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Communication from the Commission
on the action taken on opinions and resolutions adopted by Parliament at the November 2006 I and II part-sessions
THE FIRST PART OF THIS COMMUNICATION INFORMS PARLIAMENT OF THE ACTION TAKEN ON AMENDMENTS TO COMMISSION LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS ADOPTED BY PARLIAMENT AT THE NOVEMBER 2006 I AND II PART-SESSIONS.
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Part One
Legislative opinions
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – Second reading

Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on services in the internal market
1.
Rapporteur: Evelyne Gebhardt
2.
EP No: A6-0375/2006
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 15 November 2006

4.
Subject: Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on services in the internal market
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2004/0001(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 47(2) and Article 55 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Internal Market and Consumer Protection (IMCO)
8.
Commission's position: The Commission accepts the three amendments that were adopted on 15 November in the EP Plenary (Amendments 40-42) relating to the application in two cases of the new comitology procedure.
9.

Forecast of Commission’s opinion: Adopted, COM(2006)718 final of 16.11.2006.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Directive was adopted as an A point by the Telecoms Council of 11 December 2006.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – Second reading

Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the 7th Framework programme of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities (2007 to 2013)

1.
Rapporteur: Jerzy Buzek
2.
EP No: A6-0392/2006
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: 7th Framework programme of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities (2007 to 2013)
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0043(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 166 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Industry, Research and Energy (ITRE)
8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept all the amendments adopted by the European Parliament on 30 November 2006, which relate mainly to the European Research Council, the renewable energy sources and energy efficiency, the budgetary distribution, the Risk Sharing Finance Facility as well as some further modifications and the rearrangement of content, mostly in the themes of the Cooperation programme.

These amendments are the result of inter-institutional discussions that showed the complete agreement among the Commission, the European Parliament and the Council on all points included in them.

The Commission also notes that three statements on its side are elements of the overall final compromise that made possible the conclusion of the procedure at second reading. These will be published in the Official Journal at the same time as the legislative act on the Framework Programme.

9.
Outlook for the Commission Opinion: The Commission's Opinion (Art. 251.2 c) was adopted on 6.12.2006 (COM(2006)803 final) with the content that was summarily outlined above. Pursuant to Article 250(2) of the EC Treaty, the Commission amended its proposal accordingly.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a Decision: The Environment Council adopted this act on 18 December 2006.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading

Proposal for a European Parliament and Council Directive establishing a Framework for Community Action in the field of Marine Environmental Policy (Marine Strategy Directive)

1.
Rapporteur: Marie-Noëlle Lienemann

2.
EP No: A6-0373/2006
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 14 November 2006

4.
Subject: Framework for Community Action in the field of Marine Environmental Policy (Marine Strategy Directive)
5.

Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0211(COD)

6.
Legal basis: Article 175 TEC
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)

8.

Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
The European Parliament adopted 85 amendments of which 52 are acceptable to the Commission in full (12) or in principle or in part (40) as they clarify and improve the Commission proposal.

The Commission’s detailed position with regard to the amendments of the European Parliament is as follows:

8.1
Amendments accepted fully by the Commission
Amendments 2, 6, 15, 16 and 23: clarify and improve the recitals in line with the relevant provisions.

Amendment 28: adds the Black Sea to the list of EU Marine Regions and emphasises the importance of regional cooperation in the implementation process.

Amendments 48, 49, 51: improve the text without altering its substance.
Amendment 56: adds a usual cross-reference to the Birds and Habitats Directives and to GMES Marine Services.

Amendments 75 and 77: bring the text in line with decision 2006/512/EC on Comitology.

8.2
Amendments accepted in part or in principle by the Commission
Amendments 7, 9, 18 and 22 aim at improving or completing the recitals, and are acceptable subject to redrafting.

Amendment 1 aims at adding the Black Sea and the Arctic Ocean to the regions covered by the Directive. While inclusion of the Black Sea is welcome in the context of enlargement to Bulgaria and Romania, the reference to the Arctic Ocean needs to be deleted as the EU does not border that ocean.

Amendment 3 usefully emphasises increasing demands on oceans and seas, but the reference to waste absorption should be deleted as there is no reason to single it out.

Amendment 8 rightly adds a reference to the definition of Good Environmental Status, but the reference to the link to the Common Fisheries Policy is not acceptable.

Amendment 12 correctly underlines the importance of regional cooperation, but the reference to specific partnerships with countries concerned is not acceptable.
Amendment 25 introduces useful references to applicant and associated states, but such a reference would be better placed in Article 5.  Moreover, it unnecessarily moves the definition of marine waters, which should however stay in the new definitions article.

Amendment 26 is acceptable subject to redrafting (the reference to 'competence' is not appropriate).

Amendment 27 introduces a new list of definitions. The definition of European marine waters is acceptable in principle, but the inclusion of – for example – tidal waters - is not coherent with the Water Framework Directive and therefore needs to be adjusted. The definition of environmental status is by and large acceptable (although some redrafting is needed in the third paragraph as it needs to be more nuanced). On the definition of Good Environmental Status, (a), (b), (c) and (d) are by and large acceptable, but (e) is not, based on Commission reservations on the new Annex. Modifications to the definition of pollution are problematic as the initial definition was in line with UNCLOS and the Water Framework Directive. Finally, the inclusion of a definition of Marine Protected Areas is acceptable, but the Commission would prefer, for the sake of coherence, a definition based on the Water Framework Directive.

Amendment 29 adds a reference to the need of coherence with relevant international agreements. The reference is acceptable provided that relevant agreements (in particular regional seas conventions) are mentioned.

Amendment 31 is acceptable only in the part that introduces the idea that single marine strategies should be produced per region provided that this is understood as a compilation of national strategies. Collective responsibility would not be acceptable.

Amendments 33, 37 and 47 are acceptable only if the regional marine strategies are understood as a compilation of national strategies and if this does not imply collective responsibility.

Amendment 36 is acceptable only to the extent that it would recognise a fast-track implementation mechanism. The link to EU support is not acceptable.

For Amendment 39, the inclusion of a reference to Marine Protected Areas is acceptable. The Commission can also accept the idea that additional marine protected areas – and even closed marine reserves – may need to be established in order to achieve the objective of this Directive. However, the obligation to set up such marine areas introduced in this Amendment is not acceptable. Marine Protected Areas should only be set up when they can make a direct contribution to achieving Good Environmental Status.

Amendment 41 is acceptable provided that 'may' replaces 'shall' in the second sub-paragraph.

For Amendments 42 and 43, the reference to cooperation with third countries (including landlocked third countries) with which marine waters are shared or that cause pollution to EU water from land sources is acceptable pending drafting adjustments clarifying that this should take place through existing frameworks at international level (i.e., regional and international conventions). However, the reference to cooperation with third countries whose flag vessels operate in a given marine region is not acceptable.

Amendment 46 is acceptable, but flexibility should be introduced in order to take into account the situation of Member States where competent authorities are not 'national authorities'.

Amendments 50 and 63, including references to relevant EC Directives, are acceptable pending drafting adjustments.

Amendments 52 and 58 on data access and availability rules are acceptable if brought in line with rules on access to data (INSPIRE, etc.).

Amendment 53 is acceptable apart from the reference to the new Annex as the approach taken in the latter (pressure based descriptors rather than ecosystems elements) raises some difficulties.

For Amendment 55, only the text relating to the need for Member States to take into consideration elements of trans-boundary importance when establishing environmental objectives would be acceptable.

For Amendment 57, the introduction of a requirement for cooperation among Member States to ensure that monitoring methods are coherent and based on common objectives and also to ensure that elements of trans-boundary nature are taken into account would be acceptable. However, the deletion of notification of the monitoring programmes to the Commission would not be acceptable.

For Amendment 60, the Commission can support the references to the principles listed in paragraphs (a) and (b). However, the reference to trans-boundary impact assessment is not acceptable as this is already addressed by other EC legislation.

For Amendment 66 regarding exceptions, the redrafting of paragraph 1 of Article 13 is acceptable. However, insofar as Article 13 is aimed at addressing specific geographical issues, (-a), (-aa) and (-ab) are not acceptable ((-aa) and (-ab) are already covered in Article 14); (a) should be limited to Member States; (ba) can be accepted; 3 is acceptable, but should be redrafted in order to be included in Article 14.

Amendments 67 and 68 on stakeholder consultations are acceptable provided that the reference to specific management bodies and structures is deleted in Amendment 67 and existing structures are preferred to the setting up of new structures in Amendment 68.

Amendment 69 requiring the Commission to produce a report four years after implementation is in principle acceptable provided that the objective is clarified – i.e.  Identify potential conflicts or synergies between this Directive and other existing policies requiring action to improve implementation. In addition, six yearly implementation reports should be maintained.

For Amendment 73, the clarification of the objectives of the review of the Directive is acceptable, but bringing forward the review is not.

For Amendment 80, as amended by Amendments 81, 82, 91 and 92, the Commission can support the inclusion of descriptors of Good Environmental Status. However, the Commission believes that such descriptors should, to the largest extent possible, be based on ecosystem elements rather than follow a pressure-based approach. (a) and (b) are by and large acceptable. (c) and (e) are not necessary (duplicates (b)). (d) is pressure-based and therefore not acceptable. (f), (g), (h) and (i) should be redrafted, but they are acceptable in principle. (k) is acceptable. (l), (m), (p), (r) are acceptable in principle or in part. (n) and (o) are not acceptable as such.  (s) and (t) and (u) are acceptable in part.

Amendment 84 is by and large acceptable provided that the set-up of Marine Protected Areas in not made compulsory.

8.3
Amendments not accepted by the Commission

Amendments 4 and 38 are not acceptable. It would not be justified to single out the Baltic Sea in a recital or to grant it pilot status in an article.

Amendments 5, 11 and 17 have no added value. In addition, the text on financing instruments in Amendment 5 gives the impression that existing funding instruments are not properly used.  The text on Natura 2000 in Amendment 11 implies that implementation of the Habitats Directive lacks 'rationality'.  The text on research results in Amendment 17 would unduly favour certain types of research.

Amendment 10 calls for coordination between Member States and third countries, including flag states operating fishing and shipping vessels in EU marine waters. This would involve cooperating with the whole world and it is therefore not realistic.

Amendment 13 would unduly give research priority to certain areas (outermost regions).

Amendments 14 and 88 would lead to the set-up of ad hoc structures at Member State level to organise cross-sectoral cooperation. Such mechanisms are often already in place in the context of regional marine conventions.

Amendments 19 and 74 respectively call for direct financial support for implementation or establish such support. This is not acceptable. There are several EC funding instruments from which Member States will be able to draw. There is therefore no need to consider the establishment of an ad hoc funding instrument.

Amendments 20, 34, 35, 79 and 85 would bring all implementation deadlines forward. This would be unrealistic. In addition, Amendment 85 would strengthen the obligation for Member States ('shall achieve Good Environmental Status), which is problematic from an environmental point of view as some ecosystem responses to measures taken may be very slow in certain cases.  The Amendment introduces new qualifications to the Good Environmental Status which may lack the necessary flexibility.

Amendment 21 contradicts the Treaty. Any measures relating to fisheries management can only be taken in the context of the Common Fisheries Policy.

Amendment 30 adds Croatia to the list of Member States in the Adriatic Sea. This is not acceptable. The obligation to develop Marine Strategies can only apply to EU Member States.

Amendment 32 would strengthen the obligation to achieve Good Environmental Status. This would not be realistic.

Amendment 40 would limit the scope of Article 5 to third countries.

Amendment 44 calls for the set-up of a specific regulatory framework focused on infrastructure projects in the marine environment. This goes beyond the scope of this Directive and is addressed elsewhere.

Amendment 45 would include a link with support under the Common Agricultural Policy and farmers' contribution to eutrophication through fertiliser use. This is not acceptable because measures regarding agricultural management can only be taken in the context of the Common Agricultural Policy. It would however be conceivable to include a reference to the importance of the link between sustainable agriculture and effective protection of the marine environment in a recital.

Amendment 54 would delete all references to comitology for the further development of descriptors of Good Environmental Status.

Amendments 59 and 61 include language on the adoption of measures and programmes on traceability and tracking of marine pollution, which falls outside the scope of this Directive.

Amendments 62 and 64 would require the inclusion of spatial protection measures as part of programmes of measures. While the Commission can support the inclusion of spatial measures, such measures should not be made compulsory. In addition, Amendment 62 would create unnecessary duplications between this Directive and the Water Framework Directive.

Amendment 65 would require the Commission to produce criteria for good oceans governance. This goes far beyond the scope of this Directive and is to be addressed in the framework of the future EU Maritime Policy.

Amendment 71 introduces obligations as regards the Arctic Ocean. This is not acceptable as the EU has no legal jurisdiction or sovereignty in the Arctic region.

Amendment 72 would require the production of progress reports on the establishment of Marine Protected Areas. This is not acceptable. The objective of this Directive is not to establish Marine Protected Areas.

Amendment 76 requires the application of the new comitology regulatory procedure with scrutiny to be applied to the adoption of standards for the application of Annexes II, III and IV. The measures referred to in Amendment 76 are application measures and do therefore not correspond to the measures to which the new comitology procedure has to be applied following decision 2006/512/EC on Comitology.
Amendment 78 would introduce obligations for Member States in waters beyond EU jurisdiction or sovereignty. This is legally impossible and therefore falls outside the scope of this Directive.

Amendment 90 would result in the deletion of radionuclides from the list of substances to be assessed. This is not acceptable. While measures can only be taken in the context of the EURATOM Treaty, all substances having an impact on the marine environment need to be assessed.

9.
Outlook for the adoption of an amended proposal: The Commission services do not intend to present a written amended proposal as the amendments agreed or agreed in principle, or partially, are limited in number and content. However, the Commission will inform the Council of its position.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: Full political agreement leading to a common position was reached at the Environment Council of 18 December 2006.
CO-DECISION procedure - First reading

Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Directive 76/769/EEC relating to restrictions on the marketing of certain measuring devices containing mercury

1.
Rapporteur: María Sornosa Martínez

2.
EP No: A6-0287/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 14 Νovember 2006

4.
Subject: Restrictions on the marketing of certain measuring devices containing mercury

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0018(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 95 TEC
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.

The Commission accepts the following parliamentary amendments which were part of the compromise between EP and Council for a 1st reading agreement:

· Annex-1, point 2(a) & New recital 4* (Amendment 19 (first part) and Amendment 13): The Commission agrees that the trade of mercury containing “antique measuring devices” may not be restricted, as this is limited in extent and with no major risks to health and environment.

· Annex-1, point 3 & New recital 5 (Amendment 18 (final part) and Amendment 15): The Commission can agree to review after two years the availability of alternatives for mercury sphygmomanometers and other measuring devices in professional and industrial uses with the intention to examine whether restrictions should be extended.

· Recitals 3, 10, and Article 2 (Amendments 12, 16, and 17): These amendments improve the clarity of the Recitals and the provisions of Article 2 and are therefore acceptable.

The Commission does not accept the following parliamentary amendments which were not part of the compromise between EP and Council for a 1st reading agreement:

· Annex I, point 1(c) (Amendment 6): There is currently no scientific basis for extending restrictions to mercury containing devices other than those described in the proposal (as also confirmed by the Impact Assessment). This amendment would ban all remaining professional uses and require companies to make request for derogation if uses are essential and no alternative available. It would therefore require setting up a burdensome mechanism to review all such applications, which would be disproportionate to any potential benefits.
· Annex I, point 1(d) (Amendment 8):  Whereas the Commission can agree that there are alternatives for the consumer sector, mercury sphygmomanometers are still essential (a) for the calibration of mercury free devices (b) for the diagnostic and treatment of specific patients' conditions such as: accelerated hypertension, arrhythmia, pre-eclampsia and other conditions linked to obstetrics and gynaecology.
· Annex I, point 2(b): (Amendment 19, second part): The amendment foresees a permanent derogation for barometers to be sold to the general public. It is precisely the intention of the proposal to reduce as far as possible the amount of mercury that could end up in the household waste stream as this was identified as one of the most unacceptable risks. In this context should be noted that (i) barometers for sale to the general public are not essential as there are plenty of alternatives without mercury and sufficient precision (ii) the repair business is not affected as this does not involve placing on the market. The Commission could accept a 2 year phasing out period for barometers (as drafted in amendment 18) whereas the final text as adopted stipulates " Member States shall establish appropriate and effective mechanisms for licensing and controlling the placing of them on the market in order to ensure that the objectives of this Directive are not undermined" hence no phase out at all.
· Recital 6 (Amendment 9): The amendment does not change the meaning of the original proposal, nor does it add clarity.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission will amend its proposal accordingly.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: The COREPER of 13 December 2006 reached a political agreement in view of a Common Position (and the directive should be formally adopted as an A-point by Council probably in February or March 2007).
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading

Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71 on the application of social security schemes to employed persons, to self-employed persons and to members of their families moving within the Community and Council Regulation (EEC) No 574/72 laying down the procedure for implementing Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71
1.
Rapporteur: Maria Matsouka
2.
EP No: A6-0346/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 14 November 2006
4.
Subject: the application of social security schemes to employed persons, to self-employed persons and to members of their families moving within the Community.

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0258(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Articles 42, 308 EC
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Employment and Social Affairs (EMPL)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission accepts all amendments.
9.

Outlook for amendment of the proposal: N/A
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: The Council adopted the proposal on 18 December 2006.
CO-DECISION procedure - First reading
Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council relating to the placing on the market of the pyrotechnic articles

1.
Rapporteur: Jöel Hasse Ferreira

2.
EP No: A6-0289/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: The placing on the market of pyrotechnic articles

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0194(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 95

7.
Competent parliamentary committee: Committee on Internal Market and Consumer Protection (IMCO)
8.
Commission’s position: The Commission accepts all 52 amendments, in particular:
· The definition of placing on the market has been modified by the European Parliament and the Council in order to clarify that “fireworks built by the manufacturer for own use are not considered as being placed on the market” if the manufacturer has received the approval to use these articles on the territory of a Member State. This modification takes into account the situation specifically in Spain, Italy and Malta where a number of licensed manufacturers use self-made fireworks at traditional festivities. At the same time it avoids any discrimination because of nationality.

· The Council decided to add a definition of the ‘distributor’ and a limited number of obligations for him. Parliament accepted this addition.

· Parliament and the Council have decided to exclude bangers and flash bangers from category 1 in order to enable several Member States to maintain current restrictions on the placing on the market for public order and safety reasons. Confirming this, the Commission made a declaration at COREPER stating that it will mandate CEN to revise the existing standards in order to exclude these types of fireworks from category 1
.
· Parliament adopted an amendment obliging automotive suppliers to provide their clients with safety data sheets in the language required by their clients. It will be possible to supply these safety data sheets either in printed or electronic format. In fact, on a voluntary basis this is already happening, and can therefore be supported by the Commission, in particular as it avoids an obligation to label the products in the language of the Member State where they are used (which was requested by some Member States).

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission accepts all 52 amendments adopted by the European Parliament.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the directive: It is expected that the Council will adopt the Directive under the German Presidency.

CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading
Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down the Rules for the participation of undertakings, research centres and universities in actions under the Seventh Framework Programme and for the dissemination of research results (2007-2013)

1.
Rapporteur: Philippe Busquin

2.
EP No: A6-0304/2006

3. 
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4. 
Subject: Rules for the participation of undertakings, research centres and universities in actions under the Seventh Framework Programme and for the dissemination of research results (2007-2013)

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0277(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 167 and 172 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Industry, Research and Energy (ITRE).
8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept all amendments adopted by the European Parliament as they follow the compromise of the informal tripartite meeting of 26 October which took place in order to facilitate a single reading agreement.

These amendments are the result of inter-institutional discussions that showed the complete agreement between the Commission, the European Parliament and the Council.
9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: Pursuant to Article 250(2) of the EC Treaty, the Commission amends its proposal as set out above.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a Decision: The Environment Council adopted this act on 18 December 2006.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Regulation (EEC) No 3922/91 on the harmonisation of technical requirements and administrative procedures in the field of civil aviation (Comitologie EU-OPS)

1.
Rapporteur: Paolo Costa
2.
EP No: A6-0401/2006
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Harmonisation of technical requirements and administrative procedures in the field of civil aviation (Comitologie EU-OPS)
5.
Inter-Institutional reference: 2006/0209(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 80 (2) TEC
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission has accepted the single amendment adopted by the European Parliament in first reading. This amendment reflects the agreement between the legal services of the 3 institutions on standard clauses concerning the new comitology procedure.

9.
Timetable for the amended proposal: There is no need for an amended proposal as there is already an agreement between the institutions.

10.
Timetable for the adoption: This Regulation was adopted by the 20 December 2006 Agriculture and Fisheries Council.
CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the European system of integrated social protection statistics (ESSPROS)

1.
Rapporteur: Jan Andersson

2.
EP No: A6-0324/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: a Regulation on the European system of integrated social protection statistics (ESSPROS)

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0004(COD))

6.
Legal basis: Article 285(1) TEC
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Employment and Social Affairs (EMPL)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission has accepted all the 18 amendments adopted by the European Parliament in first reading.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: There is no need for an amended proposal as there is already an agreement between the Institutions (Commission, European Parliament and Council).

10.
Outlook for the adoption of a common position: An early adoption of this proposal is foreseen.

CO-DECISION PROCEDURE – First reading

Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2006/.../EC laying down technical requirements for inland waterway vessels

1.
Rapporteur: Paolo Costa
2.
EP No: A6-0402/2006
3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2006/.../EC laying down technical requirements for inland waterway vessels
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0210(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 71 (1) TEC
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept all the five amendments adopted by the European Parliament in first reading. These amendments reflect the agreement between the legal services of the 3 institutions on standard clauses concerning the new comitology procedure.

9.
Timetable for the amended proposal: There is no need for an amended proposal as there is already an agreement between the institutions.

10.
Timetable for the adoption: The directive was adopted by the Environment Council on 18 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
Proposal for a Council regulation on the establishment of a Joint Undertaking to develop the new‑generation European air traffic management system (SESAR)
1.
Rapporteur: Erna Hennicot-Schoepges

2.
EP No: A6-0382/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the rapport: 14 November 2006  
4.
Subject: Establishment of a Joint Undertaking for the European air traffic management system (SESAR)

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0235(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 171 of the EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Industry, Research and Energy (ITRE)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
The Commission finds many of Parliament's amendments acceptable as they stand or with a few drafting changes. In many cases the proposed amendments complement and improve the current wording of the proposal.

Of the 55 amendments adopted, the Commission considers that:
-
14 are acceptable as they stand (3, 8, 12, 14, 21, 22, 23, 26, 28, 41, 43, 51, 55, 59);

-
24 are acceptable in principle but require drafting changes (4, 5, 10, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 27, 32, 36, 38, 40, 47, 48, 50, 52, 53, 54, 57, 58, 63); 

-
17 cannot be accepted (1, 2, 9, 11, 15, 25, 29, 34, 35, 37, 39, 42, 44, 46, 49, 50, 56, 61).

Regarding the amendments on the role of Parliament, the Commission can accept the principle underlying amendments 17, 36 and 48, relating in particular to the obligation to keep Parliament regularly informed of the activities of the Joint Undertaking. These amendments are acceptable – with some adjustments to the wording. Under the proposal, Parliament is to be informed of the activities of the Joint Undertaking by means of the regular reports provided for in the Regulation and by the Single Sky Committee which monitors all the activities of the Joint Undertaking. Moreover, in the text proposed under the Council's general approach, a number of decisions are subject to a committee procedure (regulatory or management committee).

However, the Commission cannot accept amendments 15, 42, 46, 50 (in part) and 52 (in part). Parliament wants to be granted observer status on the Administrative Board of the Joint Undertaking and asks that the opinion of Parliament's representative be heard before the Executive Director is appointed.
The Joint Undertaking is a tool for managing a research and development project which has no regulatory role. Its purpose is to marshal resources and energies around a single programme and to strike the right balance between the need for public authorities to retain political control of the programme and the need to encourage the private sector to invest in it.

The Commission feels that Parliament, as the Community's main budgetary watchdog, should not be carrying out this supervisory role while at the same time sitting - even as an observer - on the administrative board of a body it is required to supervise. Furthermore, private investors attach great importance to the appointment of the Executive Director and want to ensure that the Administrative Board has as much autonomy as possible in that regard. The Executive Director will be appointed by an open and transparent procedure and the Commission will ensure that Parliament is kept informed. Nevertheless, some parts of amendment 50 - concerning the criteria for selecting the Director - can be accepted.

Amendments 20 (in part), 29, 32 (in part) and 37 are designed to give Parliament a direct say in decisions on amending the Regulation. These amendments are not acceptable, as they would not be consistent with the legal basis of the Regulation and would encroach on the Commission's right of initiative.

Amendments 35, 39 (in part) and 49, concerning Parliament's participation in decisions on the acceptance of new members, are not acceptable. Potential partners in the industry attach great importance to the fact that the Administrative Board should have a certain degree of autonomy in such decisions. Proper supervision by the public authorities in this regard is guaranteed under provisions adopted under the Council's general approach.

Regarding legal issues, amendment 28 is an acceptable clarification of the text. However, amendments 1, 11 and part of 36 refer to Article 173 of the Treaty as a legal basis both for establishing the Joint Undertaking and for presenting annual reports on these activities. Article 173 states that the Commission must present a report on research and development activities to Parliament and the Council each year. These amendments are not acceptable: first, Article 173 does not constitute a legal basis for establishing a Joint Undertaking; second, the proposal for a Regulation already contains "reporting" provisions relating specifically to the Joint Undertaking. Moreover, the activities of the Joint Undertaking will be included in the Commission's annual report on R&D activities.

Regarding the description of the SESAR project, amendments 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 12 and 19 set out to describe the phases of the project in more detail. The principle of describing these phases more clearly is acceptable; indeed, the text of the Council's general approach follows the same lines. However, given the current status of the project, Parliament's proposal is too detailed in places (particularly in anticipating the outcome of the definition phase and certain aspects of subsequent phases, and in the timetable for the project). As a result, most of these amendments (except No 2) are acceptable, with changes to the wording.

On the question of financing the Joint Undertaking, amendment 56 is not acceptable. It seeks to eliminate the reduction in the minimum initial contribution for members that subscribe during the first year of the Joint Undertaking. Abolishing this incentive appears too restrictive at this stage, when industry's participation needs to be negotiated. By contrast, amendment 57, which provides for the possibility of staggering the initial contribution of SME members over a period exceeding one year, is acceptable but should be extended to other new members.

The changes proposed in amendments 61 and 63 are not acceptable. First, the bodies mentioned at Article 3 of the statutes are not members of the Joint Undertaking but representatives of the interested parties which sit, without voting rights, on the Administrative Board and are not required to contribute financially to the Joint Undertaking. Second, the proposed changes are not acceptable from an institutional point of view as they would encroach on the Commission's right of initiative by requiring it to present a proposal to Parliament and the Council and would deprive the Commission of its implementing powers under Regulation 550/2004.

The question of tax exemptions for the Joint Undertaking has been discussed at length with the Member States (including in the VAT Committee) and examined with the Commission department responsible. The outcome of these discussions is as follows: first, existing legislation does not provide for a tax exemption for "joint undertakings" in view of their legal status; second, any specific provisions on this matter should be included not in the Regulation establishing the Joint Undertaking but in the relevant legislative texts. Amendments 9, 10 and 27 are therefore not legally acceptable as regards exemption from VAT. Nevertheless, the principle of granting facilities to the Joint Undertaking has been generally accepted. Amendments 10 and 27 are therefore acceptable in principle. However, it is preferable to adopt the text of the general approach, which sets out the principle of granting the Joint Undertaking the widest possible exemption but does not create any conflict with existing legislation. Amendment 26 is acceptable as the Joint Undertaking cannot be regarded as an international organisation.

Amendments 54 and 55 on the definition of the role of Eurocontrol are acceptable, apart from one adjustment in amendment 54 (replacing "shall" with "may").

Amendments 14, 21, 22, 23, 41, 43 and 59 contain acceptable changes which clarify the operation of the Joint Undertaking and its decision-making process. Amendments 13, 16, 18, 24, 38, 40, 47, 51, 52, 53, 54 and 58 are in principle acceptable or partly acceptable but require adjustments to bring them into line with the Council's general approach.

By contrast, amendments 25, 34 and 44 are not acceptable. Amendment 25 concerns in particular the establishment of the seat of the Joint Undertaking on the basis of Regulation 58/2003, which applies to the Community agencies. As regards amendment 34, it is important to ensure the segregation of roles between public authorities and industry by respecting their individual spheres of responsibility. Technical issues should be dealt with by the Administrative Board without having to resort systematically to cumbersome bureaucratic procedures. However, the public authorities need to be involved in high-level strategic decisions.

In referring to "all representatives" on the Administrative Board, amendment 44 creates confusion between the rights of members who contribute to the Joint Undertaking – they alone have the right to vote – and those who sit on the administrative board.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: During discussions on the proposal in the Council Working Group on Aviation, the Commission indicated that it could take into account and incorporate, where possible, certain amendments presented by Parliament.

The Council Working Group decided to stick quite closely to the text of the general approach. Nevertheless, the Commission would have liked to have seen adopted more of the amendments which it had supported.
10.
Outlook for adoption of the proposal:
This Regulation should be adopted by the Council in early 2007.

A Commission statement will be attached, welcoming the work carried out by Parliament and the Council but regretting that a number of Parliament's amendments which it supported have not been adopted, on the basis of the unanimous opinion of the Council.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council regulation concerning use of alien and locally absent species in aquaculture
1.
Rapporteur: Philippe Morillon

2.
EP No: A6-0331/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 14 November 2006

4.
Subject: Use of alien and locally absent species in Aquaculture

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0056(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 37 of EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Fisheries (PECH)

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

The Commission can fully accept amendments 3, 9 and 11.

The Commission can accept the following amendments in substance or in principle and they will be integrated into the version currently being negotiated in Council (Presidency Working Document):

Amendment 4: The first 13 words of the amendment are accepted and the principle of the remainder is taken account of in the new Annex IV, a list of alien species which have been used in aquaculture in the Community for a long time and which are exempt from the permit system.

Amendment 7: A new Article 2.5 has been proposed to take account of the substance of this amendment:

"This Regulation, except for Articles 3 and 4, shall not apply to the species listed in Annex IV, provided that non-target species are not introduced and that Member States do not wish to restrict the use of the species concerned in their territory."

Amendment 5: Accepted in substance but a new recital is not needed. The Commission agrees to a longer transition period but not to a new recital announcing this. The Commission has reconsidered the proposed 20 days and agrees to extend the period between publication and entry into force to one year (See position of the Commission on amendment 9).

Amendment 6: The Commission accepts the principle proposed but prefers to achieve this by changing the definition of 'routine movement', Article 3.16, to include all movements to closed aquaculture systems.  As a result such movements are exempt from the environmental risk assessment, Annex II.

Amendment 8: Accepted in substance. Instead of adding the suggested sentence at the end of Article 5 the Commission proposes to add the two words 'or authorities' in the first line of Article 5 (after the seventh word) to achieve the same result.

The Commission cannot accept the following amendments:

Amendment 1: Not accepted. The Commission agrees that aquaculture is only one of several means of introduction of exotic species.  The Impact Assessment, which was published in April 2006 at the same time as the proposal, makes reference to the risks from ballast water and points out that this is the subject of an International Convention adopted by the International Maritime Organisation in 2004.  This convention has not yet entered into force. Given that other risks have been covered by the Impact Assessment and that they are not in the scope of the current proposal, the Commission does not feel that an additional recital on this topic is warranted. Moreover as recitals serve to introduce the content of the Regulation it would not be appropriate to insert this recital here.

Amendment 2: Not accepted. The scope of this Regulation does not cover GMO organisms which are specifically covered by separate Community legislation.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: Commission services have informed the Council Secretariat and the Presidency in writing of the Commission's position on the amendments.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The proposal should be dealt with by the Council during the German Presidency.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
Proposal for a Council decision on the First Instalment of the Third Community Contribution to the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development for the Chernobyl Shelter Fund

1.
Rapporteur: Janusz Lewandowski

2.
EP No: A6-0374/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 14 November 2006

4.
Subject: First Instalment of the Third Community Contribution to the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development for the Chernobyl Shelter Fund

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0102(CNS)
6.
Legal basis:  Article 308 EC Treaty and Article 203 Euratom Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Budgets (COBU)

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept both amendments.
Amendments 1 and 2: These amendments are acceptable as they do not change the substance of the Commission's proposal.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission informed Council of its position on the two amendments.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: Passed as an A Point at the COREPER meeting of 29 November 2006 and adopted by the Council on 4 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council Decision on the conclusion, on behalf of the European Community, of the United Nations Convention against Corruption

1.
Rapporteur: Giusto Catania
2.
EP No: A6-0380/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 14 November 2006

4.
Subject: Conclusion of UN Convention against Corruption

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0023(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: TEC Articles 47 (2), 57 (2), 95, 107 (5), 179, 181a, 190 (5), 195 (4), 199, 207 (3), 218 (2), 223 final paragraph, 224 penultimate paragraph, 225a penultimate paragraph, 245 (2), 248 (4) final paragraph, 255 (2), 255 (3), 260 (2), 264 second paragraph, 266 final paragraph, 279, 280, 283, read in conjunction with the first subparagraph of Article 300 (2) and the first subparagraph of Article 300 (3) thereof.
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept Parliament's amendment.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission will not present a modified proposal; il will inform the Council orally on its position on Parliament's amendment. It is anticipated that the Council can accept Parliament's amendment.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: It is anticipated that adoption could be delayed, following discussion in the Council on: (1) reservation by the Commission disputing the Council's amendment of the legal basis on advice of the Council Legal Service (2) objection by UK to Spain's request for a Declaration to be adopted at Council concerning Article 46 of the UN Convention (relating to the Gibraltar situation).

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council decision granting a Community guarantee to the European Investment Bank against losses under loans and guarantees for projects outside the Community

1.
Rapporteur: Esko Seppänen
2.
EP No: A6-0394/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the Resolution: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Community guarantee to the European Investment Bank (EIB) against losses under loans and guarantees for projects outside the Community.

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0107(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 181a of the Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Budgets (BUDG)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments. The following comments take into account that the Council has already agreed on a legal basis, after having considered the amendments proposed by the European Parliament. The Council revised some parts of the Commission proposal (hereinafter referred to as "revised legal basis"). Some of the amendments proposed by the European Parliament are either partially taken into account in the revised legal basis or are no longer relevant.

Amendment 1, citation 1

The Commission based its legislative proposal on Article 181a which provides for economic, financial and technical cooperation with third countries, since the primary aim of the measure proposed is of a financial and technical nature rather than a development objective.

This legal basis was already used for the revision of the general lending mandate (Council Decision 2005/47/EC), for the new Russia, Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus mandate (Council Decision 2005/48/EC) and for the amendment extending the general mandate to the Maldives (Council Decision 2006/174/EC).

Under the current proposal, the ceiling set for EIB financing under Community guarantee in countries covered by the Development Cooperation Instrument (Asian and Latin-American countries and South Africa) accounts for 18% of the total mandate.

Although the EIB financing in the developing countries covered by the decision will certainly have beneficial effects for those countries, in particular by improving the investment climate, these effects are incidental as compared with the direct effects sought, and do not justify basing the Council Decision on the legal basis from the Development Chapter (Article 179 EC) as well.

Amendment 2, Recital 6

This amendment suggests a possible EIB role in direct support to democracy and human rights which is not appropriate.

Amendment 3, Recital 7

On the first part of the amendment, the EIB cannot directly contribute to support of democracy, rule of law and human rights. Observance of environmental rules is already enshrined in the modus operandi of the EIB (cf. EIB environmental statement and European Principles for the Environment). Furthermore, the revised legal basis includes 'environment' as a horizontal objective across all regions.

On the second part of the amendment, an ex-post control mechanism is already set out in the annual reporting and in the comprehensive mid-term review.

Therefore, the proposed amendments to this recital are deemed inappropriate.

Amendment 4, Recital 8 a (new)

The Commission supports the point of ensuring overall coherence with the other external financing instruments, which is included in the revised draft legal basis.

In line with the Commission proposal, the Council agreed on differentiated objectives specific to each region. The proposal to make the focus sectors not exclusive was not retained because it would have reopened a lengthy debate on EIB objectives under the mandate, where a balanced compromise had been reached.

Amendment 5, Recital 8 b (new)

The Commission proposal already envisages a considerably strengthened reporting to the European Parliament compared to the current mandate. Furthermore, it should be noted that the Commission already transmits to the Parliament the strategic programming document as set out in the relevant legal bases of the external financing instruments (IPA, ENPI, DCI). Therefore, the proposed amendment is deemed inappropriate.
Amendment 6, Recital 8 c (new)

The revised legal basis partially accommodates Parliament's request by including protection of the environment and energy security as priority horizontal objectives across all regions.

The reference to Millennium Development Goals cannot be considered as a horizontal objective for the EIB since the EIB does not have a development mandate across all regions.

Therefore, the proposed amendment is deemed inappropriate.

Amendment 7, Recital 8 d (new)

This amendment is not consistent with applicable EIB procedures and would be difficult to implement. Therefore, the proposed amendment is deemed inappropriate.

Amendment 8, Recital 9

The Commission can accept the wording 'in addition' proposed by the Parliament.

The Commission does not support the other part of the amendment since the EIB has no direct means to encourage trade in the Western Balkans but can only do so indirectly through the financing of infrastructure, private sector, etc.

Amendment 9, Recital 11

The revised legal basis partially accommodates Parliament's request by including protection of the environment as a priority horizontal objective across all regions.

The reference to Millennium Development Goals cannot be considered as a horizontal objective for the EIB since the EIB does not have a development mandate across all regions.

Therefore, the proposed amendments are deemed inappropriate.

Amendment 10, Recital 16

The Commission does not support the first part of this amendment which touches upon governance matters falling under the responsibility of the EIB governing bodies.

The second part of the amendment is partially taken into account in the revised legal basis according to which the Commission will make recourse to external evaluators in the context of the mid-term review.

The third part of the amendment is already covered in the reporting requirements foreseen under the revised legal basis.

Amendment 11, Recital 17

This amendment is broadly taken into account in the revised legal basis which envisages a comprehensive mid-term review including an external evaluation.

Amendment 12, Recital 18

The first part of the amendment is unnecessary since it essentially only repeats what is already stated in the Treaty. The second part is taken into account in the assessment of the value added of EIB operations as specified in the terms of reference of the evaluation included in the revised legal basis. Therefore, the proposed amendments to this recital are deemed inappropriate.
Amendment 13, Recital 20

The Commission can accept this amendment with a slightly redrafted wording:

[….] "The Commission should take account of this planning in its regular budget programming transmitted to the budgetary authority."

Amendment 14, Article 1, paragraph 2

Under the new provisioning mechanism proposed by the Commission, this rate will not affect the normal budgetary provisioning needs as there will be not any more a direct link with the provisioning of the loans.
A revision of the guarantee rate would only make sense in the context of the comprehensive mid-term review of the mandate where the necessary information would be available to assess this possibility.

Amendment 15, Article 2, paragraph 2

The revised legal basis goes further than the suggested amendment of the European Parliament, as a Council Decision after consultation of the Parliament is now foreseen for the extension of the geographical coverage.

Amendment 16, Article 2, paragraph 4

The revised legal basis goes further than the suggested amendment of the European Parliament, as a Council Decision after consultation of the Parliament is now foreseen for the suspension of new EIB financing.

Amendment 17, Article 3, paragraph 2

This is no longer relevant since the Council did not agree on the inclusion of a Reserve Mandate.

Amendment 18, Article 4, paragraph 4

The Commission considers that the dialogue with the European Parliament should follow the reporting framework already set out in detail in the legal basis. This is in line with the adopted legal bases of the external financing instruments which do not impose a structured dialogue with the European Parliament, the implementation of which is left to the initiative of the two institutions. Therefore, the proposed amendment is deemed inappropriate.

Amendment 19, Article 6, paragraph 2 a (new)

The Commission does not support this amendment, which would be practically impossible for EIB to control and implement.

Amendment 20, Article 7, paragraph 1 a (new)

See comment to Amendment n° 7. The proposed obligation to carry out Sustainability Impact Assessments is not consistent with EIB applicable procedures. Therefore, the proposed amendment is deemed inappropriate.

Amendment 21, Article 7, paragraph 2 a (new)

This is already covered by the external evaluation to be carried out in the context of the mid-term review.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: Some of the amendments proposed by the European Parliament are fully or partially taken into account in the revised legal basis agreed by the Council.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The ECOFIN Council endorsed a general approach on the new EIB external mandate, pending the final opinion of the European Parliament. The Working Group of the Financial Counsellors assessed the amendments proposed by the Parliament and included some drafting changes to the text endorsed by the ECOFIN Council. The legal basis was adopted by the Council as an "A" point on 19 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing a European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights

Proposal for a Council Decision empowering the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights to pursue its activities in areas referred to in Title VI TEU

1.
Rapporteurs: Kinga Gál and Magda Kósáné Kovács

2.
EP Nos: A6-0306/2006 et A6-0282/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights

5.
Inter-institutional references: 2005/0124(CNS) and 2005/0125(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 308 TEC

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (LIBE) (in enhanced cooperation with the Committee on Foreign Affairs (AFET) following  Rule 47 of Parliament's Rules of Procedure)

8.
Commission's position: Parliament adopted in total 43 amendments in the Gál Report and 1 amendment in the Kovács Report.  Both reports reflect the outcome of the trilogue meetings between the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission. However, they do not follow the trilogue agreements in all issues, like the Multiannual Framework, Article 7 TEU tasks of the Agency or the decision under Title VI TEU.

The Commission agrees in substance with all those amendments made in the Gál Report that follow the outcome of the trialogue, i.e. with amendments: 1 - 3, 4 (except for last sentence), 5, 7-19, 21 (except for paragraph 2), 22 (except for paragraph 1(e)), 24 - 28, 29 (except for paragraph 1(c)), 30, 31, 33 – 36 and 38 - 43.

On the other hand, the Commission is unable to accept the following amendments that deviate from the trilogue results:

· 6 and 22 (in so far as they concern tasks of the Agency relating to Article 7 TEU);

· 23 (Multiannual Framework, except paragraphs 3 and 4 that are acceptable) and

· 37 (employment contracts of EUMC).

As regards the Kovács report, the Commission agrees with the single amendment.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: Because of the strict time schedule the Commission informed Council on itsposition orally in the JHA Council of 4-5 December 2006, stating that the Commission accepted the final compromise text for the Regulation since it reflected also Parliament's opinion adopted after many trilogue meetings.

The Commission, as the European Parliament, supported a decision under Title VI TEU concerning the activities of the Agency in the area of police and judicial co-operation in criminal matters. It is regrettable that the Council is not able at this stage to reach an agreement on the decision.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Council agreed on the common approach on the text of the Regulation during the meeting of the JHA Council of 4-5 December 2006. The final compromise text of the Regulation incorporates in substance the majority of Parliament's amendments. Certain amendments have been incorporated partly, like 4 (beginning incorporated as Recital 10 but not the last sentence), 20 (new Recital 29 incorporated but without the reference to the "countries that are not members of the Union"), 22 (Article 4 takes into account Parliament's proposals except for paragraph 1(e) ), 29 (Article 11 takes into account Parliament's proposals except for paragraph 1(c)), 32 (Article 12 takes into account Parliament's proposals except for first sentence of paragraph 1). Amendments 6, 20, 23 and 37 have not been taken on board.

The final adoption of the Regulation should take place as soon as the legal-linguistic verification has been carried out, most probably in January 2007. The Regulation could thus enter into force early 2007.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING
Proposal for a regulation of the Council laying down the rules for the participation of undertakings, research centres and universities in actions under the Seventh Framework programme of the European Atomic Energy Community and for the dissemination of research results (2007-2011)

1.
Rapporteur: Anne Laperrouze

2.
EP No: A6-0305/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Rules for the participation of undertakings, research centres and universities in actions under the Seventh Framework programme of the European Atomic Energy Community and for the dissemination of research results (2007-2011)
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0014(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Articles 7 and 10 of the Euratom Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Industry, Research and Energy (ITRE).
8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept all amendments adopted by the European Parliament which follow the principles of the compromise agreed at the informal tripartite meeting of 26 October and are in coincidence with the text of the Euratom FP7 Rules for participation that has been agreed by COREPER on 22 November 2006.
These amendments are the result of inter-institutional discussions that showed the complete agreement among the Commission, the European Parliament and the Council on all points included in them.

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: The Commission amends its proposal to the Council as set out above.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of a Decision: The Decision was adopted by the Agriculture and Fisheries Council on 19 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRNG A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council decision on the Specific programme "People" implementing the 7th Framework programme (2007-2013) of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities

1.
Rapporteur: Umberto Pirilli

2.
EP No: A6-0360/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Specific programme "People" implementing the 7th Framework programme (2007-2013) of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0187(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 166 of the EC Treaty

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

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept many of the proposed amendments as they are in line with the spirit and the content of the Commission proposal. However, amongst those that cannot be accepted are amendments that relate to: a) the imposition of extra procedural requirements on the Commission in the course of the budgetary procedure, which were unnecessary as the Commission has to follow the Financial Regulation and the Rules for Participation and dissemination for the Seventh Framework Programme for RTD (12, 15); b) changes to the monitoring and assessment modalities of the Specific Programme, that are obscuring the boundaries between monitoring and auditing and seek to impose obligations that go beyond the agreement at the FP7 level (7, 22, 23); c) the imposition of obligations on the Commission concerning the provision of information to the European Parliament as regards the implementation of the Specific Programme, that went beyond the relevant agreements in force (21); d) the opening up of all Marie Curie actions to third country researchers, which is too broad, when one takes into account the necessary policy considerations for some of the actions (2, 37); e) the inclusion of more target groups for various actions that unduly dilutes their focus (e.g. for "co-funding" (39) and "early-stage researchers" in outgoing international fellowships (45) or in international return grants (46)).

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: In the course of interactions between the Commission services and the Council instances, the reaction on the various amendments was communicated and taken into account for the preparation of the relevant draft Council Decision that passed through COREPER as an "I" point on 18/12/2006. In the spirit of an overall compromise on all legislative acts that make up the FP7 package (Framework Programmes, Specific Programmes and Rules for participation and dissemination), this draft Council Decision for the Specific Programme can have the Commission's agreement.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Decision was adopted by the (Agriculture and Fisheries) Council at its meeting of 19 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRNG A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council decision on the Specific programme "Ideas" implementing the 7th Framework programme (2007-2013) of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities

1.
Rapporteur: Angelika Niebler

2.
EP No: A6-0369/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Specific programme "Ideas" implementing the 7th Framework programme (2007-2013) of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0186(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 166 of the EC Treaty

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

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept the major part of the proposed amendments as they are in line with the spirit and the content of the Commission proposal. However, amongst those that cannot be accepted are amendments that relate to: a) the imposition of extra procedural requirements on the Commission in the course of the budgetary procedure, which were unnecessary as the Commission has to follow the Financial Regulation and the Rules for Participation and dissemination for the Seventh Framework Programme for RTD (9, 16); b) changes to the monitoring and assessment modalities of the Specific Programme, that are obscuring the boundaries between monitoring and auditing and seek to impose obligations that go beyond the agreement at the FP7 level (18); c) the modifications of the provisions on research on human embryos and human embryonic stem cells, that are not consistent with the text of the Seventh Framework Programme for RTD (27).

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: In the course of interactions between the Commission services and the Council instances, the reaction on the various amendments was communicated and taken into account for the preparation of the relevant draft Council Decision that passed through COREPER as an "I" point on 18/12/2006. In the spirit of an overall compromise on all legislative acts that make up the FP7 package (Framework Programmes, Specific Programmes and Rules for participation and dissemination), this draft Council Decision for the Specific Programme can have the Commission's agreement.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Decision was adopted by the (Agriculture and Fisheries) Council at its meeting of 19 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council decision on the Specific programme "Cooperation" implementing the 7th Framework programme (2007-2013) of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities

1.
Rapporteur: Teresa Riera Madurell

2.
EP No: A6-0379/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Specific programme "Cooperation" implementing the 7th Framework programme (2007-2013) of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0185(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 166 of the EC Treaty

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

8.
Commission’s position:
The Commission can accept the major part of the proposed amendments as they are in line with the spirit and the content of the Commission proposal. However, amongst those that cannot be accepted are amendments that relate to: a) the imposition of extra procedural requirements on the Commission in the course of the budgetary procedure, which were unnecessary as the Commission has to follow the Financial Regulation and the Rules for Participation and dissemination for the Seventh Framework Programme for RTD (14, 15, 16, 18); b) the imposition of obligations on the Commission concerning the provision of information to the European Parliament as regards the implementation of the Specific Programme, that went beyond the relevant agreements in force (20, 21, in relation to the objective of these amendments to modify the comitology procedure); c) an undue broadening of the scope of the Themes or the introduction of a level of detail that was incompatible with a Specific Programme (e.g. 63, 86, 87, 93, 103, 122, 134).

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal:
In the course of interactions between the Commission services and the Council instances, the reaction on the various amendments was communicated and taken into account for the preparation of the relevant draft Council Decision that passed through COREPER as an "I" point on 18/12/2006. In the spirit of an overall compromise on all legislative acts that make up the FP7 package (Framework Programmes, Specific Programmes and Rules for participation and dissemination), this draft Council Decision for the Specific Programme can have the Commission's agreement.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Decision was adopted by the (Agriculture and Fisheries) Council at its meeting of 19 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council decision on the Specific programme "Capacities" implementing the 7th Framework programme (2007-2013) of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities

1.
Rapporteur: Vittorio Prodi

2.
EP No: A6-0371/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Specific programme "Capacities" implementing the 7th Framework programme (2007-2013) of the European Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0188(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 166 of the EC Treaty

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

8.
Commission’s position:
The Commission can accept the major part of the proposed amendments as they are in line with the spirit and the content of the Commission proposal. However, amongst those that cannot be accepted are amendments that relate to: a) the imposition of extra procedural requirements on the Commission in the course of the budgetary procedure, which were unnecessary as the Commission has to follow the Financial Regulation and the Rules for Participation and dissemination for the Seventh Framework Programme for RTD (5, 6, 7, 9); b) changes to the monitoring and assessment modalities of the Specific Programme, that are obscuring the boundaries between monitoring and auditing and seek to impose obligations that go beyond the agreement at the FP7 level (13, 14); c) the imposition of obligations on the Commission concerning the provision of information to the European Parliament as regards the implementation of the Specific Programme, that went beyond the relevant agreements in force (12); d) the addition of elements that were beyond the scope of the actions addressed by this Specific Programme or were too detailed (e.g. 16, 17, 20, 30, 33, 34, 36, 39).

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: In the course of interactions between the Commission services and the Council instances, the reaction on the various amendments was communicated and taken into account for the preparation of the relevant draft Council Decision that is passed through COREPER as an "I" point on 18/12/2006. In the spirit of an overall compromise on all legislative acts that make up the FP7 package (Framework Programmes, Specific Programmes and Rules for participation and dissemination), this draft Council Decision for the Specific Programme can have the Commission's agreement.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal:
The Decision was adopted by the (Agriculture and Fisheries) Council at its meeting of 19 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council decision concerning the Specific programme to be carried out by means of direct actions by the Joint Research centre under the 7th Framework Programme of the European community for research, technological development and demonstration activities (2007-2013)

1.
Rapporteur: David Hammerstein Mintz

2.
EP No: A6-0335/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Specific programme to be carried out by means of direct actions by the Joint Research centre under the 7th Framework Programme of the European community for research, technological development and demonstration activities (2007-2013)
5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0184(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 166 of the EC Treaty

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

8.
Commission’s position:
The Commission can accept the major part of the proposed amendments as they are in line with the spirit and the content of the Commission proposal. However, amongst those that cannot be accepted are amendments that relate to: a) the imposition of extra procedural requirements on the Commission in the course of the budgetary procedure, which were unnecessary as the Commission has to follow the Financial Regulation and the Rules for Participation and dissemination for the Seventh Framework Programme for RTD (6, 7, 8, 10); b) changes to the monitoring and assessment modalities of the Specific Programme, that are obscuring the boundaries between monitoring and auditing and seek to impose obligations that go beyond the agreement at the FP7 level (11); c) proposed changes in contradiction with the JRC mission (1) or which go beyond the scope of the Specific Programme (5); d) competences that JRC has not (3, 22, 28, 29).

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal:
In the course of interactions between the Commission services and the Council instances, the reaction on the various amendments was communicated and taken into account for the preparation of the relevant draft Council Decision that passed through COREPER as an "I" point on 18/12/2006. In the spirit of an overall compromise on all legislative acts that make up the FP7 package (Framework Programmes, Specific Programmes and Rules for participation and dissemination), this draft Council Decision for the Specific Programme can have the Commission's agreement.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal:
The Decision was adopted by the (Agriculture and Fisheries) Council at its meeting of 19 December 2006.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council decision concerning the Specific programme to be carried out by means of direct actions by the Joint Research Centre implementing the 7th Framework Programme (2007-2011) of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for nuclear research and training activities

1.
Rapporteur: Daniel Caspary

2.
EP No: A6-0357/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Specific programme to be carried out by means of direct actions by the Joint Research Centre implementing the 7th Framework Programme (2007-2011) of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for nuclear research and training activities

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0189(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 6 of the Euratom Treaty

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

8.
Commission’s position: The Commission can accept the major part of the proposed amendments as they are in line with the spirit and the content of the Commission proposal. However, amongst those that cannot be accepted are amendments that relate to: a) the imposition of extra procedural requirements on the Commission in the course of the budgetary procedure, which were unnecessary as the Commission has to follow the Financial Regulation and the Rules for Participation and dissemination for the Seventh Framework Programme for RTD (6, 7, 8, 9); b) changes to the monitoring and assessment modalities of the Specific Programme, that are obscuring the boundaries between monitoring and auditing and seek to impose obligations that go beyond the agreement at the FP7 level (10).

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: In the course of interactions between the Commission services and the Council instances, the reaction on the various amendments was communicated and taken into account for the preparation of the relevant draft Council Decision that passed through COREPER as an "I" point on 18/12/2006. In the spirit of an overall compromise on all legislative acts that make up the FP7 package (Framework Programmes, Specific Programmes and Rules for participation and dissemination), this draft Council Decision for the Specific Programme can have the Commission's agreement.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Decision was adopted by the (Agriculture and Fisheries) Council at its meeting of 19 December 2006.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council decision concerning the Specific programme implementing the seventh Framework Programme (2007-2011) of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for nuclear research and training activities

1.
Rapporteur: Umberto Guidoni

2.
EP No: A6-0333/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: Specific programme implementing the seventh Framework Programme (2007-2011) of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for nuclear research and training activities

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2005/0190(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 6 of the Euratom Treaty

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

8.
Commission’s position:
The Commission can accept many of the proposed amendments as they are in line with the spirit and the content of the Commission proposal. However, amongst those that cannot be accepted are amendments that relate to: a) the imposition of extra procedural requirements on the Commission in the course of the budgetary procedure, which were unnecessary as the Commission has to follow the Financial Regulation and the Rules for Participation and dissemination for the Seventh Framework Programme for RTD (3, 4, 5, 7); b) changes to the monitoring and assessment modalities of the Specific Programme, that are obscuring the boundaries between monitoring and auditing and seek to impose obligations that go beyond the agreement at the FP7 level (9); c) the imposition of obligations on the Commission concerning the provision of information to the European Parliament as regards the implementation of the Specific Programme, that went beyond the relevant agreements in force (10); d) the addition of a whole new part on dissemination in Annex I, as this was not necessary, since e.g. clear references to that effect were included in section 2.1 Fusion Energy, (iv) R&D activities in the longer term, 4th indent (21).

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal:
In the course of interactions between the Commission services and the Council instances, the reaction on the various amendments was communicated and taken into account for the preparation of the relevant draft Council Decision that passed through COREPER as an "I" point on 18/12/2006. In the spirit of an overall compromise on all legislative acts that make up the FP7 package (Framework Programmes, Specific Programmes and Rules for participation and dissemination), this draft Council Decision for the Specific Programme can have the Commission's agreement.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Decision was adopted by the (Agriculture and Fisheries) Council at its meeting of 19 December 2006.

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Proposal for a Council Regulation on the conclusion of the Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Cape Verde

1.
Rapporteur: Duarte Freitas

2.
EP No: A6-0395/2006

3.
Date of adoption of the report: 30 November 2006

4.
Subject: proposal for a Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the European Community and the Republic of Cape Verde

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0122(CNS)

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

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Fisheries (PECH)

8.
Commission’s position:
The Commission cannot accept any of the amendments. The Commission is aware and fully shares the concern of the European Parliament to be kept informed and as regards the reporting requirements of Member States. However, the Commission cannot accept amendments 1, 2 and 3 for the following reasons:

Amendments 1 and 3: the Commission already complies with this requirement by transmitting the information in line with the current inter-institutional arrangements. Therefore, the Commission considers that such amendments are not necessary. Furthermore, the monitoring of the reporting obligations by Member states according to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2847/93 of 12 October 1993 is done on a permanent basis, and not on an annual basis.

Amendment 2: the Commission already examines and monitors the compliance of Member States as far as reporting obligations are concerned. Therefore, the Commission considers that this amendment is not necessary.

9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: N/A as the Commission rejects all amendments.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: At the meeting of the Working Party on External Fisheries Policy on 14 September 2006, delegations agreed to the text of the proposal. The Danish, French and United Kingdom delegations entered parliamentary scrutiny reservations
. COREPER will confirm the Working Party's agreement and advise the Council to adopt the Regulation after linguistic revision.
CONSULTATION PROCEDURE REQUIRING A SINGLE READING

Commission proposal on the exemption from valued added tax and excise duty of goods imported by persons travelling from third countries

1.
Rapporteur: Charles Tannock

2.
EP No: A6-0361/2006 

3.
Date of adoption: 14 November 2006

4.
Subject: The exemption from valued added tax and excise duty of goods imported by persons travelling from third countries

5.
Inter-institutional reference: 2006/0021(CNS)
6.
Legal basis: Article 93 EC Treaty

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON)

8.
Commission's position: The Commission welcomes the Parliament's support for the proposal. However, the amendments proposed by the Parliament cannot be accepted, for the following reasons:

Amendment 1 concerning Article 3, point (1 a) (new): 

Sea ferry travellers cannot easily be assimilated to air travellers because they are almost not limited in what they can buy and transport compared to air travellers. Rather, they should be compared with land travellers.

The extension to cruise travellers might be possible. However, the distinction between sea ferry and cruise travellers, in particular in larger ports, would cause control difficulties and create administrative burden to the fiscal administrations of the Member States.
Amendment 2 concerning Article 8, paragraph 1, subparagraph 1:
The Commission is, in principle, not opposed to an increase in the suggested € 220 for other than air travellers. However, the interests of Member States with a land border with countries with a significantly lower price level have to be taken into account. 

The Commission is willing to take account of the principle behind the suggested amendment and to consider it within the further discussions. However, it is more likely that the suggested monetary threshold of € 220 is the more appropriate amount.
Amendment 3 concerning Article 8, paragraph 1, subparagraph 2:

The inclusion of sea ferry and cruise travellers raises objections from an administrative point of view - see Amendment 2.

Considering that the monetary threshold for travellers other than air travellers will be € 220 (or higher), an amount of € 1000 would represent a quintupling of this amount and would therefore obviously be wholly out of proportion. Different treatment for air travellers to such an extent cannot be justified.
Amendment 4 concerning Article 8, paragraph 2:

There is no reason to change a provision which has been part of the Directive for some 30 years and which was never subject to discussions or complaints by Member States. There is no evidence for the assumption in the amendment of a common age of responsibility of 16 within the European Community. 
Amendment 5 concerning Article 9, paragraph 2:

See Amendment 2

Amendment 6 concerning Article 10, paragraph 3:

The considerations of the Commission have been based on the existing limit, which has been 2 litres for a very long period of time. Due to the new introduction of a limit on beer, a certain increase seemed justified. An amount of 4 litres was regarded as sufficient.
Amendment 7 concerning Article 11:

There is no need for a change because there is still no common age with regard to alcohol and tobacco within the EU. The age of 17 proved to be a reasonable compromise, in particular because it refers only to tax exemptions and does not hamper Member States from introducing restrictions to under age people based on aspects of health or public order.

Amendment 8 concerning Article 12:

The current provision refers already to motor vehicles. The amendment omits the reference to the standard tanks of cars, leading to a gap of application which could create serious difficulties.

There is no evidence of excessive volumes of cross border shopping or petrol tourism with regard to third countries. A further restriction than on the fuel contained in the standard tank and a portable container of 10 litres does not seem to be reasonable.
Amendment 9 concerning Article 14, paragraph 1, point (a):

People who live in an area close to a third country border are in a special geographic situation in so far that they are able to cross the border more frequently without a lot of effort. This aspect is of particular importance for Member States which border East European countries with significantly lower price levels compared with the EU. Therefore, such provision has always been part of the Directive since its adoption in 1969 and cannot be considered as discriminatory towards certain citizens.

Amendment 10 concerning Article 16, paragraph 3 a (new):

There is no need for such a procedure because the monetary threshold for third country travellers is not necessarily linked to the inflation rate within the European Community. The adaptation of the monetary threshold can be achieved in a better way e.g. by a periodic review.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: The Commission does not intend to present an amended proposal.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The EESC adopted its favourable report unanimously during its 428th plenary session on 5/6July 2006. The ECOFIN Council reached a political agreement on 28 November 2006. The Council’s agreement is based on a compromise proposed by the presidency, of which the main elements are as follows:

· the value limit on duty-free allowances is increased from EUR 175 to EUR 430 for air and sea travellers, and from EUR 175 to EUR 300 for travellers by land (including by inland waterways);

· Member States may apply different qualitative limits for duty-free imports of tobacco products (cigarettes, cigarillos, cigars, smoking tobacco) depending on whether they enter the EU by air (higher limit) or by land or water crossing (lower limit).

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 NOVEMBER 2006 I AND II PART-SESSIONS
-
European Parliament resolution on a thematic strategy on the protection and conservation of the Marine Environment (2006/2174(INI))

Report by Aldis KUŠĶIS (PE: A6-0364/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 14 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Stavros DIMAS

DG responsible:

DG Environment

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Špidla has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution on mortgage credit in the EU (2006/2102(INI))

Report by John PURVIS (PE: A6-0370/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 14 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Charlie McCREEVY

DG responsible:

DG Internal Market and Services
Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as it intends to adopt a White Paper on the subject in 2007, which will take Parliament's contribution into account.

-
European Parliament resolution on the situation in Gaza 
(PE: B6-0588/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER

DG responsible:

DG External Relations
Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Wallström has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution on the Convention on the Prohibition of Biological and Toxin Weapons (BTWC), cluster bombs and conventional arms
(PE: B6-0585/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER

DG responsible:

DG External Relations 

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Wallström has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

-
European Parliament resolution on a Baltic Sea Region Strategy for the Northern Dimension  (2006/2171(INI))

Report by Alexander STUBB (PE: A6-0367/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER

DG responsible:

DG External Relations 

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Wallström has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.
-
European Parliament resolution on the implementation of the European Security Strategy in the context of the ESDP (2006/2033(INI))

Report by Karl VON WOGAU (PE: A6-0366/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER

DG responsible:

DG External Relations

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Wallström has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

-
European Parliament resolution on women in international politics (2006/2057(INI))

Report by Ana Maria GOMES (PE: A6-0362/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER

DG responsible:

DG External Relations 

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Frattini has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

-
European Parliament resolution on the annual report on the European Ombudsman's activities in 2005 (2006/2117(INI))

Report by Andreas SCHWAB (PE: A6-0309/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Margot WALLSTRÖM

DG responsible:

Secretariat-General

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Wallström has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

-
European Parliament resolution on Ethiopia
(PE: B6-0596/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Louis MICHEL

DG responsible:

DG Development

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Rehn has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

-
European Parliament resolution on Bangladesh

(PE: B6-0595/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER

DG responsible:

DG External Relations

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Rehn has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

-
European Parliament resolution on Iran

(PE: B6-0597/06)

Minutes, Part Two, 16 November 2006

Commissioner responsible: 
Benita FERRERO-WALDNER

DG responsible:

DG External Relations 

Grounds:
The Commission will not be responding formally as Commissioner Rehn has already replied in plenary to the requests contained in the resolution.

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










� As soon as the Directive on the placing on the market of pyrotechnic articles is adopted, the Commission, in consultation with Member States’ experts responsible for the management of that Directive and stakeholders, and following consultation with the Standing Committee set up pursuant to Directive 98/34/EC will issue a request (‘mandate’) to the European Committee for Standardisation (CEN) in order to review the existing standards and to prepare new ones for those pyrotechnic articles which are not yet covered by existing standards. The mandate will in particular seek to remove noisy pyrotechnic articles such as bangers, banger batteries, flash bangers and flash banger batteries from the current category 1 of standard EN 14035.


� The French and United Kingdom delegations have lifted their parliamentary scrutiny reservations. The Danish delegation has indicated that it will be able to withdraw its reservation in time for adoption of this item by the Council.
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