligatory quality standards and monitoring of own performance an essential instrument, which grants railways an objective means and allows passengers a basis for necessary choices.
Amendment 123: The Commission considers it an essential right to be able purchase a ticket for the respective journey on board the train. Restrictions should simply be limited to security reasons.

Amendment 127: The content of this amendment goes far beyond the scope of the present proposal for a Regulation. In any case, in the context of the third railway package, the Commission has also tabled a proposal for a Directive to improve train crews’ safety performance.

Amendment 128: The Commission considers that any limitation to the passenger with reduced mobility’s right to access stations and trains shall be treated through the scope of the regulation. Further limitations are therefore unacceptable.
9.
Timetable for the amended proposal:
The Commission will modify orally its initial proposal in Council stating which of Parliament’s amendments it accepted in Plenary Session.

10.
Timetable for the adoption:
This proposal is part of a package of four legislative proposals (the other three concern the opening up of international passenger services, the certification of crews and compensation in cases of non-compliance with contractual quality requirements for rail freight services). The final adoption of the Regulation proposed for railway passenger’s rights will thus depend on the work carried out by the co-legislators on the other proposals. At this stage, it is difficult to predict how long the legislative process will last.

CODECISION PROCEDURE – first reading

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on statutory audit of annual accounts and consolidated accounts and amending Council Directives 78/660/EEC and 83/349/EEC

1.
Rapporteur: Bert Doorn
2.
EP No: A6-0224/2005
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 28 September 2005
4.
Subject: Directive on statutory audit of annual accounts and consolidated accounts
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/0065(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 44(2) (g) of the EC Treaty (former Art 54(3)g)
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Legal Affairs (JURI) (enhanced cooperation procedure with ECON)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission accepts all the amendments.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: (see point 10).
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: At its meeting on 5 October 2005 COREPER agreed to the proposal and it was approved by ECOFIN on 11 October 2005. Scrutiny by juristes-linguistes to follow.

CODECISION PROCEDURE – first reading

Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council recasting Council Directive 93/6/EEC of 15 March 1993 on the capital adequacy of investment firms and credit institutions

1.
Rapporteur: Alexander Radwan

2.
EP No: A6-0257/2005
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 28 September 2005
4.
Subject: European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council recasting Council Directive 93/6/EEC of 15 March 1993 on the capital adequacy of investment firms and credit institutions
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/159(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 47(2) of the Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON)

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission accepts all the amendments.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: (see point 10).
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: At its meeting on 5 October 2005 COREPER unanimously agreed to the proposal and it was approved by ECOFIN on 11 October 2005, final Council approval foreseen (after scrutiny by jurists-linguistes) March/April 2006.

CODECISION PROCEDURE – first reading

Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council re-casting Directive 2000/12/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 March 2000 relating to the taking up and pursuit of the business of credit institutions

1.
Rapporteur: Alexander Radwan

2.
EP No: A6-0257/2005
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 28 September 2005
4.
Subject: European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council re-casting Directive 2000/12/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 March 2000 relating to the taking up and pursuit of the business of credit institutions
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/155(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 47(2) of the Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON)

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission accepts all the amendments.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: (see point 10).
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: At its meeting on 5 October 2005 COREPER unanimously agreed to the proposal and it was approved by ECOFIN on 11 October 2005, final Council approval foreseen (after scrutiny by jurists-linguistes) March/April 2006.

CONSULTATION procedure REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
Proposal for a Council regulation on access to Community External Assistance 
1.
Rapporteur: Michael Gahler

2.
EP No: A6-0239/2005

3.
Date of adoption: 6 September 2005
4.
Subject: Proposal for a Council regulation on access to Community External Assistance 
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2005/0806(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 181A of the Treaty

7.
Competent parliamentary committee: Committee on Development (DEV)

8.
Commission’s position: as it was able to indicate/state during the plenary session on 6 September 2005 (even though the 20 amendments were voted as a block and without prior discussion, on the basis of Article 131 of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure), the Commission can accept all of Parliament’s amendments insofar as they strengthen and/or clarify certain aspects of its initial proposal without altering the main objectives. This position is entirely consistent with the similar position taken by the Commission on 23 June 2005 when Parliament adopted its opinion at first reading on the proposal on the same subject which was subject to the codecision procedure, as a result of the Council's decision to split the Commission's initial proposal into two separate proposals, each with its own legal basis [see Gahler report EP No A5-0182/05 and interinstitutional reference 2004/0099 (COD)]. The 20 amendments adopted on 6 September 2005 are identical to those adopted by Parliament on 23 June in terms of both substance and wording.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: to recapitulate: the Commission provided information orally to the competent Council working group on the amendment of its initial proposal, in accordance with the position it took on Parliament’s amendments in the plenary session on 23 June 2005. The Council then immediately went ahead with the necessary preparations for the final adoption of this regulation subject to the codecision procedure under the conditions agreed by Parliament and accepted by the Commission. An agreement on this approach has already been reached, because the Council approved a draft political agreement with Parliament along these lines at first reading in July 2005 (18 July 2005 as an A item). When this political agreement was adopted the Council indicated that once Parliament had produced (and officially transmitted) its opinion on the proposal subject to the consultation procedure, and once the texts had been finalised by the lawyer linguists, the two draft regulations would be presented to Coreper/the Council for formal adoption as a I/A item. It was not felt to be necessary at the time (and consequently seems even less appropriate now) for the Commission formally to present an amended proposal, particularly given that it is a matter of political urgency that the regulation in question, and of course the one subject to the codecision procedure (which has already received political approval by the Council), be formally adopted as soon as possible. 
10.
Outlook for adoption of the regulation: given the apparent consensus on this regulation among the three institutions, which is the logical extension and consequence of the agreement on the “twin” regulation on the same subject under the codecision procedure, the Council will simultaneously prepare the formal adoption of the two instruments in question, which is expected within the next few weeks, once the lawyer linguists have completed their revisions. 
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council regulation on electronic recording and reporting of fishing activities and on means of remote sensing

1.
Rapporteur: Paulo Casaca
2.
EP No: A6-0238/2005

3.
Date of adoption: 6 September 2005

4.
Subject: electronic recording and reporting of fishing activities and on means of remote sensing
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/0252(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Articles 37 and 300(2) and (3), first subparagraph, of the EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Fisheries Committee (PECH)

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.

Amendment 1 – Rejected. It would weaken the proposal. The validity and cost-effectiveness of the technologies are already well proven.

Amendment 2 - Rejected. The reference to Regulation 2847/93 is too restrictive. A number of other Regulations also contain rules on special reporting requirements on information to be recorded in the logbook. The text of the Commission proposal allows for the provisions of other regulations to apply. The amendment does not. Nevertheless, there is merit in the reference to the exemption from the obligation to record on paper.

Amendment 3 – Accepted. Scientific research should benefit from information gathered within the framework of this Article as long as the information does not include classified data and confidentiality can be ensured.

Amendment 4 – Accepted. Cooperation between Community Agencies makes sense since it should ensure interoperability and reduced costs.

Amendment 5 – Rejected. Such a detailed table would be more appropriate in a Commission Decision implementing provisions of the Council Decision on financing control.

Amendment 6 - Rejected. This can probably be better addressed within the framework of the new financial perspective.

Amendment 7 – Accepted. A multi purpose approach should increase efficiency and benefit other agencies that need to use the same technology.

Amendment 8 - Rejected. The amendment refers to the costs relating to the installation of vessel monitoring systems which have already been provided for in a Commission Decision. Furthermore, financial aid for operating costs can not be granted.

Amendment 9 - Rejected. Delaying the entry into force of the regulation until 2008 is not acceptable to the Commission. Improved control and enforcement was a cornerstone of the reform of the CFP.  The EU can not continue with the current slow, costly and unreliable paper based system for collecting fisheries information. We must take the lead in the introduction of electronic reporting technology; otherwise we risk being left behind by countries that are already well advanced in this area and could impose their own system on EU vessels working in their Economic Zones. We must also ensure that remote sensing is introduced without delay since it offers the only foolproof check of VMS reports and should lead to a better targeting of conventional sea inspections, and ultimately to a large deterrence of illegal, unregulated and unreported fishing activities.

9.
Outlook for the amendments of the proposal:

At this stage of the discussion, the Commission will orally inform the Council of its position on the amendments.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: Adoption envisaged during the British Presidency.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE RADING

Proposal for a Council Directive amending Directive 77/388/EEC with a view to simplifying value added tax obligations

1.
Rapporteur: Zsolt László Becsey
2.
EP No: A6-0228/2005

3.
Date of adoption: 7 September 2005
4.
Subject: Proposal for a Council Directive amending Directive 77/388/EEC with a view to simplifying value added tax obligations
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/0261(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 93
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission cannot accept any of the proposed amendments to its proposal for a Council Directive.

The European Parliament adopted 10 amendments:

Amendment 1 seeks to require that the taxable person shall provide the information necessary for his registration under the one-stop scheme in the language of the Member State of identification. This is an unnecessary amendment, as the Member State of identification will always deal with its taxable persons in one of its official languages. Furthermore, forcing taxable persons to use the language of the Member State of identification would be a retrograde step in respect of those Member States who already allow taxable persons to communicate with them in a language, which is not a national language.

Amendments 2 and 3 set deadlines of 20 days which do not match an electronic system.

Amendment 4 proposes a strike-off within five days and a notification. The notification of the strike-off is already provided for in Article 34b(1)(c) of the Regulation proposal.

Amendment 5 seeks to require that taxable persons only store their records in the Member State of establishment. This would be a retrograde step, as Article 22 of the 6th Directive already allows taxable persons to store their invoices etc. wherever they wish provided that they are made available without undue delay on request of a competent authority.

Amendment 6 proposes a delay of 40 days for submission of declarations. However, the scheme proposes electronic declarations as a precondition for entry into the scheme, so an extended declaration period is not appropriate. In the context of e-services, for example, the 20-day deadline was also set. The Commission is therefore being consistent regarding the deadlines for submitting electronic declarations.

Amendment 7 is unclear and contains an incorrect cross-reference.

Amendment 8 is superfluous as it proposes an amendment to a subparagraph which is already clear from the following sub-paragraph.

Amendment 9 proposes setting a minimum exemption threshold for SMEs at €50.000. This would be a huge increase for certain Member States, and the Commission believes that no minimum threshold should be set. Furthermore, the application of a €50.000 threshold for the first 3 years of operation of a new business would create distortions of competition between new and established businesses.

Amendment 10 is based on the assumption that there will be a budgetary consequence from the adoption of the Directive and asks the Commission to do an analysis of this consequence. In fact, the proposals do not change the tax rules, and therefore has no budgetary consequence for Member States. For the same reason there is no risk of possible exchange rate losses, because the proposals only aim to improve and simplify the administrative procedure.

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: Not applicable.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The UK presidency has indicated that it will give these proposals a high priority and discussion on these proposals commenced in the Council in July, when there were 3 meetings and 2 more meetings will be held on this subject in September. So far, the Council has concentrated its discussions on a general overview of the Commission proposals with a view to agreeing a compromise to allow adoption by Council as soon as possible.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
Proposal for a Council regulation amending Regulation (EC) No 297/95 on fees payable to the European Medicines Agency

1.
Rapporteur: Karl-Heinz Florenz

2.
EP No: A6-0264/2005

3.
Date of adoption: 27 September 2005

4.
Subject: Report on proposal for a Council regulation amending Regulation (EC) No 297/95 on fees payable to the European Medicines Agency

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0023(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Council Regulation (EC) No 297/95 of 10 February 1995 on fees payable to the European Agency for the Evaluation of Medicinal Products
, and in particular Article 12 thereof.

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on the Environment, Health and Food Safety (ENVI)

8.
Commission‘s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments:

Amendment 1

The Commission agrees that the annual fee should respect the principle of proportionality. However, the Commission should not single out just one category in the recital, leaving out the others. Therefore, the Commission suggests leaving it to the Agency’s Management Board, to set out the details on reduced annual fees according to Article 11(2) of the amended Regulation.

Amendment 2

The Commission agrees that a reduced fee may apply where the scientific workload for the evaluation of the application is significantly reduced.

This might be envisaged for ‘well-established medicinal use’ applications concerning herbal medicinal products, which are based on monographs as referred to in Article 16h(3) of Directive 2001/83/EC. In that case, the Agency would rely on the monograph(s) to carry out the evaluation, and the scientific workload would hence be significantly reduced.

However, the Commission cannot agree that a reduced fee should apply, as a general rule, where applications are submitted under Article 10a of Directive 2001/83/EC (i.e. ‘well-established medicinal use’ procedure). This procedure can require extensive scientific work, such as: to assess the relevance and accuracy of all the scientific literature provided, to check whether any key bibliographical element is missing, and to determine if the literature provided is sufficient to fully demonstrate the safety and efficacy of the medicine. Thus, the evaluation costs incurred under this procedure can be very high. Therefore, a reduced fee cannot be the general rule.

Amendment 3

The Commission agrees that the fee of 232 000 Euros (human), 116 000 Euros (veterinary) is indeed a maximum. The wording may be amended to better reflect this.

The Commission also agrees on the principle that a reduced fee should apply for the evaluation of traditional herbal medicinal products. However, for reasons of legal clarity, the Commission do not agree that the specific level of the fee for scientific services on traditional herbal medicinal products should be put in this Council Regulation. This level is to be decided by the EMEA Management Board, like for the other types of scientific services provided by the Agency. There is no particular reason to differentiate at the level of this Regulation traditional herbal medicinal products from other kinds of medicinal products.

The scale of reduced fees gives significant flexibility to the Management Board, from 86% (200 000 Euros) to as low as 1% (2 500 Euros) of the maximum fee. The Commission does not expect that the actual fee payable for an EMEA opinion on a traditional herbal medicine will be 232 000 Euros. On the contrary, the Commission is convinced that the actual fee should be on the lower end of the scale (e.g. 15 000-20 000 Euros). The exact amount is to be decided by the EMEA Management Board.

Moreover, most of the companies developing traditional herbal medicinal products are small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) according to the current EU SME definition. Those companies will benefit from specific fees waivers and deferrals, in accordance with Article 70(2) of Regulation (EC) No 726/2004. The Commission Regulation implementing this Article foresees a 90% fee reduction in respect of scientific services for SMEs. The actual fee would then be as low as 1500-2000 Euros.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission informed the Council orally of its position on the amendments on 7 October 2005 at the meeting of the Council Working Party on Pharmaceuticals and Medical Devices.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: It is expected that the Council will adopt the proposal in November 2005.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Amended proposal for a Council directive on minimum standards on procedures in Member States for granting and withdrawing refugee status
1.
Rapporteur: Wolfgang Kreissl-Dörfler
2.
EP No: A6-222/2005
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 27 September 2005

4.
Subject: European Parliament legislative resolution on the amended proposal for a Council directive on minimum standards on procedures in Member States for granting and withdrawing refugee status
5.
Interinstitutional reference: 2000/0238(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 67 of the EC Treaty, pursuant to which the Council consulted Parliament (C6‑0200/2004)
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice, Home Affairs (LIBE)

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission accepts ‘in principle’ several amendments.
The Commission considers the text to represent an acceptable compromise which respects the international obligations of MS and still brings meaningful harmonisation in some areas.

Furthermore, the adoption of this Directive would mean that the first phase in the development of a common European asylum system has been completed and that any new legislative instruments on procedures and asylum in general can be adopted under new institutional arrangements: QMV and co-decision with the EP. Therefore, the adoption of this particular Directive will make a considerable difference in terms of the ability of the Community to proceed towards a more efficient and effective development of the measures under the Common European Asylum System. For these reasons, the Commission decided not to present an amended proposal and, in the unlikely event that the Council reopens the debate on the text, to support a number of amendments “in principle” (the ones which do not alter the overall balance of the proposal).
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: No amended proposal.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: Council is very unlikely to reopen negotiations on the text and will probably aim at adoption of the proposal as it stands since the political agreement reached in April 2004.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council regulation on the conclusion of the Protocol setting out the tuna fishing opportunities and financial contribution provided for in the Agreement between the European Economic Community and the Islamic Federal Republic of the Comoros on fishing off the Comoros for the period from 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2010

1.
Rapporteur: Carmen Fraga Estévez
2.
EP No: A6-0260/2005

3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 27 September 2005

4.
Subject: Conclusion of the Protocol setting out the tuna fishing opportunities and financial contribution provided for in the Agreement between the European Economic Community and the Islamic Federal Republic of the Comoros on fishing off the Comoros for the period from 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2010
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0092(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 37, Articles 300 (2) and 300 (3) first subparagraph of the EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Fisheries Committee (PECH)

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission does not accept any of the amendments.

Amendment 1: According to the Commission this amendment is not necessary given that the Draft Council Regulation for the adoption of the new Framework Agreement – the Fisheries Partnership Agreement will soon be transmitted to the EP.
Amendments 2, 3 and 5: The Commission fully shares the concern to keep the EP 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 not necessary.
Amendment 4: This amendment cannot be accepted by the Commission. Recalling the basic Community provisions concerning the mandate of the Commission to negotiate on behalf of the Community, the Council has authorised the Commission to negotiate fisheries arrangements between the Community and the Comoros. Against this background, the periodic renewal does not require a new mandate each time.

Amendment 6: The Commission has established a constant dialogue with the industry within the framework of a special sectoral group. This group meets on a regular basis and discusses upcoming negotiations and any other technical issues. In addition, all Member States are invited to participate in the negotiations of a Fisheries Agreement/Protocol.

9.
Outlook for the amendments of the proposal: Not applicable.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal:

The proposal was adopted by COREPER I on 30 September 2005 and was adopted by COUNCIL on 6 October 2005.

Part two 
Non-legislative resolutions
THE COMMISSION DOES NOT INTEND TO RESPOND FORMALLY TO THE FOLLOWING NON-LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT DURING THE SEPTEMBER 2005 I AND II PART-SESSIONS

-
Resolution of the European Parliament on tourism and development (2004/2212(INI))
Report by Thierry CORNILLET (EP: A6-0173/05)

Minutes, part 2, 8 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Louis MICHEL





DG Development
Explanation:
The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Michel replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.

-
Resolution of the European Parliament on breaches of human rights in China, in particular as regards freedom of religion

(EP: B6-0457/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 8 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER





DG External Relations
Explanation: The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Michel replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.

-
Resolution of the European Parliament on the famine in Niger

(EP : B6-0460/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 8 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Louis MICHEL





DG Development
Explanation: The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Michel replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.

-
Resolution of the European Parliament on natural disasters (fires and floods) in Europe this summer
(EP: B6-0458/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 8 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Stavros DIMAS





DG Environment

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

-
Resolution of the European Parliament on major and neglected diseases in developing countries (2005/2047(INI))

Report by John BOWIS (EP: A6-0215/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 8 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible
Louis MICHEL





DG Development
Explanation: The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Michel replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.

-
Resolution of the European Parliament on political prisoners in Syria
(EP: B6-0456/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 8 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER





DG External Relations
Explanation: The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Michel replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.

-
Resolution of the European Parliament on EU-India relations: a strategic partnership (2004/2169(INI))

Report by Emilio MENÉNDEZ del VALLE (EP: A6-0256/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 29 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER





DG External Relations
Explanation:
The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Rehn replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.

-
Resolution of the European Parliament on the 25th anniversary of Solidarity and its message for Europe

(EP: B6-0485/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 28 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible: 
José Manuel BARROSO





Bureau of European Policy Advisers (BEPA)

Explanation:
The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner McCreevy replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
Resolution of the European Parliament on the UN World Summit (14-16 September 2005)

(EP: B6-0483/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 29 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER, Louis MICHEL





DG External Relations, DG Development

Explanation:
The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
Resolution of the European Parliament on Belarus

(EP: B6-0486/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 29 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER





DG External Relations 

Explanation:
The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Rehn replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
Resolution of the European Parliament on Nepal

(EP: B6-0513/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 29 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER





DG External Relations 

Explanation:
The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Kovacs replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
Resolution of the European Parliament on Tunisia
(EP: B6-0512/05)

Minutes, Part 2, 29 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible:
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER





DG External Relations 

Explanation:
The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Kovacs replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.
-
Resolution of the European Parliament on the defence of multi-ethnicity in the Vojvodina
(EP: B6-0518/05)
Minutes, Part 2, 29 September 2005

Commissioner/DG responsible: Olli REHN





DG Enlargement
Explanation:
The Commission will not be responding formally, as Commissioner Kovacs replied to the requests contained in the resolution at the plenary session.

-------------
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