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Symbols for procedures

Consultation procedure

majority of the votes cast

Cooperation procedure (first reading)

majority of the votes cast

Cooperation procedure (second reading)

majority of the votes cast, to approve the common position
majority of Parliament’s component Members, to reject or amend
the common position

Assent procedure

majority of Parliament’s component Members except in cases
covered by Articles 105, 107, 161 and 300 of the EC Treaty and
Article 7 of the EU Treaty

Codecision procedure (first reading)

majority of the votes cast

Codecision procedure (second reading)

majority of the votes cast, to approve the common position
majority of Parliament’s component Members, to reject or amend
the common position

Codecision procedure (third reading)

majority of the votes cast, to approve the joint text

(The type of procedure depends on the legal basis proposed by the
Commission)

Amendments to a legislative text

In amendments by Parliament, amended text is highlighted in bold italics.
Highlighting in normal italics is an indication for the relevant departments
showing parts of the legislative text for which a correction is proposed, to
assist preparation of the final text (for instance, obvious errors or omissions
in a given language version). These suggested corrections are subject to the
agreement of the departments concerned.
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DRAFT EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION

on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council creating

a European order for payment procedure

(COM(2004)0173 — C6-0006/2004 — 2004/0055(COD))

(Codecision procedure: first reading)

The European Parliament,

— having regard to the Commission proposal to the European Parliament and the Council

(COM(2004)0173)",

— having regard to Article 251(2) and Article 61(c) of the EC Treaty, pursuant to which the
Commission submitted the proposal to Parliament (C6-0006/2004),

— having regard to Rule 51 of its Rules of Procedure,

— having regard to the report of the Committee on Legal Affairs and the opinion of the
Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs (A6-0240/2005),

1. Approves the Commission proposal as amended;

2. Calls on the Commission to refer the matter to Parliament again if it intends to amend the
proposal substantially or replace it with another text;

3. Instructs its President to forward its position to the Council and Commission.

Text proposed by the Commission

Amendments by Parliament

Amendment 1
Recital 8

(8) The European order for payment
procedure should not replace or harmonise
the existing mechanisms for the recovery of
uncontested debts under national law but
constitute an additional option for the
creditor who remains free to resort to a
procedure provided by domestic law..

! Not yet published in OJ.
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(8) The European order for payment
procedure should create, both for citizens in
the EU and for small and medium-sized
undertakings, a secure legal framework
which will facilitate the taking of legal
action in cross-border cases and so also
place cross-border business on a sound
footing. At the same time, the European
order for payment procedure should also
serve as a model for national legal systems,
particularly where no such efficient
procedures yet exist.

PE 357.815v02-00

EN



Justification
This recital makes the point that the present draft Regulation serves two main purposes. On
the one hand, a reliable legal framework should be created for cross-border transactions. On
the other hand the Regulation — outside its immediate scope of application — will serve also
as a challenge and as a model for the Member States of the European Union to provide within
their national legal system a fast and efficient means of enabling citizens and other economic
actors to enforce uncontested claims.

Amendment 2

Recital 10
(10) The procedure should be based, to the (10) The procedure should be based, to the
largest extent possible, on the use of largest extent possible, on the use of
standard forms in the communication standard forms in the communication
between the court and the parties in order to between the court and the parties in order to
facilitate its administration and enable the facilitate its administration, and the Member
use of automatic data processing. States should encourage the use of

automatic data processing.

Justification

In some Member States the procedure for issuing payment orders is already computerised,
which makes it faster. Member States should encourage the use of automatic data processing,
which will be of great help in making the procedure more efficient.

Amendment 3
Recital 10 a (new)

(10a) The European order for payment
should be issued at the earliest opportunity;
the courts should aim at completing the
whole procedure within three months.

Justification

The main advantage of the European order for payment procedure is precisely that it should
be more efficient and faster than an ordinary civil procedure. Whether it is a one-stage or
two-stage procedure, Member States should endeavour to ensure that the payment order is
issued in the shortest possible time, and the entire procedure should not take more than three
months. The experience of Member States is that the procedure is normally concluded in two
to three months.

Amendment 4
Article -1 (new)

Article -1
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Objective

1. The purpose of this Regulation is to
create, in respect of cross-border cases, a
European order for payment procedure to
permit the free circulation throughout the
Member States of an order issued in
accordance with this Regulation, without
any intermediate proceedings needing to be
brought in the Member State of
enforcement prior to recognition and
enforcement.

2. The European order for payment
procedure shall be without prejudice to
national payment order procedures.

3. Notwithstanding paragraphs 1 and 2,
Member States may adopt the European
order for payment for use in purely
national as well as cross-border cases.

4. Member States which intend to avail
themselves of the option specified in
paragraph 3 shall notify the Commission to
that effect. The Commission shall publish
and update the information provided by the
Member States in accordance with Article
16.

5. Private parties may opt to apply the
European order for payment procedure to
cases other than cross-border cases, if they
have expressly agreed to do so.

Justification

This amendment sets out a possible compromise.

Amendment 5
Article 1, paragraph 1

1. This Regulation shall apply in civil and
commercial matters, whatever the nature of
the court or tribunal. It shall not extend, in
particular, to revenue, customs or
administrative matters..

RR\357815EN.doc

1. This Regulation shall apply in cross-
border cases to civil and commercial
matters, whatever the nature of the court or
tribunal. It shall not extend, in particular, to
revenue, customs or administrative matters.
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Justification

This takes account of the European Parliament's resolution P5_TA(2004)0097, which calls
for the European order for payment procedure to be confined to cross-border cases.

Amendment 6
Article 1 a (new)

Article la
Cross-border cases

For the purposes of this Regulation, a
cross-border case is one in which the
creditor and the debtor are domiciled or
habitually resident, at the moment when
the request for an order is brought before
the competent court, in different Member
States.

The domicile shall be determined in
accordance with Articles 59 and 60 of
Council Regulation (EC) No 44/2001 of 22
December 2000 on jurisdiction and the
recognition and enforcement of judgments
in civil and commercial matters.

The relevant moment at which to determine
whether there is a cross-border case is
when the application for an order for
payment is submitted to the court that has
Jjurisdiction in accordance with this
Regulation.

Justification

The addition of this provision follows the rewording of Article 1 (1) to specify that the
regulation applies only to cross-border cases.

Amendment 7
Article 2, paragraph 1

1. The European order for payment
procedure is hereby established for the
collection of uncontested pecuniary claims
for a specific amount that have fallen due at
the time when the application for a European
order for payment is submitted.

PE 357.815v02-00
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1. The European order for payment
procedure is hereby established for the
collection of uncontested pecuniary claims
for a specific amount that are liquidated and
payable at the time when the application for
a European order for payment is submitted
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Justification

The qualification 'that have fallen due' is too restrictive. If interpreted literally, it could result
in a decision not to issue an order for payment if the deferred payment was only a partial
default, further payments being due. If such payments were spread over the medium or long
term, the creditor would have to wait until the final instalment had fallen due. Cases also
quite often arise in which the debtor specifically states in advance that he does not intend to
fulfil his obligations.

Amendment 8
Article 3, paragraph 1

1. An application for a European order for 1. An application for a European order for
payment shall be made using the standard payment shall be made using the standard
form in Annex 1. form in Annex 1 which shall be available in

all official languages of the Community.

Justification

Technical clarification

Amendment 9
Article 3, paragraph 2, point (a)

(a) the names and addresses of the parties (a) the names and addresses of the parties,
and the court to which the application is and where applicable, of their
made, representatives and of the authority to

which the application is made,

Justification
Seeks to take account of concerns raised by several Member States.

Since, in some Member States of the Union, peripheral authorities exist which have powers
analogous to those of the district courts, it would be preferable to replace the term "court" by
the term "authority".

Amendment 10
Article 3, paragraph 2, point (d)

(d) the cause of action, including a brief (d) the cause of action, including a brief
description of the circumstances invoked description of the arguments forming the
as the basis of the claim and, where basis of the claim and, where applicable, of
applicable, of the demanded interest; the demanded interest;
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Justification

Seeks to take account of concerns raised by several Member States.

Amendment 11
Article 3, paragraph 2, point (e)

(e) the brief description of at least one deleted
means of evidence that could be adduced
in ordinary civil proceedings to support
the claim;
Justification

Seeks to take account of concerns raised by several Member States.

Amendment 12
Article 3, paragraph 2, point (e a) (new)

(ea) a brief description of the reasons for
the court's international jurisdiction if the
defendant is not domiciled in the Member
State of the court to which the application
is made, and

Justification

Seeks to take account of concerns raised by several Member States.

Amendment 13
Article 3, paragraph 3

3. The application shall be signed by the
claimant or his representative manually or
in the form of an advanced electronic
signature within the meaning of Article 2
(2) of Directive 1999/93/EC of the
European Parliament and of the Council of

PE 357.815v02-00

3. The application must be signed by the
claimant or his representative and
submitted using any technical means
accepted by the law of the Member State
or origin and available to the court of
origin. Where the application is submitted
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13 December 1999 on a Community
framework for electronic signatures.

in electronic form, it shall be signed in
accordance with Article 2 (2) of Directive
1999/93/EC of the European Parliament
and of the Council of 13 December 1999
on a Community framework for electronic
signatures. The signature shall be
recognised in the Member State of origin
and may not be made subject to additional
requirements.

Justification

Seeks to take account of concerns raised by several Member States.

Amendment 14
Article 4, paragraph 2

2. Where the court considers a rejection of
the application due to a failure to fulfil
the requirements of Article 3 it may give
the claimant the opportunity to complete or
rectify the application.

2. The court may give the claimant the
opportunity to complete or rectify the
application in respect of the information
listed in Article 3 using the standard form
contained in the Annex.

Justification

This amendment is designed to deal with several Member States' concerns.

Amendment 15
Article 5, paragraph 1

1. The court shall reject the application in
whole if the requirements laid down in
Article 4 are not fulfilled for the claim at
issue or parts thereof.

RR\357815EN.doc

1. The court shall reject the application in
whole or in part if the requirements laid
down in Article 4(1) are not fulfilled for
the claim at issue or parts thereof. The
court shall notify the claimant of the
rejection.
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Justification

This amendment is designed to deal with several Member States' concerns and introduce

more clarity.

Amendment 16
Article 5, paragraph 3

3. The rejection shall not prevent the
claimant from initiating ordinary court
proceedings with regard to the same
claim.

3. In the event of rejection the claimant
may not submit a new application for a
European order for payment with regard
to the same claim. However, this shall not
prevent the claimant from initiating
ordinary court proceedings.

Justification

This amendment is designed to deal with several Member States' concerns and introduce

more clarity.

Amendment 17
Article 6

European payment notification

1. If the requirements laid down in Article
4 are fulfilled the court shall issue a
European payment notification using the
standard form in Annex 2.

2. The European payment notification shall
be served on the defendant. A method of
service without proof of receipt by the
defendant personally is not admissible if
the defendant’s address is not known with
certainty.

3. In the notification the defendant shall be
advised of his options to

(a) pay the claimed amount including the
claimed interest and the claimed costs to
the claimant and submit a statement
informing about the payment; or

(b) submit a statement of defence to the
claim or parts thereof which has to reach

PE 357.815v02-00 12/24
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the court within three weeks starting from
the date of service of the European
payment notification on him in accordance
with the law of the Member State in which
service is effected.

4. In the notification the defendant shall be
informed that

(a) the court has not examined the
Justification of the claim before issuing the
notification

(b) the court will deliver an enforceable
decision unless it has received a statement
of defence or a statement informing the
court about the payment of the claim from
the defendant within the time limit specified
in paragraph 3.

5. For the purpose of the interruption of
the statute of limitations, the European
payment notification shall be considered
equivalent to a writ of summons in
ordinary civil proceedings.

Justification

In the interest of a simplified EPO procedure there is no need for a defendant to have two
opportunities to defend a claim. In most cases there will not be a response from the defendant
and in any case the defendant may stop the procedure.

Amendment 18
Article 9, paragraph 1

1. In the absence of a statement of defence 1. If the requirements laid down in Article
or a statement informing about the 4 are fulfilled the court shall issue a
payment lodged within the time limit laid European order for payment by forwarding
down in Article 6 (3) the court shall deliver to the defendant Annex 1 together with a
a European order for payment of its own notification of the order (Annex 2).
motion using the standard form in Annex
3.

Justification

This will reduce considerably the burden on the courts. There is no need for the court to
complete a new form when the claimant will have provided all the necessary information in
Annex 1.
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Amendment 19
Article 9, paragraph 2 a (new)

2a. Service by electronic means such as fax
or email, with proof and date of receipt
signed and returned by the defendant, shall
be admissible.

Postal service with proof and date of receipt
signed and returned by the defendant shall
be admissible.

Justification

This amendment will facilitate a simple automated procedure. The use of postal services is in
line with the EEO regulation.

Amendment 20
Article 9, paragraph 3

3. In the European order for payment the 3. In the European order for payment the
defendant shall be informed that he can defendant shall be informed that he has the
lodge a statement of opposition fo the right to lodge a statement of opposition
European order for payment which has to which has to reach the court of origin within
reach the court that has issued the order one month and that, in that case, the

within three weeks starting from the date of procedure will continue before the

service of the European order for payment competent courts from the date of service or
on him in accordance with the law of the notification.

Member State in which service is effected.

Justification

These amendments are connected. A one-step procedure is simpler and quicker. In a one-step
procedure the court has to issue a payment order immediately. There is no need to wait until
the time limit for lodging a statement of defence has expired. In practical terms, the debtor
receives a payment order (it is served on him) and is informed that he has one month in which
to lodge a state of opposition.

Amendment 21
Article 10, paragraph 2 a (new)

2a. The European order for payment shall
be recognised and enforced in another
Member State without the need for a
declaration of enforceability and without
any possibility of opposing its recognition.

PE 357.815v02-00 14/24 RR\357815EN.doc
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Justification

The proposed amendment provides that a European order for payment issued in one Member
State should be enforceable in another Member State without the need for a decision
declaring it enforceable in the other Member State.

Amendment 22
Article 11, paragraph 1

1. The defendant may lodge a statement of
opposition to the European order for
payment by making use of the standard form
attached to Annex 3 which shall be supplied
to him together with the European order for

1. The defendant may lodge a statement of
opposition to the European order for
payment by making use of the standard form
attached to Annex 3 which shall be available
in all official languages of the Community

and supplied to him together with the
European order for payment or otherwise.

payment or otherwise.

Justification

Technical clarification.

Amendment 23
Article 12, paragraph 3

3. A statement of defence lodged after the deleted
expiry of the time limit laid down in Article

6 (3) but within the time limit specified in

Article 9 (3) shall produce the same effects

as entering a statement of opposition.

Justification

In line with the one step procedure, for consistency paragraph 3 of Article 12 should be
deleted.

Amendment 24
Article 15

All procedural issues not specifically dealt
with in this Regulation shall be governed by
the law of the Member State in which the
European order for payment proceedings
take place. However, in taking advantage of
this provision Member States shall not seek
to introduce further procedural or
evidential requirements which would have
the effect of undermining the European
order for payment.

All procedural issues not specifically dealt
with in this Regulation shall be governed by
the law of the Member State in which the
European order for payment proceedings
take place.
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Justification
Seeks to ensure effective operation of the European Payment Order procedure.

Amendment 25
Article 18 a (new)

Article 18a
Report

Five years after the entry into force of this
Regulation, the Commission shall present
to the European Parliament and the
Council a detailed report on the operation
of the European order for payment
procedure. That report shall contain an
economic assessment of the procedure as it
has operated and an extended impact
assessment for each Member State,
including a cost-benefit analysis of the
possible extension to purely national cases.
In the event that the report can
demonstrate that the procedure is simple,
efficient and cost-effective, and that it
offers effective redress, the Commission
may present a proposal to the European
Parliament and the Council for a measure
facilitating the use of the European order
for payment procedure in Member States
for national cases and proposing such
amendments to this Regulation as are
necessary to that end having regard in
particular to the experience gained in using
the procedure for cross-border cases and
those Member States using the procedure
for national cases.
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Judicial cooperation in civil matters is essential to the Treaty objective of establishing an area
of freedom, security and justice. Legislative instruments have been brought forward with a
view to approximating substantive and procedural law and facilitating access to justice and to
speed up cross-border litigation. The European Enforcement Order (EEO) for uncontested
claims will be transferred into national law by the end of 2005, abolishing the principle of
exequator and enabling a judicial authority in one Member State to enforce an order from
another Member State without a formal review. While the EEO creates an EU-level
instrument enforcing a judgment handed down according to national procedural law, the EPO
procedure introduces an EU level instrument in order to obtain an enforceable decision.

The high and expanding volume of trade within the EU and increased movements of people,
raise the likelihood that citizens or businesses might become involved in cross-border
litigation. There is a risk that citizens may not be inclined to assert their rights because of the
obstacles they could encounter in dealing with the legal systems in another Member State, in
particular due to unfamiliar procedures and unknown costs. This is considered an obstacle to
the proper functioning of the internal market and a potential disincentive to the development
of cross-border business and trade. It is essential that the EU provides for a judicial area
where private individuals and businesses can have access to justice and redress the case of an
uncontested claim for a payment order.

The Commission View

The European Commission argues that the procedure for the EPO should apply to both cross-
border and national cases, and that Article 65 which refers to civil matters having "cross-
border implications" should be interpreted in a flexible manner. The Commission argues that:
¢ The distinction between "cross-border" and "internal" scenarios is more difficult that it
appears and could lead to arbitrary and discriminatory conclusions depending on the
state of residence of the claimant.

* The potential for every national judgment to take on a cross-border nature if it needed
to be enforced in another Member State calls into question the merits of a distinction
between internal and cross-border cases.

* A limitation to cross-border cases would distort competition in the internal market.

* Creditors or debtors may have access to or be subject to a more efficient mechanism in
a cross-border situation than in their own domestic system. This would be
inconsistent with the principle of ensuring a fair regime across the EU.

Conclusion

Given the difficulties experienced in Council owing to the reluctance of many Member States
to accept the use of the European order for payment in cases which are not cross-border in
nature, your rapporteur has sought to reach a compromise which allows those States' concerns
to be taken into account without ruling out a different solution in the future when experience
will have been gained with the new European instrument.
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16.6.2005

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON CIVIL LIBERTIES, JUSTICE AND HOME
AFFAIRS

for the Committee on Legal Affairs

on the proposal for a European Parliament and Council regulation creating a European order
for payment procedure
(COM(2004)0173 — C6-0006/2004 — 2004/0055(COD))

Draftsman: Mihael Brejc

SHORT JUSTIFICATION

The Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs was asked for its opinion on the
proposal for a Regulation creating a European order for payment procedure. At the European
Council meeting in Tampere, the Council and the Commission were instructed to draw up
measures to strengthen judicial cooperation between Member States, including in the area of
payment of uncontested claims. In 2002 the Commission published a Green Paper on a
European order for payment procedure, on the basis of which it was established that a
uniform, accelerated and cost-effective mechanism for payment of uncontested claims would
help not only to improve access to the courts but also to improve the functioning of the
internal market because, in practice, enterprises, especially small and medium-sized
enterprises, encounter numerous difficulties in recovering uncontested claims.

The Regulation lays down a simpler procedure for issuing payment orders, which will make it
faster and easier for creditors to receive payment of pecuniary claims. The procedure will be
based on the use of standard forms by courts and the parties involved, which will allow the
administrative procedures and electronic data processing to be simplified.

Draftsman’s opinion

The draftsman supports the proposed Regulation but draws attention to the following points
with regard to its content:

1. Consideration should be given to applying the procedure both in cross-border cases and
national cases, with the possibility for Member States to limit application of the Regulation to

cross-border cases only.

2. In the procedure for issuing a European order for payment the claimant should present a

PE 357.815v02-00 18/24 RR\357815EN.doc



brief description of at least one piece of evidence and enclose copies of the relevant
documents with the application.

3. The possibility of a single-stage procedure for issuing payment orders should be examined.
4. A European order for payment issued in one Member State should be enforceable in

another Member State without the need for a decision declaring it enforceable in the other
Member State.

AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs calls on the Committee on Legal
Affairs, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following amendments in its report:

Text proposed by the Commission' Amendments by Parliament

Amendment 1

Recital 8
(8) The European order for payment (8) The European order for payment
procedure should not replace or harmonise procedure will create for natural and legal
the existing mechanisms for the recovery of persons throughout the EU a secure legal
uncontested debts under national law but framework providing a simplified
constitute an additional option for the procedure in cross-border cases to assist
creditor who remains free to resort to a cross-border business. In this way, the
procedure provided by domestic law. European order for payment procedure

should also serve as a model for national
legal systems, in particular where such
efficient procedures do not yet exist.

Justification

This recital clarifies that the present draft regulation serves mainly two purposes. On the one
hand, a reliable legal framework should be created for cross-border transactions. It can be
assumed that even today citizens and small and medium-sized enterprises avoid such
transactions because of ignorance of national legal systems and concerns over their ability to
enforce their claims effectively in the event of problems occurring.

On the other hand the Regulation — outside its immediate scope of application — will serve
also as a model for the Member States of the European Union, particularly those which do

! Not yet published in OJ.
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not have an order for payment system, to provide within their national legal system a
procedure which will be of benefit to citizens and companies in providing a fast and efficient
mechanism to enforce uncontested claims.

Amendment 2

Recital 10
(10) The procedure should be based, to the (10) The procedure should be based, to the
largest extent possible, on the use of largest extent possible, on the use of
standard forms in the communication standard forms in the communication
between the court and the parties in order to between the court and the parties in order to
facilitate its administration and enable the facilitate its administration, and the Member
use of automatic data processing. States should encourage the use of

automatic data processing.

Justification

In some Member States the procedure for issuing payment orders is already computerised,
which makes it faster. Member States should encourage the use of automatic data processing,
which will be of great help in making the procedure more efficient.

Amendment 3
Recital 10 a (new)

(10a) The European order for payment
should be issued at the earliest opportunity;
the courts should aim at completing the
whole procedure within three months.

Justification

The main advantage of the European ovder for payment procedure is precisely that it should
be more efficient and faster than an ordinary civil procedure. Whether it is a one-stage or
two-stage procedure, Member States should endeavour to ensure that the payment order is
issued in the shortest possible time, and the entire procedure should not take more than three
months. The experience of Member States is that the procedure is normally concluded in two

to three months.

Amendment 4
Article 1, paragraph 1

1. This Regulation shall apply in civil and 1. This Regulation shall apply in cross-

commercial matters, whatever the nature of border cases to civil and commercial

the court or tribunal. It shall not extend, in matters, whatever the nature of the court or

particular, to revenue, customs or tribunal. It shall not extend, in particular, to

administrative matters. revenue, customs or administrative matters.
PE 357.815v02-00 20/24 RR\357815EN.doc
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Justification

The scope of the Regulation should be limited to cross-border disputes. In this way a
noticeable added value is created for European citizens and small and medium-sized
enterprises in Member States. An appropriate legal framework is created for their business
activities in the European internal market when enforcing uncontested claims. At the same
time, we avoid creating insecurity and uncertainty in national procedures by the creation of
an additional parallel national system for purely internal disputes. Consequent inefficiencies
and unnecessary costs are also avoided. Where there are no existing efficient national
procedures, however, this Regulation can serve as a model for the adoption of national
procedures. Thus the legal base of Article 61(c) in connection with Article 65 of EU-Treaty is
used extensively and safeguarded.

Amendment 5
Article 3, paragraph 2, point (¢)

(e) the brief description of at least one deleted
means of evidence that could be adduced in

ordinary civil proceedings to support the

claim.

Justification

For the sake of efficiency, the use of automatic data processing is required, which means that
it would be sufficient, particularly in the case of non-contentious claims, for the creditor
merely to state the type of evidence he has. The court would then examine the application and
if it met all the requirements under the Regulation the court would not examine the evidence
itself. The debtor would always be able to disagree with the procedure.

Amendment 6
Article 10, paragraph 2 a (new)

2a. The European order for payment shall
be recognised and enforced in another
Member State without the need for a
declaration of enforceability and without
any possibility of opposing its recognition.

Justification

The proposed amendment provides that a European order for payment issued in one Member
State should be enforceable in another Member State without the need for a decision
declaring it enforceable in the other Member State.
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Amendment 7
Article 18 a (new)

Article 18a
Review

Five years after the entry into force of this
Regulation, the Commission shall present a

report to the European Parliament and the
Council..

Justification

After five years it will be clear from practical experience whether the Regulation should also
apply to cases where the parties are domiciled in the same Member State. In that case the

Commission should draw up an amendment to the effect that it would apply to national cases
as well as cross-border cases.
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PROCEDURE

Title Proposal for a European Parliament and Council regulation creating a
European order for payment procedure
References COM(2004)0173 — C6-0006/2004 — 2004/0055(COD)

Committee responsible

JURI

Committee asked for its opinion LIBE
Date announced in plenary 16.9.2004
Enhanced cooperation
Draftsman Mihael Brejc
Date appointed 21.2.2005
Discussed in committee 26.5.2005 13.6.2005
Date amendments adopted 13.6.2005
Result of final vote for: 27
against: 4
abstentions: 0

Members present for the final vote

Roberta Angelilli, Edit Bauer, Johannes Blokland, Mihael Brejc,
Maria Carlshamre, Michael Cashman, Giusto Catania, Jean-Marie
Cavada, Charlotte Cederschiold, Carlos Coelho, Kinga G4l, Elly de
Groen-Kouwenhoven, Adeline Hazan, Ewa Klamt, Magda Ko6sané
Kovécs, Wolfgang Kreissl-Dorfler, Barbara Kudrycka, Stavros
Lambrinidis, Edith Mastenbroek, Inger Segelstrom, Manfred Weber,
Stefano Zappala, Tatjana Zdanoka

Substitutes present for the final vote

Panayiotis Demetriou, Gérard Deprez, Jeanine Hennis-Plasschaert,
Antonio Masip Hidalgo, Bill Newton Dunn, Siiri Oviir, Herbert Reul,
Marie-Line Reynaud, Kyriacos Triantaphyllides

Substitutes under Rule 178(2) present
for the final vote

RR\357815EN.doc

23/24 PE 357.815v02-00

EN



PROCEDURE

Title Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and
of the Council creating a European order for payment
procedure

References COM(2004)0173 — C6-0006/2004 — 2004/0055(COD)

Legal basis Articles 251(2) and 61 (c) EC

Basis in Rules of Procedure Rule 51

Date submitted to Parliament 19.3.2004

Committee responsible JURI

Date announced in plenary 16.9.2004

Committee(s) asked for opinion(s) LIBE

Date announced in plenary 16.9.2004
Not delivering opinion(s)
Date of decision
Enhanced cooperation
Date announced in plenary
Rapporteur(s) Arlene McCarthy
Date appointed 14.9.2004

Previous rapporteur(s)

Simplified procedure
Date of decision

Legal basis disputed /
Date of JURI opinion

Financial endowment amended /
Date of BUDG opinion

European Economic and Social
Committee consulted
Date of decision in plenary

Committee of the Regions consulted
Date of decision in plenary

Discussed in committee

21.9.2004 6.10.2004 30.3.2005 24.5.2005 21.6.2005

14.7.2005

Date adopted 14.7.2005

Result of final vote for: 20
against: 0
abstentions: 0

Members present for the final vote

Maria Berger, Monica Frassoni, Giuseppe Gargani, Kurt Lechner,
Klaus-Heiner Lehne, Antonio Lopez-Isturiz White, Hans-Peter
Mayer, Viktoria Mohacsi, Aloyzas Sakalas, Andrzej Jan Szejna,
Diana Wallis, Rainer Wieland, Tadeusz Zwiefka

Substitutes present for the final vote

Evelin Lichtenberger, Arlene McCarthy, Toine Manders, Edith
Mastenbroek, Manuel Medina Ortega, Ingo Schmitt, Jozsef Szajer

Substitutes under Rule 178(2) present
for the final vote

Date tabled — A6

18.7.2005 A6-0240/2005

Comments

PE 357.815v02-00

24/24 RR\357815EN.doc




