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<RepeatBlock-Amend><Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>1</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 1</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	–	having regard to the Treaty on European Union (TEU), and in particular Articles 2, 4, 5 and 19 thereof,
	–	having regard to the Treaty on European Union (TEU), and in particular Articles 2, 4, 5, 9, 10, and 19 thereof,


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>2</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 1</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	–	having regard to the Treaty on European Union (TEU), and in particular Articles 2, 4, 5 and 19 thereof,
	–	having regard to the Treaty on European Union (TEU), and in particular Articles 2, 4, 5, 7 and 19 thereof,


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>3</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 2</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	–	having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), and in particular Articles 256 and 267 thereof,
	–	having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), in particular Articles 253, 255, 256, 260, 267, 279 and 281 thereof,


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>4</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 2 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	–	- Having regard to Protocol 3 on the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>5</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Marc Angel, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	–	having regard to the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (the Charter), and in particular Articles 47 and 51 thereof,
	–	having regard to the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (the Charter), and in particular Articles 20, 21, 47 and 51 thereof,


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>6</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 4</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	–	having regard to the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), and in particular Article 6 thereof,
	–	having regard to the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), and in particular Article 6 and 13 thereof,


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>7</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 6 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	–	having regard to Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2020/2092 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 2020 on a general regime of conditionality for the protection of the Union budget,


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>8</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 6 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	–	having regard to its Resolution of 29 April 2026 on Monitoring the application of European Union law in 2023, 2024 and 2025;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>9</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 6 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	–	- Having regard to the Rules of Procedure of the Court of Justice of the European Union


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>10</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 8 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	–	having regard to the European Parliament's proposals for the amendment of the Treaties,


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>11</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Citation 9 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	–	having regard to the Court's 2025 Annual Review and Annual Management Report;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>12</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital -A (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	–	whereas Article 13(2) TEU provides that each institution shall act within the limits of the powers conferred on it in the Treaties, and in conformity with the procedures, conditions and objectives set out in them, and that the institutions shall practice mutual sincere cooperation;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>13</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital A</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	A.	whereas the role of the Court is to ensure the uniform interpretation of the Treaties and that the rights and obligations arising from them are effectively protected throughout the EU;
	A.	whereas the role of the Court, as an essential institution of the European Union’s legal order, is to ensure the uniform interpretation of the Treaties and that the rights and obligations arising from them are effectively protected throughout the EU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>14</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Stanisław Tyszka, Christine Anderson</Members>
<AuNomDe>{ESN}on behalf of the ESN Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital A</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	A.	whereas the role of the Court is to ensure the uniform interpretation of the Treaties and that the rights and obligations arising from them are effectively protected throughout the EU;
	A.	whereas the role of the Court is to ensure the uniform interpretation of the Treaties and observe how the rights and obligations arising from them are protected throughout the EU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>15</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital A</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	A.	whereas the role of the Court is to ensure the uniform interpretation of the Treaties and that the rights and obligations arising from them are effectively protected throughout the EU;
	A.	whereas the role of the Court, in accordance with the provisions of Article 19 TEU, is to ensure that in the interpretation and application of the Treaties the law is observed;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>16</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital A a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Aa.	A. whereas the bedrock of a democratic society relies upon the strict adherence to the separation of powers and the independence of the judiciary, ensuring that the executive, legislative, and judicial branches operate distinctly and without undue interference;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>17</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, primacy and the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system;
	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, primacy and the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system; ; whereas the Union has only those competences that the Member States have conferred upon it in the Treaties, and all competences not conferred upon the Union remain with the Member States; whereas the primacy of Union law should not be interpreted as its supremacy over the constitutions of the Member States, nor as authorising the Union institutions to disregard the constitutional limits on the transfer of competences; whereas the constitutions of the Member States form the basis of their participation in the Union and of the conferral of competences upon it, and the principle of primacy cannot in itself constitute a basis for extending those competences; whereas the interpretation of Union law must respect the principle of conferral and the obligation to respect the national identities of the Member States, inherent in their fundamental structures, political and constitutional, in accordance with Article 4(2) and Article 5(2) TEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>18</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, primacy and the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system;
	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, primacy and the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system, improving the Union's citizens' standard of judicial protection by allowing them to invoke Union law directly in disputes with their Member States; whereas the principles of primacy and direct effect are essential to ensuring legal certainty, equality before the law and the effective protection of the rights conferred on individuals by Union law; whereas those principles must be applied in accordance with the principle of conferral and the constitutional framework established by the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>19</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, primacy and the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system;
	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, the primacy of EU law, fundamental rights, citizenship, free movement, environmental law, the internal market as well as external relations is a cornerstone of the European Union and the functioning of its legal system;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>20</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, primacy and the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system;
	B.	whereas the Court’s teleological case-law has largely shaped the institutional nature of the European Union and the functioning of its legal system, thereby moving away from the principles of Roman law that have shaped Europe towards an Anglo-Saxon view of the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>21</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, primacy and the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system;
	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, indirect effect, State liability and the EU primacy has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system effectively protecting the right of people;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>22</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect, primacy and the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system;
	B.	whereas the Court’s case-law concerning direct effect and primacy as cornerstones of the Union legal order, as well as the internal market has shaped the European Union and the functioning of its legal system;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>23</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ba.	whereas the Court’s case-law has been one of the engines of the European integration since its very beginning, as witnessed in van Gend & Loos and Costa v E.N.E.L. judgments;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>24</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ba.	whereas the Court exercises its competences on the basis of Article 19 TEU, Articles 251-281 TFEU and the Protocol (N⁰ 3) on the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union, which were adopted by the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>25</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital B b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Bb.	whereas the Court exercises its competences on the basis of Article 19 TEU, Articles 251-281 TFEU and the Protocol (N⁰ 3) on the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union, which were adopted by the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>26</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of its rulings and the progressive consolidation of power by the Union;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>27</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of its rulings and the progressive consolidation of power by the Union;
	C.	whereas the principle of the separation of powers and an independent judiciary are cornerstones of democracy and the rule of law; whereas in recent years the judiciary has come under attack and should be protected, including by respecting the principle of sincere cooperation enshrined in Article 13(2) TFEU; whereas, through its authority, the Court is the ultimate guardian of the rule of law in the Union and the proper functioning of the internal market;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>28</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of its rulings and the progressive consolidation of power by the Union;
	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of a multitude of societal developments, including the increased need for EU action in a globalising world, an increasingly complex regulatory environment, the so-called “juridification” of society as well as a backsliding of the rule of law in several national jurisdictions ;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>29</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Stanisław Tyszka, Christine Anderson</Members>
<AuNomDe>{ESN}on behalf of the ESN Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of its rulings and the progressive consolidation of power by the Union;
	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of its rulings and the progressive consolidation of power by the Union; whereas such process presents a concern for balance of power between Member States' judicial institutions and the Court;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>30</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of its rulings and the progressive consolidation of power by the Union;
	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have evolved through its rulings and the progressive development of the Union's competences as conferred by the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>31</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of its rulings and the progressive consolidation of power by the Union;
	C.	whereas the authority and influence of the Court have grown continuously as a consequence of its rulings and the deepening of the European integration;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>32</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ca.	Whereas Article 1 TEU foresees in the creation of an “ever closer union” among the peoples of Europe, on which the Member States confer competences to attain objectives they have in common; whereas these objectives include the provision to citizens of an area of freedom, security and justice without internal frontiers;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>33</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Marc Angel, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ca.	whereas the Court’s case-law has played an important role in the development and effective enforcement of the principles of equality and non-discrimination in Union law, including the prohibition of direct and indirect discrimination;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>34</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Gabriele Bischoff, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital C b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Cb.	whereas the principle of the separation of powers and an independent judiciary are essential for any modern democracy;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>35</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital D</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights; whereas pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union;
	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including democracy, the rule of law, including the independence of the judiciary and the right to effective legal remedy, and respect for human rights; whereas the creation of an “ever closer union” as well as pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union; whereas this pluralism also entails a legal-cultural diversity, which, through cooperation between national and EU authorities, continues to shape the functioning of EU institutions in different ways;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>36</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital D</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights; whereas pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union;
	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights; whereas pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union following revisions of the EU Treaties by the Member States, thus widening the scope of application of EU law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>37</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital D</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights; whereas pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union;
	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on the values of respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities; whereas these values are common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality between women and men prevail;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>38</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital D</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights; whereas pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union;
	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including democracy, the rule of law, equality and respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities; whereas non-discriminations, tolerance, justice and solidarity, as well as pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>39</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Stanisław Tyszka, Christine Anderson</Members>
<AuNomDe>{ESN}on behalf of the ESN Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital D</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights; whereas pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union;
	D.	whereas Article 2 TEU provides that the Union is founded on values including freedom, democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights; whereas pluralism and respect for the national identities of the Member States are key characteristics of the Union;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>40</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital D a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Da.	whereas the equality of the Member States before the Treaties requires the application of consistent, objective and transparent criteria for assessing compliance with Union law; whereas different treatment of comparable situations requires justification based on legally relevant differences; whereas neither the political orientation of a government, nor its party affiliation, nor its stance on the direction of European integration may constitute grounds for tightening or relaxing such an assessment; whereas the selective application of rule-of-law protection instruments undermines their credibility and mutual trust between the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>41</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital E</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	E.	whereas the principle of conferral, laid down in Article 5 TEU, establishes that the Union may act only within the limits of the powers granted to it by the Member States in the Treaties to attain the objectives set out therein; whereas competences not conferred upon the Union remain with the Member States;
	E.	whereas the principle of conferral, laid down in Article 5 TEU, establishes that the Union may act only within the limits of the powers granted to it by the Member States in the Treaties to attain the objectives set out therein; whereas competences not conferred upon the Union remain with the Member States like in the area of family law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>42</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital E a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ea.	whereas the principle of primacy of Union law ensures the priority in application of Union acts over conflicting national rules, ensuring the effectiveness and uniform application of Union law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>43</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital F</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	F.	whereas the principle of sincere cooperation laid down in Article 4(3) TEU requires the Union and the Member States to assist each other in carrying out obligations arising from the Treaties in full mutual respect;
	F.	whereas the principle of sincere cooperation laid down in Article 4(3) TEU requires the Union and the Member States to assist each other in carrying out obligations arising from the Treaties in full mutual respect; whereas that same provision requires the Member States to take any appropriate measure, general or particular, to ensure fulfilment of the obligations arising out of the Treaties or resulting from the acts of the institutions of the Union; whereas the Member States must facilitate the achievement of the Union's tasks and refrain from any measure which could jeopardise the attainment of the Union's objectives.


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>44</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital F</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	F.	whereas the principle of sincere cooperation laid down in Article 4(3) TEU requires the Union and the Member States to assist each other in carrying out obligations arising from the Treaties in full mutual respect;
	F.	whereas the principle of sincere cooperation laid down in Article 4(3) TEU requires the Union and the Member States to assist each other in carrying out obligations arising from the Treaties in full mutual respect; whereas that same principle also requires Member States to refrain from any measure which could jeopardise the attainment of the Union's objectives, including the effective and uniform application of Union law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>45</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital G</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	G.	whereas the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU requires Member States to provide remedies sufficient to ensure effective legal protection in the fields covered by Union law;
	G.	whereas the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU requires Member States to provide remedies sufficient to ensure effective legal protection in the fields covered by Union law, and whereas the Court has established that Union law provides a complete system of remedies2a;

	
	_________________

	
	2a Judgement of 4 December 1985, Les Verts v Parliament, 294/83, EU:C:1985:483


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>46</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital H</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	H.	whereas Article 47 of the Charter guarantees the right to an effective remedy and to a fair hearing before an independent and impartial tribunal established by law; whereas Article 51(1) of the Charter establishes that the provisions of the Charter are only to be addressed to the Member States when they are implementing Union law; whereas Article 51(2) of the Charter confirms that the Charter does not extend the competences of the Union beyond those conferred by the Treaties and does not establish any new power or task for the Union;
	H.	whereas Article 47 of the Charter guarantees the right to an effective remedy and to a fair hearing before an independent and impartial tribunal established by law; whereas Article 51(1) of the Charter establishes that the provisions of the Charter are only to be addressed to the Member States when they are implementing Union law or otherwise acting within the scope of Union law; whereas national procedural autonomy must be exercised in a manner that ensures effective judicial protection of the rights conferred on individuals by Union law; whereas national procedural rules must not render impossible or excessively difficult the exercise of rights derived from Union law, nor undermine the right to an effective remedy and to a fair hearing before an independent and impartial tribunal, as guaranteed by Article 47 of the Charter and Article 19(1) TEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>47</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital H</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	H.	whereas Article 47 of the Charter guarantees the right to an effective remedy and to a fair hearing before an independent and impartial tribunal established by law; whereas Article 51(1) of the Charter establishes that the provisions of the Charter are only to be addressed to the Member States when they are implementing Union law; whereas Article 51(2) of the Charter confirms that the Charter does not extend the competences of the Union beyond those conferred by the Treaties and does not establish any new power or task for the Union;
	H.	whereas Article 47 of the Charter guarantees the right to an effective remedy and to a fair hearing before an independent and impartial tribunal established by law; whereas Article 51(1) of the Charter establishes that the provisions of the Charter are only to be addressed to the Member States when they are implementing Union law; whereas Article 51(2) of the Charter confirms that the Charter does not extend the competences of the Union beyond those conferred by the Treaties and does not establish any new power or task for the Union; whereas the Court of Justice has held that the scope of application of Article 19(1) TEU is broader than that of Article 47 of the Charter;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>48</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital H a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ha.	whereas the requirements of independence and impartiality mean that the judicial authority must be sufficiently separate from the legislative and executive authorities so that the courts and individual judges are protected from direct and indirect external influences;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>49</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital H a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ha.	whereas Article 51(1) of the Charter requires the institutions, bodies, offices and agencies of the Union to respect the rights, observe the principles and promote the application of the Charter, in accordance with their respective powers;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>50</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital H a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ha.	whereas the constitutional and supreme courts of several Member States reject the idea of absolute primacy over their constitutions, which in their view remain the supreme law of their domestic legal order;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>51</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital I</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	I.	whereas the principle of national procedural autonomy constitutes an essential expression of national sovereignty and constitutional identity; whereas according to settled case law, that autonomy must be respected; whereas the principles of equivalence and effectiveness should remain safeguards designed to ensure the practical application of Union law and should not be interpreted as open-ended grounds for intervention in national procedural frameworks;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>52</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital I</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	I.	whereas the principle of national procedural autonomy constitutes an essential expression of national sovereignty and constitutional identity; whereas according to settled case law, that autonomy must be respected; whereas the principles of equivalence and effectiveness should remain safeguards designed to ensure the practical application of Union law and should not be interpreted as open-ended grounds for intervention in national procedural frameworks;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>53</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital I</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	I.	whereas the principle of national procedural autonomy constitutes an essential expression of national sovereignty and constitutional identity; whereas according to settled case law, that autonomy must be respected; whereas the principles of equivalence and effectiveness should remain safeguards designed to ensure the practical application of Union law and should not be interpreted as open-ended grounds for intervention in national procedural frameworks;
	I.	whereas the principle of national procedural autonomy, according to which, in the absence of Union rules, Member States apply their own procedural rules subject to the principles of equivalence and effectiveness; whereas that autonomy must be respected within those limits; whereas the principles of equivalence and effectiveness are safeguards designed to ensure the practical application of Union law; whereas the obligation on Member States to guarantee judicial independence under the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU derives directly from that provision and is distinct from, and does not depend upon, the equivalence and effectiveness test applicable to national procedural autonomy;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>54</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital I</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	I.	whereas the principle of national procedural autonomy constitutes an essential expression of national sovereignty and constitutional identity; whereas according to settled case law, that autonomy must be respected; whereas the principles of equivalence and effectiveness should remain safeguards designed to ensure the practical application of Union law and should not be interpreted as open-ended grounds for intervention in national procedural frameworks;
	I.	whereas the EU relies on the Member States' judicial systems to maintain a coherent system of enforcing Union law; whereas national procedural law ought to be interpreted so that it gives concrete effect to the rights and freedoms provided by Union law regardless of the level of protection provided by national standards insofar as existing Union legislation applies;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>55</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital I</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	I.	whereas the principle of national procedural autonomy constitutes an essential expression of national sovereignty and constitutional identity; whereas according to settled case law, that autonomy must be respected; whereas the principles of equivalence and effectiveness should remain safeguards designed to ensure the practical application of Union law and should not be interpreted as open-ended grounds for intervention in national procedural frameworks;
	I.	whereas the principle of national procedural autonomy constitutes an essential feature of the right to effective legal remedy; whereas according to settled case law by the European Court of Justice, that autonomy must be respected; whereas the principles of equivalence and effectiveness are and should remain safeguards designed to ensure the practical application of Union law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>56</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital I a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ia.	whereas the Union’s legal order draws on the common traditions and constitutional standards of the Member States, and the values set out in Article 2 TEU, including the rule of law, constitute the common foundation of those traditions and of the identity of the Union as a Community legal order; whereas the Union respects the diversity of national legal systems and the constitutional traditions of the Member States, while upholding shared commitments to the rule of law and effective judicial protection; whereas the Court, in the exercise of its Treaty mandate, ensures compliance with those commitments and standards, and whereas invoking national procedural autonomy or constitutional identity cannot justify a breach of the common values of the Union;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>57</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital I a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ia.	whereas, according to the case-law of the Court of Justice,3a fundamental rights recognised by the Charter are an integral part of the Union legal order and compliance with them constitutes a condition for the legality of acts adopted by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and agencies acting within their respective powers3b; whereas the Charter has the same legal value as the Treaties;

	
	_________________

	
	3a Judgment of the Court of 3 September 2008, Kadi and Al Barakaat International Foundation v Council and Commission, Joined Cases C-402/05 P and C-415/05 P, ECLI:EU:C:2008:461

	
	3b Opinion of the Court of 18 December 2014, Opinion 2/13, ECLI:EU:C:2014:2454.


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>58</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital J</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and national courts and tribunals, in which the Court of Justice is empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the EU legal system;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>59</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital J</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and national courts and tribunals, in which the Court of Justice is empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the EU legal system;
	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and national courts and tribunals, in which the Court of Justice is empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the EU legal system, ensuring uniform interpretation of EU law and hence an indispensable attribute in the provision to citizens of an area of freedom, security and justice without internal frontiers; whereas the judicial dialogue with national authorities could be further intensified, both within the context of the preliminary ruling procedure as in more informal ways;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>60</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital J</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and national courts and tribunals, in which the Court of Justice is empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the EU legal system;
	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and national courts and tribunals, in which the Court of Justice is empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties and the validity and interpretation of acts of the EU institutions; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the EU legal system;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>61</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital J</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and national courts and tribunals, in which the Court of Justice is empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the EU legal system;
	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and, on certain occasions, the General Court, and national courts and tribunals, including supreme and constitutional courts, in which the Union's Courts are empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties or the validity and interpretation of secondary Union law; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the Union's legal system;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>62</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital J</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and national courts and tribunals, in which the Court of Justice is empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the EU legal system;
	J.	whereas Article 267 TFEU established a mechanism of judicial cooperation between the Court of Justice and national courts and tribunals, in which the Court of Justice is empowered to give preliminary rulings concerning the interpretation of the Treaties and the validity and interpretation of acts of the EU institutions;; whereas the preliminary ruling mechanism has become one of the cornerstones of the EU legal system;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>63</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital J a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ja.	whereas the preliminary ruling procedure laid down in Article 267 TFEU is the cornerstone of cooperation and dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts and an essential guarantee of the uniform interpretation and application of Union law; whereas it enables national courts to obtain a binding interpretation of Union law; whereas this mechanism enables and guarantees the direct participation of national courts in ensuring the effectiveness of the Union legal order and serves to protect the rights of individuals by providing a uniform interpretation of Union law relevant to the resolution of their cases;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>64</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital K</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	K.	whereas the Court of Justice has linked participation in the preliminary ruling mechanism under Article 267 TFEU to compliance with requirements relating to judicial independence and effective judicial protection;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>65</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital K</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	K.	whereas the Court of Justice has linked participation in the preliminary ruling mechanism under Article 267 TFEU to compliance with requirements relating to judicial independence and effective judicial protection;
	K.	whereas the Court of Justice has linked participation in the preliminary ruling mechanism under Article 267 TFEU to compliance with requirements relating to judicial independence and effective judicial protection; whereas national courts and tribunals, acting within their respective competences, are the ordinary courts of Union law and play an indispensable role in ensuring the effective judicial protection of the rights derived from Union law; whereas the preliminary ruling procedure established by Article 267 TFEU is founded on mutual trust, sincere cooperation and a shared responsibility for the uniform interpretation and application of Union law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>66</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital K a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ka.	whereas the Court of Justice has held that a situation in which the threat of disciplinary proceedings against judges restricts the right of courts to refer cases for a preliminary ruling constitutes a breach of Article 267 TFEU; whereas such a threat has a chilling effect, as it discourages judges from referring cases to the Court, even where proceedings have not yet been initiated;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>67</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital K b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Kb.	whereas the independence, impartiality and legal establishment of the national courts are essential conditions for the proper functioning of the preliminary ruling procedure and for effective judicial protection; whereas any national court, regardless of its place in the national judicial system, must have the possibility, and in some cases the obligation (as a court of last instance), to submit a request to the Court of Justice under the conditions laid down in Article 267 TFEU, without undue restrictions, pressure or threats of sanctions; whereas safeguarding this possibility serves to ensure the independence of judges, protect the rights of individuals, uphold the rule of law, and maintain the standards and coherence of EU law;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>68</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital L</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	L.	whereas the Court of Justice has interpreted Article 19 TEU as giving concrete expression to the value of the rule of law affirmed in Article 2 TEU and has developed common standards concerning judicial independence and effective judicial protection throughout the Union;
	L.	whereas the Court of Justice, in its judgment of 27 February 2018 in Associação Sindical dos Juízes Portugueses (C-64/16), has interpreted Article 19 TEU as giving concrete expression to the value of the rule of law affirmed in Article 2 TEU and has developed common standards concerning judicial independence and effective judicial protection throughout the Union;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>69</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital L</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	L.	whereas the Court of Justice has interpreted Article 19 TEU as giving concrete expression to the value of the rule of law affirmed in Article 2 TEU and has developed common standards concerning judicial independence and effective judicial protection throughout the Union;
	L.	whereas the Court of Justice has interpreted Article 19 TEU as giving concrete expression to the value of the rule of law affirmed in Article 2 TEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>70</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Christine Anderson, Stanisław Tyszka</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital L a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	La.	whereas Article 19 TEU does not confer any new competence upon the Union and cannot constitute an autonomous legal basis for harmonising the organisation of national judicial systems; whereas it must be interpreted in accordance with the principle of conferral and with the obligation to respect the national identities of the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>71</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital M</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	M.	whereas this case-law has contributed to the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law in certain Member States; whereas it has at the same time raised important questions concerning the relationship between Union and Member State competences; whereas continuing academic and political debate exists regarding the legal basis, limits and implications of these developments;
	M.	whereas this case law has given rise to serious concerns regarding respect for the limits of the competences conferred on the Union and the autonomy of the Member States in shaping their constitutional order; whereas the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law cannot serve to justify extending Union competences beyond the limits laid down in the Treaties or imposing on the Member States a particular model of organisation of the judiciary; whereas academic and political debate continues on the legal basis, limits and effects of these developments; whereas judicial rulings cannot replace Treaty amendment or the consent of the Member States required for that purpose, expressed in accordance with their respective constitutional requirements;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>72</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital M</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	M.	whereas this case-law has contributed to the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law in certain Member States; whereas it has at the same time raised important questions concerning the relationship between Union and Member State competences; whereas continuing academic and political debate exists regarding the legal basis, limits and implications of these developments;
	M.	whereas this case-law has contributed to the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>73</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital M</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	M.	whereas this case-law has contributed to the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law in certain Member States; whereas it has at the same time raised important questions concerning the relationship between Union and Member State competences; whereas continuing academic and political debate exists regarding the legal basis, limits and implications of these developments;
	M.	whereas this case-law has contributed to the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law in the Union;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>74</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital M</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	M.	whereas this case-law has contributed to the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law in certain Member States; whereas it has at the same time raised important questions concerning the relationship between Union and Member State competences; whereas continuing academic and political debate exists regarding the legal basis, limits and implications of these developments;
	M.	whereas this case-law has contributed to the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law in certain Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>75</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital M</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	M.	whereas this case-law has contributed to the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law in certain Member States; whereas it has at the same time raised important questions concerning the relationship between Union and Member State competences; whereas continuing academic and political debate exists regarding the legal basis, limits and implications of these developments;
	M.	whereas this case-law played a central role in securing the protection of judicial independence and the rule of law across the Union; whereas it has at the same time raised important questions concerning the relationship between Union and Member State competences; 


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>76</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital M a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ma.	whereas the experiences of certain Member States have shown that the influence of the legislative and executive authorities on the composition of bodies involved in the appointment of judges, disciplinary proceedings, the suspension of judges from their duties, their transfer without consent to other divisions or courts and other administrative measures may serve to undermine the independence of the courts; whereas the rules and practices relating to these matters must therefore provide effective safeguards against undue pressure and interference by the legislative and executive authorities, since the right of everyone to have their case heard by an independent and impartial court previously established by law, as enshrined in Article 47 of the Charter, depends on those safeguards;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>77</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>François-Xavier Bellamy</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital M a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ma.	whereas the CJEU has issued two negative opinions on the EU’s accession to the ECHR, and the Court of Justice therefore remains the interpreter of EU law in its own legal order;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>78</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>79</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>80</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;
	N.	whereas the case law of the Court of Justice has in some cases required national courts to disregard rulings of constitutional courts, has undermined the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and has developed a principle of non-regression with regard to judicial independence and the rule of law; whereas, in its judgment of 21 April 2026 in Case C-769/22, the Court of Justice found for the first time a separate infringement of Article 2 TEU in proceedings for failure to fulfil obligations; whereas the use of that provision in conjunction with Article 258 TFEU as an alternative instrument for enforcing Union values must be regarded as an impermissible circumvention of the specific procedural requirements and majorities laid down in Article 7 TEU, and as shifting the institutional balance in favour of the Commission and the Court of Justice; whereas the values set out in Article 2 TEU do not constitute an unlimited authorisation to interfere in the constitutional order of the Member States, and their protection must not serve the Commission as an instrument of selective political pressure; whereas the Court of Justice, like the other Union institutions, is bound by the principle of conferral and may not, by way of interpretation, extend its own powers or those of the Commission at the expense of the competences of the Member States, nor replace the Treaty amendment procedures;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>81</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;
	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts in cases where the constitutional courts went against EU law, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure where those bodies were not fully functioning courts or not compliant with judicial independence, and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>82</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;
	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law in response to documented attempts by certain Member State governments to capture the judiciaries; has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts whose composition of procedure was itself found to be incompatible with the requirements of judicial independence, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary where those bodies did not meet the minimum requirements of independence and impartiality;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>83</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;
	N.	whereas the primacy of EU law is a core principle establishing that EU law takes precedence over conflicting national laws of member states; whereas EU law prevails over domestic legislation or constitutions that clash with EU regulations or directives; whereas this principle is the bedrock of the proper functioning of the internal market and as such widely accepted among EU and national authorities;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>84</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;
	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of national constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>85</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard decisions of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed the principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;
	N.	whereas the Court’s case-law has, in certain instances, required national courts to disregard rulings of constitutional courts, questioned the ability of certain national judicial bodies to participate in the preliminary ruling procedure and developed a principle of non-regression in relation to judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>86</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital N a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Na.	whereas the Court of Justice has held that a national court must be able to set aside the case-law of a constitutional court which is contrary to Union law as interpreted by the Court of Justice, as required by the principle of the primacy of EU law; whereas the Court of Justice has held that requests for a preliminary ruling made by adjudicating panels which do not meet the requirements of an independent and impartial court previously established by law are inadmissible, since Article 267 TFEU confers the right to make such requests exclusively on courts; whereas the Court has established the principle that a Member State may not amend its law, in particular as regards the organisation of the administration of justice, in a manner that reduces the level of protection of the rule of law, including the independence of the judiciary;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>87</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital O</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States; whereas the Court has nevertheless taken the view that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements;
	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States, to be exercised in compliance with their obligations under Union law such as rule of law and independence of judiciary; whereas the Court has consistently held, on the basis of the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU, that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements relating to judicial independence and effective judicial protection;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>88</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital O</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States; whereas the Court has nevertheless taken the view that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements;
	O.	whereas although the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States, they must, when exercising that competence, comply with their obligations under EU law, including by ensuring that the right to effective judicial protection is fully ensured4a; whereas these obligations are a functional requirement for ensuring the effectiveness of EU law;

	
	_________________

	
	4a Judgment of the Court of 19 November 2019. A. K. and Others v Sąd Najwyższy, CP v Sąd Najwyższy and DO v Sąd Najwyższy, Joined Cases C-585/18, C-624/18 and C-625/18, EU:C:2019:982


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>89</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital O</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States; whereas the Court has nevertheless taken the view that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements;
	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls partially within the competence of the Member States; whereas the Court has nevertheless taken the view that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>90</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital O</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States; whereas the Court has nevertheless taken the view that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements;
	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States; whereas the Court has taken the view that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>91</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital O</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States; whereas the Court has nevertheless taken the view that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements;
	O.	whereas the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States; whereas the Court has taken the view that national courts and tribunals acting in fields covered by Union law must meet certain common requirements;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>92</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital P</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has progressively assumed functions that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>93</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital P</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has progressively assumed functions that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;
	P.	whereas the supremacy and primacy of EU law are established fundamental legal principles and have become cornerstones of the Union’s legal order; whereas the Court has progressively evolved in parallel with successive Treaty reforms and the development of the Union’s competences conferred by the Member States, and has also assumed new judicial functions and responsibilities, particularly in safeguarding fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>94</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital P</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has progressively assumed functions that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;
	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has progressively assumed functions following Treaty revisions and an expanded scope of EU law that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>95</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital P</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has progressively assumed functions that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;
	P.	whereas the Court of Justice's jurisprudence in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law has progressively expanded to respond, inter alia, to an increased demand for EU action in these areas; whereas the Court’s judgements are generally appreciated by Member States, which, as contracting parties to the Treaties, remain in the driver seat to define the powers of the Court;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>96</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital P</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has progressively assumed functions that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;
	P.	whereas the Court of Justice exercises, pursuant to Article 2 TEU and the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU, functions that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>97</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital P</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has progressively assumed functions that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;
	P.	whereas the Court has progressively, on its own initiative, developed its functions to the extent that they entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>98</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital P</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has progressively assumed functions that entail responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;
	P.	whereas the Court of Justice has increasingly interpreted EU law in a way that entails Court’s responsibilities in the areas of fundamental rights, judicial independence and the rule of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>99</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital P a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Pa.	whereas during 2025, 889 cases were brought before the Court of Justice and 989 cases were brought before the General Court; whereas the average duration of the proceedings was 16.7 months for the Court of Justice and 18.9 months for the General Court; whereas urgent preliminary ruling proceedings lasted an average of 3.4 months5a;

	
	_________________

	
	5a Court of Justice of the European Union, 'The Year in Review' - 2025 Annual Report, 24 March 2026, https://curia.europa.eu/site/jcms/p1_1000081821/en/the-year-in-review-annual-report-2025-published


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>100</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Q</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Q.	whereas the exercise of functions of such significance requires particularly high standards of transparency, methodological consistency, institutional legitimacy and procedural accountability; whereas the authority of a court exercising such functions depends not only upon the substantive correctness of its judgments but equally upon the transparency of its procedures, the predictability of its methods, the neutrality of its institutional structure and the openness of its legal reasoning;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>101</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Q</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Q.	whereas the exercise of functions of such significance requires particularly high standards of transparency, methodological consistency, institutional legitimacy and procedural accountability; whereas the authority of a court exercising such functions depends not only upon the substantive correctness of its judgments but equally upon the transparency of its procedures, the predictability of its methods, the neutrality of its institutional structure and the openness of its legal reasoning;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>102</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Q</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Q.	whereas the exercise of functions of such significance requires particularly high standards of transparency, methodological consistency, institutional legitimacy and procedural accountability; whereas the authority of a court exercising such functions depends not only upon the substantive correctness of its judgments but equally upon the transparency of its procedures, the predictability of its methods, the neutrality of its institutional structure and the openness of its legal reasoning;
	Q.	whereas the exercise of functions of such significance requires particularly high standards of transparency, methodological consistency, institutional legitimacy and procedural accountability; whereas the authority of a court exercising such functions depends not only upon the substantive correctness of its judgments but equally upon the transparency of its procedures, the predictability of its methods, the neutrality of its institutional structure and the openness of its legal reasoning; whereas these same standards apply with equal, if not greater, force to national judiciaries, and whereas the Court's case-law on judicial independence under Article 19 TEU exists precisely to safeguard those standards at national level where they are put at risk;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>103</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Q</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Q.	whereas the exercise of functions of such significance requires particularly high standards of transparency, methodological consistency, institutional legitimacy and procedural accountability; whereas the authority of a court exercising such functions depends not only upon the substantive correctness of its judgments but equally upon the transparency of its procedures, the predictability of its methods, the neutrality of its institutional structure and the openness of its legal reasoning;
	Q.	whereas the exercise of functions of such significance, shaping the foundations of the Union, requires particularly high standards of transparency, methodological consistency, institutional legitimacy and procedural accountability;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>104</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital R</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	R.	whereas Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 introduced a partial transfer of jurisdiction in preliminary ruling proceedings to the General Court; whereas requests for preliminary rulings continue to be lodged before the Court of Justice, requiring an initial determination as to whether a case remains before the Court of Justice or is transferred to the General Court;
	R.	whereas Article 256(3) TFEU provides that the General Court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine questions referred for a preliminary ruling under Article 267 TFEU, in specific areas laid down by the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union (the Statute); whereas the first six of such specific areas were laid down in the Statute by way of Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019, in accordance with the procedure provided for in Article 281 TFEU for amending the Statute; whereas the Rules of Procedure of the Court lay down a clear procedure for lodging requests for preliminary rulings and for determining whether a case should be transferred to the General Court, thus ensuring necessary legal certainty for referring courts; whereas the Rules of Procedure were approved by the Council, in accordance with Article 253 TFEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>105</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital R</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	R.	whereas Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 introduced a partial transfer of jurisdiction in preliminary ruling proceedings to the General Court; whereas requests for preliminary rulings continue to be lodged before the Court of Justice, requiring an initial determination as to whether a case remains before the Court of Justice or is transferred to the General Court;
	R.	whereas Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 introduced a partial transfer of jurisdiction in preliminary ruling proceedings to the General Court; whereas requests for preliminary rulings continue to be lodged before the Court of Justice, requiring an initial determination through a "one-stop shop" mechanism as to whether a case remains before the Court of Justice or is transferred to the General Court; whereas during 2025, 65 of the 74 requests for a preliminary ruling examined by the one-stop shop were transmitted to the General Court6a;

	
	_________________

	
	6a Court of Justice of the European Union, 'The Year in Review' - 2025 Annual Report, 24 March 2026, https://curia.europa.eu/site/jcms/p1_1000081821/en/the-year-in-review-annual-report-2025-published


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>106</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital R</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	R.	whereas Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 introduced a partial transfer of jurisdiction in preliminary ruling proceedings to the General Court; whereas requests for preliminary rulings continue to be lodged before the Court of Justice, requiring an initial determination as to whether a case remains before the Court of Justice or is transferred to the General Court;
	R.	whereas Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 introduced a partial transfer of jurisdiction in preliminary ruling proceedings to the General Court; whereas requests for preliminary rulings continue to be lodged before the Court of Justice, requiring an initial determination as to whether a case remains before the Court of Justice or is transferred to the General Court; whereas this Regulation was supported by a sizeable majority in the European Parliament and adopted by unanimity in the Council;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>107</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital S</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	S.	whereas this reform has increased the significance of internal decisions concerning the treatment and allocation of preliminary references and has consequently increased the importance of transparent, objective and foreseeable procedural safeguards;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>108</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital S</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	S.	whereas this reform has increased the significance of internal decisions concerning the treatment and allocation of preliminary references and has consequently increased the importance of transparent, objective and foreseeable procedural safeguards;
	S.	whereas this reform has increased the significance of internal decisions concerning the treatment and allocation of preliminary references and has consequently increased the importance of transparent, objective and foreseeable procedural safeguards which are ensured through the Rules of Procedure of both the Court of Justice and the General Court; whereas the system for allocating cases and the secrecy of judicial deliberations preserve the values of judicial independence, collegiality and consistency, thus protecting the Court from undue external influence and politicisation; whereas, in accordance with Article 35 of the Statute, the deliberations of the Court of Justice shall be and shall remain secret;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>109</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital S</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	S.	whereas this reform has increased the significance of internal decisions concerning the treatment and allocation of preliminary references and has consequently increased the importance of transparent, objective and foreseeable procedural safeguards;
	S.	whereas this reform has streamlined the distribution of labour between the ECJ and the General Court, alleviating the workload of the ECJ and enabling more timely decisions in requests for preliminary rulings in the areas subject of the reform;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>110</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;
	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations, the administration of proceedings and the external representation of the institution; whereas the cumulation of these functions in a single office, in the absence of published objective criteria governing their exercise, creates a structural risk to the appearance of institutional neutrality; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality**, which requires that discretionary powers be reduced to the minimum necessary and subject to verifiable, published rules**;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>111</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;
	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises procedural and organisational tasks, including tasks relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality; whereas the appointment of judge rapporteur follows practices that ensure that judge-rapporteur is not of the same nationality as the Member State directly involved in the dispute;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>112</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;
	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises procedural and organisational powers conferred on him by the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union and the Rules of Procedure of the Court of Justice, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>


</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>113</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;
	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas these powers resemble the powers of presidents of courts and tribunals in many national jurisdictions; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality hinges, first and foremost, on an efficient and fair functioning of the justice system, including timely and well motivated judgements and decisions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>114</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;
	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational prerogatives conferred on him by the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union and the Rules of Procedure of the Court of Justice, including those relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>115</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;
	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings, in the purpose of guaranteeing the independence and impartiality of judges;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>116</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	T.	whereas the President of the Court exercises significant procedural and organisational powers, including powers relating to the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas public confidence in judicial impartiality depends not only upon actual independence but also upon the appearance of institutional neutrality;
	T.	whereas the President of the Court is tasked with the designation of reporting judges, the management of judicial formations and the administration of proceedings; whereas the Court is aided by Advocates General who lay down opinions on the legal issues at stake while considering their doctrinal and policy consequences, thus providing the judges with the tools to render their rulings;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>117</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ta.	whereas a clear distinction should be drawn between the institutional and representative functions inherent to the office of President — such as chairing the Grand Chamber and representing the Court vis-à-vis other institutions — and the case-management functions that determine the composition of judicial formations and the designation of reporting judges in individual cases; whereas the latter functions, given their direct bearing on the outcome of litigation, are of a different nature and require a correspondingly higher degree of procedural objectivity and public accountability;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>118</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital T a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ta.	whereas the Court is a collegial institution which adopts its rulings by consensus; whereas judges and Advocates General are chosen from persons whose independence is beyond doubt and who possess exceptional legal qualifications; whereas judges and Advocates General serve temporary mandates which can be renewed; whereas per curiam judgements protect the judges' impartiality and independence;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>119</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital U</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;
	U.	whereas the principle of effective judicial protection is a general principle of Union law and is enshrined in Article 47 of the Charter; whereas the Court of Justice has noted that the core of this principle is that everyone is entitled to be heard by an "independent and impartial tribunal"7a; whereas if a serious doubt is cast over the independence of a court, that court shall verify whether, in its composition, it constitutes an independent and impartial tribunal established by law; whereas this verification is necessary in order to uphold the confidence which the courts in a democratic society must inspire to the public7b;

	
	_________________

	
	7a Judgment of the Court of 19 November 2019. A. K. and Others v Sąd Najwyższy, CP v Sąd Najwyższy and DO v Sąd Najwyższy, Joined Cases C-585/18, C-624/18 and C-625/18, EU:C:2019:982

	
	7b Judgment of the Court of 9 January 2024, G. and Others v M.S. and X, Joined Cases C-181/21 and C-269/21, EU:C:2024:1


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>120</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital U</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;
	U.	whereas the principle of the 'lawful judge' as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and published rules, applied automatically wherever possible; whereas concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court; whereas the internal rules and working methods governing these decisions are not currently public, which prevents external verification of their objectivity and consistency;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>121</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital U</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;
	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas limited concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>122</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital U</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;
	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>123</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital U</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;
	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; 


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>124</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital U</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;
	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas concerns over the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court are unfounded and misguided by legal-cultural centrist views that attest a lack of understanding of the legal pluralism underpinning the Union;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>125</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital U</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	U.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas concerns have been raised regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;
	U.	whereas the principle of the lawful judge, as reflected in Article 47 of the Charter and Article 6 ECHR, requires that the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations be governed by objective, predetermined and transparent rules; whereas there have been discussions regarding the degree of discretion involved in the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of chambers within the Court;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>126</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital U a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Ua.	whereas the principle of the ‘lawful judge’ is equally binding on the courts of the Member States when they rule on matters falling within the scope of Union law;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>127</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital V</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, flexible Treaty interpretations, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences for Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>128</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital V</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, flexible Treaty interpretations, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences for Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>129</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital V</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, flexible Treaty interpretations, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences for Member States;
	V.       whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas some legal scholarship have criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments; whereas interpretation is nonetheless based on clear rules and basis, namely, the wording, context and objective of the legal act; whereas interpretation is often not a choice but a direct result of vague and indistinct wording of EU legal texts as heard during the AFCO hearing on 15 July 2026;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>130</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital V</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, flexible Treaty interpretations, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences for Member States;
	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>131</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital V</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, flexible Treaty interpretations, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences for Member States;
	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas the Court’s jurisprudence – not unlike national jurisprudence – is not beyond legal and political scrutiny and debate;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>132</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital V</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, flexible Treaty interpretations, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences for Member States;
	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas certain legal scholars have criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, flexible Treaty interpretations, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences for Member States; noting that interpretation is often not a choice but a direct result of vague and indistinct wording of EU legal texts.


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>133</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital V</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, flexible Treaty interpretations, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences for Member States;
	V.	whereas legal certainty, foreseeability and effective judicial dialogue require judicial decisions to be based upon clearly identifiable legal reasoning and coherent doctrinal standards; whereas legal scholarship has overwhelmingly supported the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning and Treaty interpretations, some concerns have been raised on the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>134</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital V a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Va.	whereas the decisions of the Court and the Opinions of the Advocates-General are publicly available and the hearings are livestreamed on the Court's website; whereas, following the reforms of the Court's Statute, written submissions of the parties to the preliminary ruling procedure are also published after the conclusion of the case if they do not object to the publication; whereas some judges choose to publicly reflect on their work through interviews, publications, or colloquiums;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>135</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital W</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	W.	whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, national courts, legal practitioners and academia to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in constitutionally sensitive cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>136</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital W</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	W.	whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, national courts, legal practitioners and academia to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in constitutionally sensitive cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>137</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital W</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	W.	whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, national courts, legal practitioners and academia to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in constitutionally sensitive cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>138</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital W</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	W.	whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, national courts, legal practitioners and academia to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in constitutionally sensitive cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>139</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital W</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	W.	whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, national courts, legal practitioners and academia to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in constitutionally sensitive cases;
	W.	whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General could be seen by some as limiting transparency and making it more difficult for citizens, national courts, legal practitioners and academia to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in constitutionally sensitive cases; noting that the secrecy of deliberations is provided by Article 35 of the Statute and made to protect judges from political pressure; further noting that one prolonged non-renewable mandate for the judges could be seen as a way of reducing the risk of undue influence from the national level:


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>140</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital W</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	W.	whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, national courts, legal practitioners and academia to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in constitutionally sensitive cases;
	W.	whereas the secrecy of deliberations is provided by Article 35 of the Statue and made at the discretion of the Member States to protect judges from political fallout and harassment; whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions is a direct result of the secrecy decision; whereas it is essential to recall that cases are frequent objects of deliberation among judges and not individually decided and that cases shall be determined without a submission from the Advocate-General if the Court considers that the case does not raise a new point of law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>141</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital W</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	W.	whereas the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, national courts, legal practitioners and academia to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in constitutionally sensitive cases;
	W.	whereas the collegiate secrecy of deliberations and the single, anonymous judgment protect individual judges from identification and retaliation over their votes - a structural safeguard for impartiality of particular importance for judges from Member States where judicial independence is under pressure;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>142</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital W a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Wa.	whereas the principle of secrecy of judicial deliberations is a universally protected standard in the European legal traditions in all 27 Member States, explicitly designed to safeguard judicial independence from political, media, or public pressure;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>143</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital X</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	X.	whereas opinions of Advocates General frequently constitute the only publicly accessible alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court and therefore represent an important source of doctrinal transparency, legal pluralism and methodological development;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>144</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital X</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	X.	whereas opinions of Advocates General frequently constitute the only publicly accessible alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court and therefore represent an important source of doctrinal transparency, legal pluralism and methodological development;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>145</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital X</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	X.	whereas opinions of Advocates General frequently constitute the only publicly accessible alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court and therefore represent an important source of doctrinal transparency, legal pluralism and methodological development;
	X.	whereas opinions of Advocates General represent an important source of doctrinal transparency, legal pluralism and methodological development;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>146</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital X</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	X.	whereas opinions of Advocates General frequently constitute the only publicly accessible alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court and therefore represent an important source of doctrinal transparency, legal pluralism and methodological development;
	X.	whereas opinions of Advocates General sometimes constitute the publicly accessible alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court and therefore represent an important source of possible legal considerations;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>147</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital X a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Xa.	whereas Judges and Advocates-General of the Court of Justice are appointed by the governments of the Member States for renewable terms of six years pursuant to Article 253 TFEU; whereas several Member States’ judicial systems provide for permanent tenure until retirement age or long, non-renewable terms of office for judges, whereas security of tenure is an important safeguard for judicial independence;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>148</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>François-Xavier Bellamy</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Y</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>149</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Y</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>150</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Y</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>151</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Y</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;
	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas the Court's single internal working language has also been identified as contributing to the collegiality, consistency and confidentiality of its deliberations; whereas language continuity is a procedural safeguard for the jurisprudence consistency;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>152</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Y</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;
	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas some concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>153</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Y</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;
	Y.	whereas the Court is a multilingual judicial institution which accommodates all the official languages of the Union in its proceedings; whereas the Court maintains a standard of high quality legal translation through its procedures and specialized human resource; whereas the Court has made consistent efforts to further improve the quality of its translation and interpretation services, particularly by employing emerging technologies8a;

	
	_________________

	
	8a Court of Justice of the European Union, Annual 2025 Management Report, June 2026, https://curia.europa.eu/site/upload/docs/application/pdf/2026-06/ra_gestion_en_2025-web.pdf


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>154</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Y</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;
	Y.	whereas French remains the sole internal working language of the Court despite the multilingual character of the Union; whereas the Court should ensure the effective participation of its members irrespective of their linguistic background;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>155</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Y</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Y.	whereas the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French despite the absence of any explicit Treaty provision establishing French as the Court’s sole internal working language; whereas concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;
	Y.	whereas, for confidentiality and linguistic reasons, the internal deliberations of the Court are conducted exclusively in French, the language of codified written law, but concerns have been raised regarding linguistic equality and the equal participation of judges from different legal and linguistic traditions;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>156</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Z</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Z.	whereas several constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States have emphasised the importance of maintaining a constructive judicial dialogue concerning constitutional identity, the limits of Union competences and the relationship between Union law and national constitutional law; whereas several such courts have reserved the right to review whether Union institutions have acted within the limits of the competences conferred upon the Union by the Member States;
	Z.	whereas the judicial dialogue mechanism provided by Article 267 TFEU extends to national and supreme courts; whereas a number of constitutional courts have already addressed preliminary questions to the Court;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>157</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Z</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Z.	whereas several constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States have emphasised the importance of maintaining a constructive judicial dialogue concerning constitutional identity, the limits of Union competences and the relationship between Union law and national constitutional law; whereas several such courts have reserved the right to review whether Union institutions have acted within the limits of the competences conferred upon the Union by the Member States;
	Z.	whereas several constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States have emphasised the importance of maintaining a constructive judicial dialogue concerning constitutional identity, the limits of Union competences and the relationship between Union law and national constitutional law; 


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>158</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Z</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Z.	whereas several constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States have emphasised the importance of maintaining a constructive judicial dialogue concerning constitutional identity, the limits of Union competences and the relationship between Union law and national constitutional law; whereas several such courts have reserved the right to review whether Union institutions have acted within the limits of the competences conferred upon the Union by the Member States;
	Z.	whereas several constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States have emphasised the importance of maintaining a constructive judicial dialogue concerning constitutional identity, the limits of Union competences and the relationship between Union law and national constitutional law;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>159</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Z</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	Z.	whereas several constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States have emphasised the importance of maintaining a constructive judicial dialogue concerning constitutional identity, the limits of Union competences and the relationship between Union law and national constitutional law; whereas several such courts have reserved the right to review whether Union institutions have acted within the limits of the competences conferred upon the Union by the Member States;
	Z.	whereas the Court, together with several constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, has continuously emphasised the importance of maintaining a constructive judicial dialogue throughout the Union in order to strengthen the relationship between Union law and national constitutional law; whereas several such courts have reserved the right to review whether Union institutions have acted within the limits of the competences conferred upon the Union by the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>160</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital Z a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	Za.	whereas the constitutional courts and supreme courts of many Member States, including Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Romania and Spain, have affirmed the supremacy of the national constitution or have reserved the right to assess whether Union acts remain within the limits of the competences conferred and respect the constitutional identity of the State; whereas it is the Member States, as the parties to the Treaties, that confer competences on the Union and determine their limits, and the unconditional conception of the principle of the supremacy of Union law adopted by the Court of Justice is not reflected in the constitutional case law of those States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>161</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AA</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts rather than as an instrument of judicial reform; whereas the Court does not possess the institutional means necessary to replace national judicial structures where deficiencies have been identified;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>162</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AA</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts rather than as an instrument of judicial reform; whereas the Court does not possess the institutional means necessary to replace national judicial structures where deficiencies have been identified;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>163</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AA</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts rather than as an instrument of judicial reform; whereas the Court does not possess the institutional means necessary to replace national judicial structures where deficiencies have been identified;
	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>164</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AA</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts rather than as an instrument of judicial reform; whereas the Court does not possess the institutional means necessary to replace national judicial structures where deficiencies have been identified;
	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts; whereas this dialogue should be further intensified, inter alia through an extended application of Article 101 of the Court’s rules of procedure, which allows the Court to request clarifications to the referring court, in addition to briefs or observations submitted by the interested parties referred to in Article 23 of the Statute;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>165</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AA</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts rather than as an instrument of judicial reform; whereas the Court does not possess the institutional means necessary to replace national judicial structures where deficiencies have been identified;
	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts rather than as an instrument of judicial reform;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>166</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AA</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts rather than as an instrument of judicial reform; whereas the Court does not possess the institutional means necessary to replace national judicial structures where deficiencies have been identified;
	AA.	whereas Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national courts; whereas the Court's rulings under this procedure do not replace national judicial structures, but require the Member State concerned to bring its own structures into compliance with its obligations under Union law, in accordance with the principle of sincere cooperation laid down in Article 4(3) TEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>167</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of constitutional dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>168</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of constitutional dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>169</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of constitutional dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>170</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of constitutional dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>171</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of constitutional dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>172</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of constitutional dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States;
	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of constitutional dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States as a possibility;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>173</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of constitutional dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States;
	AB.	whereas the growing significance of disputes concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures and the allocation of competences has prompted discussion concerning more reciprocal forms of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>174</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	ABa.	whereas the Court has confirmed, in Case C-156/21,9a the validity of Regulation (EU, EURATOM) 2020/2092 establishing a general regime of conditionality for the Union budget; whereas the link between compliance with the rule of law and financing rules is both instrinsic and necessary to ensure the legality, regularity, and effectiveness of Union expenditure;

	
	_________________

	
	9a Judgment of the Court of 16 February 2022, Hungary v European Parliament and Council of the European Union, C-156/21, EU:C:2022:97.


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>175</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>François-Xavier Bellamy</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AB a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	ABa.	whereas further dialogue is needed regarding constitutional conflicts, which are becoming more frequent; whereas a constructive approach is needed in order to enforce EU law while respecting the constitutional identity of each Member State;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>176</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AC</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AC.	whereas the legitimacy and authority of the Court depends on the confidence of the Member States and their national courts, legal practitioners, academia and citizens alike;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>177</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AC</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AC.	whereas the legitimacy and authority of the Court depends on the confidence of the Member States and their national courts, legal practitioners, academia and citizens alike;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>178</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AC</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AC.	whereas the legitimacy and authority of the Court depends on the confidence of the Member States and their national courts, legal practitioners, academia and citizens alike;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>179</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Recital AC</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	AC.	whereas the legitimacy and authority of the Court depends on the confidence of the Member States and their national courts, legal practitioners, academia and citizens alike;
	AC.	whereas the legitimacy and authority of the Court depends on the confidence of the Member States and their national courts and their mutual trust, as well as legal practitioners, academia and citizens alike;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>180</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Stanisław Tyszka, Christine Anderson</Members>
<AuNomDe>{ESN}on behalf of the ESN Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 1</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law and protecting the rights conferred upon individuals under the Treaties; stresses that this role must remain firmly anchored within the competences conferred by the Member States and must respect the balance established by the Treaties;
	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring that in the interpretation and application of the Treaties the law is observed and in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law; recalls that Member States shall provide remedies sufficient to ensure effective legal protection in the fields covered by Union law and that the Court of Justice, together with the national courts and tribunals, ensures the judicial protection of the rights conferred on individuals by the Treaties; stresses that this role must remain firmly anchored within the competences conferred by the Member States and must respect the institutional balance established by the Treaties.


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>181</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 1</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law and protecting the rights conferred upon individuals under the Treaties; stresses that this role must remain firmly anchored within the competences conferred by the Member States and must respect the balance established by the Treaties;
	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law and protecting the rights conferred upon individuals under the Treaties; reaffirms that Article 19 TEU is closely tied with the application and interpretation of the Charter as a binding and integral part of Union primary law; recalls that the Union institutions, bodies, offices and agencies must respect the rights, observe the principles and promote the application of the Charter when acting within their respective powers, and that Member States are bound by the Charter when implementing Union law or otherwise acting within the scope of Union law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>182</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 1</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law and protecting the rights conferred upon individuals under the Treaties; stresses that this role must remain firmly anchored within the competences conferred by the Member States and must respect the balance established by the Treaties;
	1.	Reaffirms its unwavering commitment to uphold the Rule of Law, including the independence of the judiciary as well the right to effective legal remedy, throughout the Union; lauds the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law and protecting the rights conferred upon individuals under the Treaties; stresses that this role is firmly anchored within the competences conferred by the Member States and respects the balance established by the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>183</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 1</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law and protecting the rights conferred upon individuals under the Treaties; stresses that this role must remain firmly anchored within the competences conferred by the Member States and must respect the balance established by the Treaties;
	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law, safeguarding the values enshrined in Article 2 TEU, including the rule of law and judicial independence, and protecting the rights conferred upon individuals under the Treaties; stresses that this role must remain firmly anchored within the competences conferred by the Member States and must respect the balance established by the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>184</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 1</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law and protecting the rights conferred upon individuals under the Treaties; stresses that this role must remain firmly anchored within the competences conferred by the Member States and must respect the balance established by the Treaties;
	1.	Reaffirms the role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the consistent interpretation and application of Union law and protecting the rights conferred under the Treaties; stresses that this role must respect the framework established for it by the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>185</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 1 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	1a.	Insists on the fundamental role of Member States’ and the EU’s judicial authorities to build robust case-law, thereby maintaining legal security throughout EU society and the EU market; stresses, in that regard, the importance of preserving judicial independence, but also of allocating robust financial and human resources to judicial authorities;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>186</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 2</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	2.	Considers that the Court’s very role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States in matters of constitutional significance has increased the importance of ensuring the highest standards of transparency, methodological consistency, procedural legitimacy and institutional accountability;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>187</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 2</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	2.	Considers that the Court’s very role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States in matters of constitutional significance has increased the importance of ensuring the highest standards of transparency, methodological consistency, procedural legitimacy and institutional accountability;
	2.	Considers that the Court’s very role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States in matters of constitutional significance has increased the importance of ensuring the highest standards of legal culture, methodological consistency, procedural transparency and legitimacy and institutional accountability, which apply with equal force to national courts and tribunals exercising functions of comparable constitutional significance, in accordance with Article 19(1) TEU ;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>188</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 2</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	2.	Considers that the Court’s very role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States in matters of constitutional significance has increased the importance of ensuring the highest standards of transparency, methodological consistency, procedural legitimacy and institutional accountability;
	2.	Considers that the Court’s very role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States has increased the importance of ensuring the highest standards of transparency, methodological consistency, procedural legitimacy and institutional accountability;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>189</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 2</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	2.	Considers that the Court’s very role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States in matters of constitutional significance has increased the importance of ensuring the highest standards of transparency, methodological consistency, procedural legitimacy and institutional accountability;
	2.	Considers that the Court’s crucial role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States in matters of constitutional significance has increased the importance of ensuring the highest standards of transparency, methodological consistency, procedural legitimacy and institutional accountability;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>190</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 2</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	2.	Considers that the Court’s very role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States in matters of constitutional significance has increased the importance of ensuring the highest standards of transparency, methodological consistency, procedural legitimacy and institutional accountability;
	2.	Considers that the Court’s very role in shaping the foundations of the Union and interacting with the Member States in matters of constitutional significance has contributed to the deveolpment of the highest standards of transparency, methodological consistency, procedural legitimacy and institutional accountability;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>191</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 2 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	2a.	Notes that Article 19 TEU gives concrete expression to the value of the rule of law as enshrined in Article 2 TEU; stresses that Article 2 TEU is not merely a statement of policy intentions, but contains the values which are an integral part of the very identity of the Union as an autonomous constitutional order, and which constitute legally binding obligations for the Member States10a; further notes that, while the Union nurtures a rich diversity of constitutional frameworks, the Member States adhere to the same concept of the 'rule of law' which they have undertaken to respect at all times10b;

	
	_________________

	
	10a Judgment of the Court of 16 February 2022, Hungary v European Parliament and Council of the European Union, C-156/21, EU:C:2022:97.

	
	10b Ibid.


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>192</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 2 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	2b.	Recalls that Article 19(1) TEU requires Member States to establish sufficient legal remedies in order to ensure effective judicial protection in the fields covered by Union law11a; recalls that Member States must exercise their procedural autonomy in a manner consistent with the principles of equivalence and effectiveness and with the rights conferred by Union law; underlines that Article 19 TEU further requires Member States to take all the necessary measures to restore compliance and ensure the continuity of judicial protection;

	
	_________________

	
	11a Judgment of the Court of 26 March 2020, Miasto Łowicz v Skarb Państwa – Wojewoda Łódzki and Prokurator Generalny v VX and Others, Joined Cases C-558/18 and C-563/18, EU:C:2020:234


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>193</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>194</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>195</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>196</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	3.	Notes that the Court’s jurisprudence – not unlike national jurisprudence – is not beyond legal, academic and political debate; notes that a minority of constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12); underlines that these cases are not indicative of a systemic problem but rather point to a vibrant legal dialogue and natural tension that exists between courts and tribunals operating in a dynamic culture of legal pluralism;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>197</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12); notes that several of these cases were firmly criticised by scholars;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>198</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have raised questions regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority,


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>199</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in cases SK 45/09, P 7/20 and K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12); considers that those rulings constitute a legitimate expression of national constitutional review and an element of judicial dialogue in the Union;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>200</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP (BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP (BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099) and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>201</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz, Magdalena Adamowicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have developed reflections regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP(BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099) and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>202</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP (BVerfGE 154, 17), the Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);
	3.	Notes that constitutional and supreme courts in several Member States have expressed concerns regarding the limits of Union competences and the scope of judicial authority, including, but not limited to, the Danish Supreme Court in Ajos (15/2014, U.2017.824H), the German Federal Constitutional Court in PSPP (BVerfGE 154, 17), the French Conseil d’État in Ministre de l’intérieur c. Cohn-Bendit (n° 11604) and French Data Network (n° 393099), the Polish Constitutional Tribunal in case K 3/21 and the Czech Constitutional Court in Holubec (Pl. ÚS 5/12);


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>203</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	3a.	Notes that, in its judgment of 18 December 2025 in Case C-448/23, the Court of Justice held that the judgments of the Polish Constitutional Tribunal of 14 July 2021 (P 7/20) and 7 October 2021 (K 3/21) infringe Union law and that, due to irregularities in the appointment of three judges in 2015 and the President in 2016, the Constitutional Tribunal does not meet the requirements of an independent and impartial court previously established by law; emphasises that the judgment in Case K 3/21, delivered at the request of the Prime Minister, cannot therefore serve as an example of judicial dialogue between constitutional courts and the Court of Justice;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>204</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	3a.	Notes that, by agreeing to join the Union and partaking in joint legislation on common matters, the Member States have agreed to be governed by a common set of rules; concurs that Union law cannot be, as such, set aside by any national provisions as this would break the uniform application of Union law, impairing the equality between the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>205</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	3b.	Underlines the important role of the Court of Justice of the European Union in ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of Union law, including the Treaties and the Charter; recalls that the uniform and timely implementation of judgments of the Court of Justice constitutes a binding duty for the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>206</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 3 c (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	3c.	Highlights the crucial role of the Commission in monitoring the timely, correct and full implementation by Member States of judgments of the Court of Justice; calls on the Commission, where necessary, to use its enforcement powers in a more transparent and predictable manner, including by requesting interim measures; calls on the Commission to continue ensuring that Union funding and initiatives support the implementation of judgments of the European Court of Human Rights and of the Court of Justice;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>207</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity, judicial independence, ultra vires review and questions relating to the limits of Union competences;
	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity and judicial independence; stresses that such dialogue takes place through the preliminary ruling procedure under Article 267 TFEU, and that it is for the Court of Justice alone to rule with binding effect on the validity and interpretation of acts of the Union institutions, in accordance with the principle of primacy of Union law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>208</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity, judicial independence, ultra vires review and questions relating to the limits of Union competences;
	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States; which take place through bilateral visits and meetings of judges;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>209</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity, judicial independence, ultra vires review and questions relating to the limits of Union competences;
	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity, judicial independence, ultra vires review and questions relating to the limits of Union competences; considers that this dialogue should be further intensified, both within the context of the preliminary ruling procedure as in more informal ways;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>210</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity, judicial independence, ultra vires review and questions relating to the limits of Union competences;
	4.	Stresses the importance for the Court of maintaining dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity, judicial independence, ultra vires review and questions relating to the limits of Union competences; notes that such dialogue requires the Court to set aside the principle of absolute primacy, as failure to do so would result in a monologue;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>211</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity, judicial independence, ultra vires review and questions relating to the limits of Union competences;
	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with all the ordinary, constitutional, and supreme courts of the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>212</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases concerning constitutional identity, judicial independence, ultra vires review and questions relating to the limits of Union competences;
	4.	Stresses the importance of maintaining constructive dialogue with the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States, particularly in cases s relating to the limits of Union competences;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>213</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	4a.	Encourages the Court and the constitutional and supreme courts of the Member States to invest even more to further develop and deepen the dialogue through the Judicial Network and to intensify the contacts and activities within it, such as contributing to a number of training courses on EU law for national constitutional and supreme courts, in collaboration with the European Judicial Training Network, or engaging in activities similar to the already established working groups on topics such as legal research, terminology and innovation; encourages the Judicial Network to further develop the private platform where member courts can exchange information in order to facilitate collaboration, in the interest of improving the speedy administration of justice; believes that such informal exchanges may help dissipate doubts in some cases before a request for a preliminary ruling is brought, including through exchanges fostering the application of the ‘Acte clair’ doctrine;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>214</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	4a.	Notes existing channels of judicial dialogue between the Court of Justice and national constitutional and supreme courts, including judicial networks, exchanges and Member State participation where permitted;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>215</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	4a.	Calls for the increase dialogue with the public in a form of introducing the so-called amicus curie brief into the Court proceedings allowing citizens to contribute to the legal considerations of the case; 


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>216</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 4 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	4b.	Notes that the Court has a very narrow opportunity for the individual complaint mechanism and stresses the importance of the allowing the EU citizens to came to the highest EU Court directly;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>217</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 5</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	5.	Underlines that interpretations of Union law should not result in an effective extension of Union competences beyond those conferred by the Member States in the Treaties;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>218</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 5</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	5.	Underlines that interpretations of Union law should not result in an effective extension of Union competences beyond those conferred by the Member States in the Treaties;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>219</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 5</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	5.	Underlines that interpretations of Union law should not result in an effective extension of Union competences beyond those conferred by the Member States in the Treaties;
	5.	Underlines that interpretations of Union law is based on the traditional tool of legal interpretation common for the all Member States of the European Union; while the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU itself confers on Member States the obligation, and on the Court the corresponding interpretative function, to ensure effective legal protection in the fields covered by Union law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>220</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 5</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	5.	Underlines that interpretations of Union law should not result in an effective extension of Union competences beyond those conferred by the Member States in the Treaties;
	5.	Underlines that interpretations of Union law by the Court help shape the creation of the ever closer union and the provision to citizens of an area of freedom, security and justice without internal frontiers;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>221</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 6</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	6.	Reaffirms that the principle of conferral remains a cornerstone of the Union’s legal order and stresses that judicial interpretation should remain firmly anchored in the Treaties;
	6.	Reaffirms that the principle of conferral remains a cornerstone of the Union’s legal order and stresses that judicial interpretation should remain firmly anchored in the Treaties; stresses that, with this in mind, the Court should not hesitate to revise previous overly broad interpretations;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>222</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 6</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	6.	Reaffirms that the principle of conferral remains a cornerstone of the Union’s legal order and stresses that judicial interpretation should remain firmly anchored in the Treaties;
	6.	Reaffirms that the principle of conferral remains a cornerstone of the Union’s legal order;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>223</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 6</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	6.	Reaffirms that the principle of conferral remains a cornerstone of the Union’s legal order and stresses that judicial interpretation should remain firmly anchored in the Treaties;
	6.	Reaffirms that fundamental rights and the principles of primacy of Union law, conferral, proportionality, subsidiarity remain cornerstones of the Union’s legal order;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>224</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 6 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	6a.	Recalls that the principle of conferral operates alongside, and does not diminish, the obligation on Member States under the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU to provide remedies sufficient to ensure effective legal protection in the fields covered by Union law, and that this obligation was itself conferred by the Member States in the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>225</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Christine Anderson, Stanisław Tyszka</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 6 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	6a.	Recalls that the principle of conferral binds all Union institutions, including the Court of Justice; stresses that judicial interpretation cannot substitute for Treaty amendment where its effect would be to alter the distribution of competences established by the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>226</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 7</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	7.	Highlights that Treaty provisions relating to the internal market and free movement should not be interpreted in a manner that circumvents the distribution of competences established by the Treaties or undermines the constitutional responsibilities of the Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>227</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 7</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	7.	Highlights that Treaty provisions relating to the internal market and free movement should not be interpreted in a manner that circumvents the distribution of competences established by the Treaties or undermines the constitutional responsibilities of the Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>228</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 7</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	7.	Highlights that Treaty provisions relating to the internal market and free movement should not be interpreted in a manner that circumvents the distribution of competences established by the Treaties or undermines the constitutional responsibilities of the Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>229</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 7</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	7.	Highlights that Treaty provisions relating to the internal market and free movement should not be interpreted in a manner that circumvents the distribution of competences established by the Treaties or undermines the constitutional responsibilities of the Member States;
	7.	Highlights that Treaty provisions relating to the internal market and free movement should not be interpreted in a manner that circumvents the distribution of competences established by the Treaties or undermines the constitutional responsibilities of the Member States, including their responsibility for the organisation of industrial relations and the exercise of the right to collective bargaining and collective action; recalls, in this regard, the concerns raised by trade unions and academic commentators regarding the judgments in Viking (C-438/05) and Laval (C-341/05);


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>230</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 7 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	7a.	Emphasise that the values included in Article 2 TEU form the basis of the Union's own constitutional identity and that the Member States have willingly committed, by virtue of their accession acts, to comply and promote these values as an active duty of Union membership; reaffirms that the values enshrined in Article 2 TEU, namely respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities, must guide the action of the Union within the limits of the competences conferred upon it by the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>231</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 7 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	7a.	Notes the Court’s jurisprudence according to which Union legislature can rely on internal market legal basis even though something else is a decisive factor in the choices to be made;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>232</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Marc Angel, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 7 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	7b.	Recalls that the exercise of the fundamental freedoms and the application of internal market law must be consistent with the fundamental rights guaranteed by the Charter, including the principles of equality and non-discrimination; stresses the role of the Court in ensuring that economic freedoms and other provisions of Union law are interpreted in a manner consistent with those fundamental rights;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>233</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 7 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	7b.	Stresses that the principle of mutual recognition should not be used to bypass legal restrictions on certain behaviours set by national legislation;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>234</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 8</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	8.	Stresses the importance of maintaining an appropriate balance between the effectiveness of Union law and respect for national constitutional identities in accordance with Article 4(2) TEU;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>235</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 8</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	8.	Stresses the importance of maintaining an appropriate balance between the effectiveness of Union law and respect for national constitutional identities in accordance with Article 4(2) TEU;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>236</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 8</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	8.	Stresses the importance of maintaining an appropriate balance between the effectiveness of Union law and respect for national constitutional identities in accordance with Article 4(2) TEU;
	8.	Stresses the importance of maintaining an appropriate balance between the effectiveness of Union law and respect for national constitutional identities in accordance with Article 4(2) TEU; takes the view that constitutional diversity should be viewed as a feature of the Union legal order that allows for institutional competition, rather than being treated as a deficiency to be remedied through judicial interpretation;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>237</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 8</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	8.	Stresses the importance of maintaining an appropriate balance between the effectiveness of Union law and respect for national constitutional identities in accordance with Article 4(2) TEU;
	8.	Stresses the importance of maintaining an appropriate balance between the effectiveness of Union law and respect for national constitutional identities in accordance with Article 4(2) TEU as developed through the case-law of the Court of Justice;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>238</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;
	9.	notes that the case law of the Court of Justice on Article 19 TEU has led to the development of common standards of judicial independence and has formulated a principle of non-regression in this area; stresses that such a significant change should be accompanied by clear justification, a precise doctrinal framework and full respect for the constitutional obligations and needs of the Member States; stresses that the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU does not confer on the Union institutions a general competence to shape the judicial systems of the Member States and cannot be used to impose on them a particular model of judicial appointments or to replace the competent national constitutional bodies in the exercise of their powers; opposes the automatic and en bloc challenging of the status of judges solely because of the participation in their appointment of a body whose method of selection is the subject of a constitutional dispute, without examining the nature and gravity of the alleged irregularities and their significance for the independence and impartiality of the court; stresses that a subsequent change in the interpretation of the requirements arising from Union law should not in itself lead to calling into question the validity of appointments already made or to the general setting aside of final judgments; rejects solutions that would pass on to the parties to proceedings the consequences of disputes between the Union institutions and the authorities of the Member States and deprive them of legal certainty regarding rights acquired under final rulings; stresses that measures aimed at remedying established irregularities must respect national constitutional competences, the principle of proportionality, legal certainty and the authority of res judicata, while preserving the individual's right to effective judicial protection before an independent and impartial tribunal previously established by law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>239</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;
	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; recognises that these standards ensure that citizens throughout the Union enjoy effective judicial protection when they seek to assert their rights under Union law; underlines that the independence of the judiciary is, above all, a guarantee for the individual, as it enables judges to adjudicate cases on the basis of the law, free from political pressure and other forms of interference; underlines that the procedure for appointing judges must include safeguards against undue influence from the legislative and executive authorities, as irregularities in this procedure may give rise to objectively justified doubts as to the independence and impartiality of the adjudicating panel, which must be assessed in the light of all the circumstances surrounding the appointment;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>240</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;
	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated a principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States; stresses, in this context, that the interpretation of Article 19(1) TEU and the creation of a principle of non-regression should not amount to a de facto standstill preventing Member States from effectively reforming the organisation of their judicial systems;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>241</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;
	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this fiel in response to documented measures by certain Member State governments weakening judicial independence; underlines that this case law is grounded in clear reasoning, flowing directly from the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU, and that respect for the constitutional responsibilities of the Member States includes the responsibility to guarantee judicial independence in accordance with that provision;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>242</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;
	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>243</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;
	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed a set of tools for assessing the independence of national courts and tribunals and, consequently, their capacity to make use of the preliminary ruling procedure enshrined in Article 267 TFEU; outlines that, despite the fact that the Court employs these tools to identify violations of judicial independence in casu, it does not lead to a harmonisation of the substantive conditions Member States have put in place for judicial independence;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>244</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;
	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated a principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>245</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that a development of such significance should be accompanied by clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;
	9.	Notes that the Court’s case-law concerning Article 19 TEU has developed common standards relating to judicial independence and has articulated the principle of non-regression in this field; underlines that this development is underpinned by a clear reasoning, precise doctrinal limits and full respect for the constitutional responsibilities and needs of the Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>246</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Christine Anderson, Stanisław Tyszka</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	9a.	Recognises that the Treaties do not prescribe a single model for the organisation of national judicial systems; stresses that requirements derived from Article 19 TEU should remain limited to what is necessary to ensure effective judicial protection and should leave the Member States free to choose among different constitutional arrangements that satisfy those requirements;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>247</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	9a.	Takes the view that any requirement under Union law for a national court to disregard a judgment of a constitutional or supreme court constitutes a matter of exceptional constitutional significance and should therefore be accompanied by particularly precise reasoning identifying the Treaty basis, the necessity of such a requirement and the limits of its application.


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>248</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 9 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	9a.	Underlines that national judges must be able to examine whether the adjudicating panel meets the requirements of an independent and impartial tribunal previously established by law, without being exposed to disciplinary liability or other measures that could result in a chilling effect;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>249</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue rather than as an instrument of judicial reform;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>250</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue rather than as an instrument of judicial reform;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>251</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue rather than as an instrument of judicial reform;
	10.	stresses that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States, and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue and not as an instrument of judicial reform; stresses that those competences include, in particular, determining the organisation of the courts, the procedures for the appointment of judges, the method of selecting members of judicial councils and the rules governing the composition of constitutional courts; recalls that the obligation to ensure effective judicial protection arising from the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU does not entail a transfer to the Union of competence to lay down such arrangements, nor does it authorise its institutions to replace national constitutional bodies in taking decisions on the constitutional system; opposes the use of that provision to impose on the Member States a uniform model of judicial organisation or to entrench a particular model as the only permissible solution, placed beyond the reach of democratically legitimate changes consistent with the requirements of judicial independence; recalls that the Court of Justice itself has confirmed that Union law does not require the adoption of a particular constitutional model governing the relationship between the various branches of State power; stresses that the participation of the parliament or the executive in the procedure for appointing judges or selecting members of judicial councils cannot in itself be taken to establish a lack of independence of the judges appointed; insists on the application of equal, objective and transparent criteria to all Member States, taking into account the whole set of guarantees of independence, and rejects the selective challenging of national constitutional arrangements on the basis of political criteria;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>252</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue rather than as an instrument of judicial reform;
	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States, which, in exercising that competence, must nevertheless comply with their obligations under Union law, in particular the second subparagraph of Article 19(1) TEU, and recalls that Article 267 TFEU establishes a mechanism of judicial dialogue, which enables national courts to obtain a binding interpretation i Union law, and is therefore essential for its uniform application; underlines that this mechanism only functions if national courts are independent and judges are able to refer requests to the Court of Justice for a preliminary ruling without fear of disciplinary or administrative measures, political pressure or other forms of external pressure;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>253</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue rather than as an instrument of judicial reform;
	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue rather than as an instrument of judicial reform; stresses however that national procedural autonomy has to be aligned with the principles of equivalence and effectiveness of EU law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>254</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue rather than as an instrument of judicial reform;
	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States, to be exercised in compliance with the rule of law and the obligations arising from Article 19(1) TEU and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>255</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue rather than as an instrument of judicial reform;
	10.	Underlines that the organisation of justice falls within the competence of the Member States and recalls that Article 267 TFEU was conceived as a mechanism of judicial dialogue;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>256</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	10a.	recalls that different constitutional models of participation of parliaments and executive bodies in the appointment of judges or members of judicial councils operate in the Member States, including the parliamentary election of members of the General Council of the Judiciary in Spain and the participation of ministers and of committee members elected by the Bundestag in the selection of judges of the supreme federal courts in Germany; stresses that the mere involvement of bodies with a political mandate does not in itself establish a lack of independence of the persons appointed; points out that the involvement of political bodies in shaping the composition of judicial bodies was a significant element of the allegations made against Poland, which were accompanied by intensive legal and political action at Union level, whereas the existence of such involvement in Spain and Germany did not provoke a comparable reaction; calls on the Commission to provide a detailed explanation of what specific differences in the legislation, the guarantees of judicial independence and the practice of functioning of those systems justified the differing intensity and choice of the measures applied; stresses that such differences cannot be presumed merely on the basis of the long-standing nature of a given model or of a general political assessment of a Member State; rejects the application of double standards and calls for it to be ensured that comparable arrangements are assessed according to equal criteria and that any differences in treatment are based on demonstrated, legally relevant circumstances;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>257</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	10a.	Underlines that national judges may not be held disciplinarily liable, nor may they be subject to administrative measures or other adverse consequences, on the grounds that they apply Union law in accordance with the binding interpretation of the Court of Justice or ensure the effectiveness of rights derived from Union law;


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>258</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	10a.	Recalls that the non-regression principle requires Member States to refrain from adopting rules which would undermine the independence of judges, leading to a deterioration in the protection of judicial independence12a;

	
	_________________

	
	12a Judgement of 20 April 2021, Repubblika v Il-Prim-Ministru, C-896/19, EU:C:2021:311; Judgement of 15 July 2021, European Commission v Republic of Poland, C-791/19, EU:C:2021:596


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>259</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	10b.	Highlights the constitutional significance of the preliminary ruling procedure, enshrined in Article 267 TFEU, as a tool of judicial dialogue and protection of individuals throughout the Union; notes that only courts or tribunals from the Member States may submit preliminary references to the Court of Justice in seeking an interpretation of Union law or a decision over the legality of secondary Union law; recalls that only bodies established by law, with a permanent character, compulsory jurisdiction, and adversarial proceedings which apply rules of law and are independent qualify as such; reiterates that, generally, recourse to this procedure is facultative and remains within the discretion of national judges, with the exceptions of courts of last instance under the applicable rules13a; recalls that the uniform and effective application of Union law, including the rights, freedoms and principles guaranteed by the Charter, depends on sincere cooperation between the Court of Justice, national courts and tribunals, and the institutions of the Union13b;

	
	_________________

	
	13a Judgment of 6 October 1982, Cilfit and Others, C-283/81, EU:C:1982:335; Judgement of 6 October 2021, Consorzio Italian Management, C-561/19, EU:C:2021:799, Judgement of 15 October 2024, Kubera, C-144/23, EU:C:2024:881

	
	13b Judgment of the Court of 10 April 1984. - Sabine von Colson and Elisabeth Kamann v Land Nordrhein-Westfalen, C-14/83, EU:C:1984:153


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>260</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10 c (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	10c.	Outlines that Member States' governments shall not intimidate or discourage judges from applying Union law or referring preliminary questions to the Court by means of overt or covert measures, such as disciplinary proceedings,14a forced secondments,14b or retirement rules,14c including whereas judges disregard a constitutional or supreme court ruling in conflict with Union law14d;

	
	_________________

	
	14a Judgement of 23 November 2021, Criminal proceedings against IS, C-564/19, EU:C:2021:949

	
	14b Judgement of 16 November 2021, Criminal proceedings against WB and Others, C-748/19 to C-754/19, EU:C:2021:931

	
	14c Judgment of 24 June 2019, Commission v Poland (Independence of the Supreme Court), C‑619/18, EU:C:2019:531

	
	14d Judgement 22 February 2022, RS (Effect of the decisions of a constitutional court), C-430/21, EU:C:2022:99


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>261</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10 d (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	10d.	Welcomes the recent evolutions in the reviewability of Union acts related to the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the Common Security and Defence Policy15a; considers that a rigid carve-out provision risks prejudicing the rights and legitimate expectations of the Union's citizens and companies affected by these norms or the conduct of the bodies governed by them; calls for a future reform of Articles 24(1) TEU and 275 TFEU, ensuring complete judicial protection, while respecting the strategic nature of these policy areas;

	
	_________________

	
	15a Judgement of 10 September 2024, KS and Others v Council of the European Union and Others, C-29/22 P and C-44/22 P, EU:C:2024:725; Judgment of the Court of 10 September 2024, Neves 77 Solutions SRL v Agenţia Naţională de Administrare Fiscală, 351/22, EU:C:2024:723


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>262</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Marc Angel, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 10 e (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	10e.	Stresses that national procedural autonomy must be exercised consistently with the right to an effective remedy under Article 47 of the Charter; emphasises the importance of ensuring that procedural rules do not render the exercise of rights derived from Union equality and non-discrimination law impossible or excessively difficult;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>263</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 11</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	11.	Observes that where national judicial structures are found to be incompatible with requirements arising under Union law, the Court may identify deficiencies but does not possess the institutional means necessary to establish replacement judicial structures, thereby potentially leaving the jurisdiction courtless;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>264</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 11</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	11.	Observes that where national judicial structures are found to be incompatible with requirements arising under Union law, the Court may identify deficiencies but does not possess the institutional means necessary to establish replacement judicial structures, thereby potentially leaving the jurisdiction courtless;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>265</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 11</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	11.	Observes that where national judicial structures are found to be incompatible with requirements arising under Union law, the Court may identify deficiencies but does not possess the institutional means necessary to establish replacement judicial structures, thereby potentially leaving the jurisdiction courtless;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>266</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 11</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	11.	Observes that where national judicial structures are found to be incompatible with requirements arising under Union law, the Court may identify deficiencies but does not possess the institutional means necessary to establish replacement judicial structures, thereby potentially leaving the jurisdiction courtless;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>267</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 11</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	11.	Observes that where national judicial structures are found to be incompatible with requirements arising under Union law, the Court may identify deficiencies but does not possess the institutional means necessary to establish replacement judicial structures, thereby potentially leaving the jurisdiction courtless;
	11.	Observes that where national judicial structures are found to be incompatible with requirements arising under Union law, the Court may identify deficiencies but does not possess the institutional means necessary to establish replacement judicial structures,;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>268</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 11</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	11.	Observes that where national judicial structures are found to be incompatible with requirements arising under Union law, the Court may identify deficiencies but does not possess the institutional means necessary to establish replacement judicial structures, thereby potentially leaving the jurisdiction courtless;
	11.	Observes that where national judicial structures are found to be incompatible with requirements arising under Union law, the Court may identify deficiencies requires the Member State concerned to remedy it, in accordance with the principle of sincere cooperation laid down in Article 4(3) TEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>269</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	12.	Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>270</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	12.	Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>271</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	12.	Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>272</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	12.	Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States;
	12.	12. Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States; notes, in particular, that the criteria applied in practice are not published in a form that would allow parties, national courts and legal scholars to verify ex ante how a given case will be allocated;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>273</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	12.	Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States;
	12.	Notes that the legal framework does not leave the constitution of judicial formations to unrestricted presidential discretion: the President designates the Judge-Rapporteur under Article 15, while assignment and composition are governed by the Court, the Statute and Articles 25, 27, 28, 59 and 60; considers that greater transparency on designation and reassignment criteria would strengthen foreseeability and confidence;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>274</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	12.	Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States;
	12.	Notes that the legal framework does not leave the constitution of judicial formations to unrestricted presidential discretion: the President designates the Judge-Rapporteur under Article 15, while assignment and composition are governed by the Court, the Statute and Articles 25, 27, 28, 59 and 60; considers that greater transparency on designation and reassignment criteria would strengthen foreseeability and confidence;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>275</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	12.	Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States;
	12.	Notes that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations establish the structural safeguard for the judges independence to ensure they are free from influence from politicians or media;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>276</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	12.	Notes with concern that the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations does not always provide a level of transparency comparable to standards associated with the principle of the lawful judge in several Member States;
	12.	Underlines that concerns regarding the current framework governing the allocation of cases, the designation of reporting judges and the constitution of judicial formations are misguided by legal-cultural centrist views that attest a lack of understanding of the legal pluralism underpinning the Union ;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>277</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Christine Anderson, Stanisław Tyszka</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 12 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	12a.	Considers that the standards of judicial independence, impartiality, transparency and procedural accountability developed by the Court in relation to national judicial bodies should, with due regard to the Court’s particular institutional structure, also be reflected in its own institutional arrangements and procedures;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>278</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 13</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	13.	Encourages the Court to consider additional safeguards aimed at ensuring greater transparency, objectivity and foreseeability in relation to the allocation of cases and the constitution of judicial formations;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>279</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 13</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	13.	Encourages the Court to consider additional safeguards aimed at ensuring greater transparency, objectivity and foreseeability in relation to the allocation of cases and the constitution of judicial formations;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>280</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 13</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	13.	Encourages the Court to consider additional safeguards aimed at ensuring greater transparency, objectivity and foreseeability in relation to the allocation of cases and the constitution of judicial formations;
	13.	13. Encourages the Court to adopt and publish additional safeguards aimed at ensuring greater transparency, objectivity and foreseeability in relation to the allocation of cases and the constitution of judicial formations, including: the publication of the internal rules and criteria governing the designation of reporting judges; the use of automated or rotation-based allocation mechanisms wherever compatible with the sound administration of justice; and the periodic publication of aggregate statistics on the allocation of cases across chambers and reporting judges;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>281</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 13</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	13.	Encourages the Court to consider additional safeguards aimed at ensuring greater transparency, objectivity and foreseeability in relation to the allocation of cases and the constitution of judicial formations;
	13.	Encourages the Court to clarify the criteria and safeguards governing the designation and reassignment of Judge-Rapporteurs; considers that any future review of Article 15 should examine general, predetermined and published criteria, including a prospective case-allocation plan, with narrowly defined exceptions; notes the safeguards in Articles 25 to 27 of the General Court’s Rules of Procedure; recalls that any change must comply with Article 253 TFEU and preserve judicial independence and the proper administration of justice;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>282</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 13</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	13.	Encourages the Court to consider additional safeguards aimed at ensuring greater transparency, objectivity and foreseeability in relation to the allocation of cases and the constitution of judicial formations;
	13.	Encourages the Court to consider additional safeguards aimed at ensuring greater transparency, objectivity and foreseeability in relation to the allocation of cases and the constitution of judicial formations; underlines that the Union institutions, including the Court, should uphold standards no less demanding than those required of Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>283</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 13 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	13a.	points out that the judges and Advocates General of the Court of Justice are appointed by common accord of the governments of the Member States in accordance with Article 253 TFEU, which confirms that the involvement of political authorities in the procedure for appointing judges is a solution provided for in the Treaties themselves and does not in itself establish a lack of independence; opposes the application of double standards consisting in accepting such involvement at Union level while treating it as a sufficient ground for challenging the independence of national judges, without assessing the whole set of guarantees of their independence; stresses that the Union institutions should be subject to requirements of transparency and impartiality as rigorous as those they expect the Member States to observe; notes that the panel referred to in Article 255 TFEU publishes the criteria for assessing candidates and reports on its activity, but that its individual opinions are not publicly available; calls for the published criteria to be further specified and for anonymised statements of reasons for negative opinions to be provided, with respect for the rights of candidates and the protection of personal data; stresses that the assessment of candidates must remain strictly linked to the Treaty requirements regarding qualifications and independence and must not turn into a verification of their views on the desired direction of European integration or of their approval of an expansive interpretation of Union competences;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>284</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>285</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>286</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>287</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>288</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>289</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;
	14.	calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers in the office of the President of the Court of Justice, in order to strengthen institutional neutrality, transparency and public trust in the administration of justice; points out that those powers include ruling on interim measures, exercised in practice by the Vice-President of the Court of Justice acting alone, who in Case C-204/21 R imposed on a Member State a periodic penalty payment of EUR 1 000 000 per day; recalls that the Treaties expressly provide for financial penalties against Member States only in a judgment delivered under Article 260 TFEU, and that the power to impose them in interim proceedings was derived from Article 279 TFEU only in the order of the Grand Chamber of 20 November 2017 in Case C-441/17 R, in which a collegiate formation ruled; calls for interim measures with such effects to be decided in every case by a collegiate formation, and for the grounds, the criteria for determining the amount and the limits of periodic penalty payments to be laid down in the Statute of the Court of Justice;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>290</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;
	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice; considers that, as a guiding principle, the President’s powers should be structured in such way that discretionary functions related to the management of cases—in particular, the appointment of presiding judges and the composition of judicial panels—are reserved for rules and bodies that operate on the basis of objective, published, and, to the extent possible, automated—so that the office of President is focused as much as possible on the institutional and external representation of the Court, rather than on the exercise of individual discretion over the outcome of specific proceedings; 


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>291</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	14.	Calls for a review of the concentration of procedural and organisational powers within the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;
	14.	Calls for an analysis of the role of the office of the President of the Court with a view to strengthening institutional neutrality, transparency and public confidence in the administration of justice;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>292</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	14a.	Emphasises that the Union's system of judicial protection serves the interests of the citizens and that national courts and authorities should give full effect to the system of Union remedies; considers that all victims shall have access to justice, adequate support; notes that gaps in EU legislation persist; welcomes the revision of the Victims’ Rights Directive16a to introduce provisions guaranteeing victims’ rights to review decisions in criminal proceedings, access to fair compensation, and comprehensive support services;

	
	_________________

	
	16a Directive 2012/29/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012 establishing minimum standards on the rights, support and protection of victims of crime, and replacing Council Framework Decision 2001/220/JHA (OJ L 315, 14.11.2012, p. 57, http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2012/29/oj)


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>293</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	14a.	Considers that greater public accountability regarding the exercise of the President's institutional functions would strengthen confidence in the Court; invites the Court to consider the annual publication of a report on the exercise of the President's organisational and representative functions, including aggregate data on the allocation of cases and the composition of judicial formations over the preceding year, in a form consistent with the confidentiality of deliberations;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>294</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	14a.	Notes that Articles 253 and 254 TFEU provide for renewable six-year terms and appointments by common accord of the Member State governments after consultation of the Article 255 panel; considers that any future Treaty revision under Article 48 TEU should examine a longer single non-renewable term, including 12 years, in light of judicial independence, continuity and renewal;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>295</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	14a.	Notes with concern that in certain Member States the application of the preliminary ruling procedure is under threat, including judges’ powers to request preliminary rulings; stresses that such obstacles undermine the proper implementation of EU law in those Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>296</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 14 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	14b.	Takes the view that public statements and communications made in an institutional capacity by the President of the Court should remain closely confined to matters of judicial administration, procedure and the functioning of the Court, in order to preserve the appearance of institutional neutrality that is essential to public confidence in the impartiality of the judiciary; considers that this principle is of particular importance given the constitutionally sensitive nature of many cases before the Court;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>297</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 15</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	15.	Notes that the 2024 reform of the Statute of the Court of Justice has increased the institutional significance of internal decisions concerning preliminary references; stresses that decisions determining whether a reference is examined by the Court of Justice or by the General Court should be based upon transparent, objective and foreseeable criteria consistent with the principle of a tribunal established by law;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>298</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 15</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	15.	Notes that the 2024 reform of the Statute of the Court of Justice has increased the institutional significance of internal decisions concerning preliminary references; stresses that decisions determining whether a reference is examined by the Court of Justice or by the General Court should be based upon transparent, objective and foreseeable criteria consistent with the principle of a tribunal established by law;
	15.	Notes that the 2024 reform of the Statute was necessary due to the constant increase in the number and complexity of requests for a preliminary ruling and the average time taken to deal with them, which had started to hamper the Court’s ability to properly administer justice; appreciates the fact that decisions determining whether a reference is examined by the Court of Justice or by the General Court are made in accordance with detailed rules set out in the Rules of Procedure of the Court of Justice; notes, however, that despite the transfer of part of the Court of Justice’s competence to hear and determine requests for preliminary rulings, the backlog of cases and the duration of proceedings have not decreased significantly, owing to increasingly complex legislation that generates more questions from national courts; calls on the Court to further reflect on innovative solutions that could potentially be developed in the future in order to ensure timely access to justice;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>299</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 15</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	15.	Notes that the 2024 reform of the Statute of the Court of Justice has increased the institutional significance of internal decisions concerning preliminary references; stresses that decisions determining whether a reference is examined by the Court of Justice or by the General Court should be based upon transparent, objective and foreseeable criteria consistent with the principle of a tribunal established by law;
	15.	Notes that the 2024 reform of the Statute of the Court of Justice has improved the division of labour between the ECJ and the General Court ; points out that this reform provides for transparent, objective and foreseeable criteria for the attribution of preliminary rulings between the ECJ and the General Court; reminds that this reform was adopted by unanimity in the Council ;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>300</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 15</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	15.	Notes that the 2024 reform of the Statute of the Court of Justice has increased the institutional significance of internal decisions concerning preliminary references; stresses that decisions determining whether a reference is examined by the Court of Justice or by the General Court should be based upon transparent, objective and foreseeable criteria consistent with the principle of a tribunal established by law;
	15.	Notes that the 2024 reform of the Statute of the Court of Justice has increased the institutional significance of internal decisions concerning preliminary references; stresses that decisions determining whether a reference is examined by the Court of Justice or by the General Court is based upon transparent, objective and foreseeable criteria consistent with the principle of a tribunal established by law;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>301</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 16</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	16.	Requests that any future evaluation of Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 includes a specific assessment of its effects on the allocation of preliminary references, legal certainty, the role of the President of the Court and the principle of a tribunal established by law;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>302</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 16</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	16.	Requests that any future evaluation of Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 includes a specific assessment of its effects on the allocation of preliminary references, legal certainty, the role of the President of the Court and the principle of a tribunal established by law;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>303</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz, Magdalena Adamowicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 16</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	16.	Requests that any future evaluation of Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 includes a specific assessment of its effects on the allocation of preliminary references, legal certainty, the role of the President of the Court and the principle of a tribunal established by law;
	16.	Recalls that the Court is to present a report on the implementation of the reform of the Statute by 2 September 2028, in accordance with Article 3 of amending Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019; notes that this report must provide detailed information to allow the effects of the reform on the allocation of preliminary references to be thoroughly assessed;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>304</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 16</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	16.	Requests that any future evaluation of Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 includes a specific assessment of its effects on the allocation of preliminary references, legal certainty, the role of the President of the Court and the principle of a tribunal established by law;
	16.	Requests that any future evaluation of Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2019 includes a specific assessment of its effects on the allocation of preliminary references, as well as its effects, if any, on the Court's capacity to ensure effective judicial protection under Article 19(1) TEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>305</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 17</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	17.	Regrets that the Court’s reasoning is often characterised by a high degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>306</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 17</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	17.	Regrets that the Court’s reasoning is often characterised by a high degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>307</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 17</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	17.	Regrets that the Court’s reasoning is often characterised by a high degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>308</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 17</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	17.	Regrets that the Court’s reasoning is often characterised by a high degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>309</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 17</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	17.	Regrets that the Court’s reasoning is often characterised by a high degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;
	17.	Notes that the Court’s reasoning is sometimes characterised by a degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; whereas interpretation is often not a choice but a direct result of vague and indistinct wording of EU legal texts; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>310</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 17</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	17.	Regrets that the Court’s reasoning is often characterised by a high degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;
	17.	Notes that the Court’s reasoning might be characterised by a degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; recalls that interpretation is nonetheless based on clear rules and basis, namely, the wording, context and objective of the legal act; whereas interpretation is often not a choice but a direct result of vague and indistinct wording of EU legal texts; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and reply to Member State’s questions raised during the process;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>311</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 17</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	17.	Regrets that the Court’s reasoning is often characterised by a high degree of abstraction and by limited methodological transparency; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;
	17.	Notes that the Court’s reasoning is often characterised by a high degree of abstraction and by limited explicit articulation of its methodological transparency; encourages the Court to identify more explicitly the interpretative methods relied upon in its judgments and to explain how competing methodological considerations have been weighed;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>312</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 17 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	17a.	Stresses that where an Article 2 TEU value is given autonomous legal effect, judgments should ensure methodological rigour and doctrinal precision, explain the interpretative path and applicable threshold, and clarify the relationship with more specific Treaty, Charter or secondary-law obligations; considers that this strengthens legal certainty, foreseeability and constitutional dialogue;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>313</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 18</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	18.	Notes that legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences; takes the view that purposive reasoning, while remaining a feature of Union law, should complement rather than obscure textual, systematic and historical interpretation;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>314</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 18</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	18.	Notes that legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences; takes the view that purposive reasoning, while remaining a feature of Union law, should complement rather than obscure textual, systematic and historical interpretation;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>315</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 18</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	18.	Notes that legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences; takes the view that purposive reasoning, while remaining a feature of Union law, should complement rather than obscure textual, systematic and historical interpretation;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>316</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 18</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	18.	Notes that legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences; takes the view that purposive reasoning, while remaining a feature of Union law, should complement rather than obscure textual, systematic and historical interpretation;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>317</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 18</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	18.	Notes that legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences; takes the view that purposive reasoning, while remaining a feature of Union law, should complement rather than obscure textual, systematic and historical interpretation;
	18.	Notes that legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>318</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 18</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	18.	Notes that legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences; takes the view that purposive reasoning, while remaining a feature of Union law, should complement rather than obscure textual, systematic and historical interpretation;
	18.	Notes that certain legal scholars have criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>319</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 18</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	18.	Notes that legal scholarship has repeatedly criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences; takes the view that purposive reasoning, while remaining a feature of Union law, should complement rather than obscure textual, systematic and historical interpretation;
	18.	Notes that certain legal scholarship has criticised the Court’s reliance on broad teleological reasoning, the absence of a clearly articulated hierarchy of interpretative methods and the limited doctrinal elaboration of judgments with significant constitutional consequences; underlines that such academic discussion with the judiciary is a tool of dialogue and express democratic exchange between various legal professions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>320</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 19</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	19.	Regrets that the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the non-publication of voting results limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, courts and legal practitioners to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in legal cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>321</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 19</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	19.	Regrets that the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the non-publication of voting results limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, courts and legal practitioners to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in legal cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>322</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 19</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	19.	Regrets that the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the non-publication of voting results limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, courts and legal practitioners to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in legal cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>323</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 19</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	19.	Regrets that the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the non-publication of voting results limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, courts and legal practitioners to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in legal cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>324</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 19</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	19.	Regrets that the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the non-publication of voting results limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, courts and legal practitioners to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in legal cases;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>325</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 19</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	19.	Regrets that the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the non-publication of voting results limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, courts and legal practitioners to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in legal cases;
	19.	Recalls that the collegiate secrecy of deliberations and the single, anonymous judgment protect individual judges from identification and retaliation over their votes, and is a structural safeguard of particular importance for judges, especially from Member States where judicial independence is under pressure; The principle of secrecy of judicial deliberations is a universally protected standard in European legal traditions, explicitly designed to safeguard judicial independence from political, media, or public pressure; underlines that any reform of the Court's working methods must weigh transparency gains against this protective function;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>326</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 19</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	19.	Regrets that the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the non-publication of voting results limit transparency and make it more difficult for citizens, courts and legal practitioners to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in legal cases;
	19.	Notes that the absence of dissenting and concurring opinions, the secrecy of deliberations and the non-publication of voting could be seen by some as limiting transparency and making it more difficult for citizens, courts and legal practitioners to understand the full range of legal arguments considered in legal cases; noting that the secrecy of deliberations is provided by Article 35 of the Statute and made to protect judges from political pressure; further noting that one prolonged non-renewable mandate for the judges could be seen as a way of reducing the risk of undue influence from the national level:


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>327</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 20</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>328</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 20</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>329</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 20</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>330</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 20</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions;
	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>331</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 20</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions;
	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>332</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 20</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions;
	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions and through the Judicial Network;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>333</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Stanisław Tyszka, Christine Anderson</Members>
<AuNomDe>{ESN}on behalf of the ESN Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 20</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions;
	20.	Invites reflection on possible reforms capable of strengthening the openness, transparency and intelligibility of judicial reasoning, including the publication of concurring or dissenting opinions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>334</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 20 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	20a.	Believes that institutional safeguards supporting judicial independence should be examined, including the possibility of longer, non-renewable terms of office for Members of the Court of Justice, which could provide greater security of tenure and facilitate the expression of independent legal assessments, including through concurring or dissenting opinions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>335</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>336</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>337</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>338</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>339</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	21.	notes with concern the increasingly frequent practice of dispensing with the opinions of Advocates General on the basis of Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions often constitute the only publicly available, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment in proceedings before the Court of Justice; encourages the Court of Justice to ensure that the opinions of Advocates General continue to be made available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex issues; recalls that, in accordance with that provision, the Court of Justice may decide a case without an opinion of the Advocate General only where it considers that the case raises no new point of law; notes that in 2025 an opinion of the Advocate General was delivered in only 31% of the cases completed by the Court of Justice; calls on the Court of Justice to publish in its annual reports data on cases decided without an opinion of the Advocate General, broken down by judicial formation and field of law, and to seek the opinion of an Advocate General in every case heard by the Grand Chamber or the full Court;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>340</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	21.	Notes the practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; notes that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; underlines that cases shall be determined without a submission from the Advocate-General if the Court considers that the case does not raise a new point of law; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>341</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	21.	Notes the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court, and that preserving and strengthening this practice offers a means of enhancing the transparency of the Court's reasoning without engaging the risks to individual judges; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>342</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions, and in all cases heard by the Grand Chamber;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>343</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 21</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	21.	Notes with concern the increasing practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;
	21.	Notes the practice of dispensing with opinions of Advocates General pursuant to Article 20(5) of the Statute of the Court of Justice; stresses that such opinions frequently constitute the only publicly accessible, fully reasoned and independent alternative legal assessment within proceedings before the Court; encourages the Court to ensure that opinions of Advocates General remain available in cases raising novel, constitutionally sensitive or methodologically complex questions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>344</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>François-Xavier Bellamy</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 22</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language, despite the absence of any explicit Treaty basis, raises concerns regarding linguistic equality, the equal participation of judges from different legal traditions and the potential privileging of particular modes of legal reasoning; stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>345</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 22</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language, despite the absence of any explicit Treaty basis, raises concerns regarding linguistic equality, the equal participation of judges from different legal traditions and the potential privileging of particular modes of legal reasoning; stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>346</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 22</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language, despite the absence of any explicit Treaty basis, raises concerns regarding linguistic equality, the equal participation of judges from different legal traditions and the potential privileging of particular modes of legal reasoning; stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>347</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 22</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language, despite the absence of any explicit Treaty basis, raises concerns regarding linguistic equality, the equal participation of judges from different legal traditions and the potential privileging of particular modes of legal reasoning; stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>348</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 22</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language, despite the absence of any explicit Treaty basis, raises concerns regarding linguistic equality, the equal participation of judges from different legal traditions and the potential privileging of particular modes of legal reasoning; stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>349</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 22</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language, despite the absence of any explicit Treaty basis, raises concerns regarding linguistic equality, the equal participation of judges from different legal traditions and the potential privileging of particular modes of legal reasoning; stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;
	22.	Stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>350</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 22</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language, despite the absence of any explicit Treaty basis, raises concerns regarding linguistic equality, the equal participation of judges from different legal traditions and the potential privileging of particular modes of legal reasoning; stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;
	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language is a key contributing factor the collegiality, consistency and confidentiality of the Court's deliberations;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>351</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 22</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	22.	Notes that the exclusive use of French as the Court’s internal working language, despite the absence of any explicit Treaty basis, raises concerns regarding linguistic equality, the equal participation of judges from different legal traditions and the potential privileging of particular modes of legal reasoning; stresses that multilingualism is an expression of the equality of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions;
	22.	Stresses the importance of multilingualism as an expression of the diversity of Member States, legal cultures and constitutional traditions, and of ensuring the effective participation of the members of the Court irrespective of their linguistic background;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>352</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>353</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>354</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>355</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>356</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>357</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Christine Anderson, Stanisław Tyszka</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue;
	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue; stresses that reciprocal constitutional dialogue requires the Court to engage expressly in its reasoning with substantiated concerns raised by national constitutional or supreme courts regarding constitutional identity or the limits of Union competences and to explain clearly how those concerns have been taken into account;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>358</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue;
	23.	Welcomes the "EUnited in Diversity" biannual conference format between the Court and Member States' constitutional courts; recalls that questions of Union law should be addressed through formal judicial dialogue tools such as the preliminary ruling procedure and encourages constitutional courts faced with the interpretation of such questions to make full use of Article 267 TFEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>359</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue;
	23.	Encourages consideration of a structured reciprocal constitutional dialogue mechanism under which the Court of Justice could invite the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to provide observations prior to delivering its judgment, in particular in cases concerning constitutional identity, fundamental constitutional structures or unresolved questions concerning the distribution of competences within the Union; takes the view that such a mechanism would strengthen mutual trust and constitutional dialogue; stresses that such mechanism must not undermine the Court of Justice’s authority to interpret EU law.


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>360</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	23a.	Encourages the progressive development of a common European judicial culture and calls on the Member States to offer genuine lifelong training opportunities and programs for all national judges in matters of Union law; considers that legislative safeguards may not be sufficient by themselves in protecting judicial independence and access to the preliminary ruling procedure as national judges may still face barriers related to docket management or informal pressure; stresses, as such, the paramount importance of national judges in the day-to-day application and development of Union law; commends the organisation of continuous training programs for national judges, prosecutors, and other categories of judicial staff engaging with Union law through platforms such as the European Judicial Training Network, and recommends the extension of these programs to cover candidate countries;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>361</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	23a.	Considers that the introduction of a formal mechanism enabling the constitutional or supreme courts of the Member States to submit observations to the Court of Justice prior to judgment would risk blurring the nature of the preliminary ruling procedure under Article 267 TFEU, which is conceived as a dialogue between the referring court and the Court of Justice within a given case, and not as a forum for third-party institutional intervention; takes the view that existing channels of judicial dialogue, including networks of judicial cooperation and the possibility for Member States to intervene as parties under the Statute of the Court of Justice, are sufficient to ensure adequate consideration of constitutional concerns raised by national courts;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>362</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 23 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	23b.	Reiterates the need to establish a Union mechanism on democracy, the rule of law and fundamental rights and to set up a scoreboard dedicated to monitoring the implementation of all CJEU and ECtHR judgments relating to democracy, the rule of law and fundamental rights;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>363</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Reinier Van Lanschot</Members>
<AuNomDe>{Verts/ALE}on behalf of the Verts/ALE Group</AuNomDe>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>364</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sandro Gozi, Helmut Brandstätter, Charles Goerens, Ľubica Karvašová</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>365</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Bartłomiej Sienkiewicz, Kamila Gasiuk-Pihowicz, Marta Wcisło, Magdalena Adamowicz, Michał Wawrykiewicz</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	deleted


Or. <Original>{PL}pl</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>366</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	24.	calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral of competences and with the institutional balance established in the Treaties; stresses that future changes to the functioning of the Court of Justice should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial power at Union level nor facilitate the expansion of Union competences through overly broad interpretations of the Treaties; stresses that Article 258 TFEU establishes a procedure for enforcing the obligations of the Member States under the Treaties and does not constitute an independent basis for extending Union competences; calls on the Commission, in proceedings concerning national constitutional arrangements or rulings of constitutional courts, to identify precisely the obligation under Union law that has been breached, to give reasons as to its application to the contested action of the Member State and to demonstrate the alleged failure; stresses that the mere fact that a national model of judicial organisation or procedure for appointing judges differs from the solutions preferred by the Union institutions does not constitute such a failure; calls on the Commission to respect, in exercising its powers, the equality of the Member States before the Treaties and their national identities, inherent in their fundamental structures, political and constitutional, in accordance with Article 4(2) TEU; stresses that action taken to remedy an established failure should leave the Member State a choice of constitutional arrangements consistent with Union law and must not be used to force changes going beyond what is necessary to fulfil its Treaty obligations;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>367</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties; calls, in this context, for any future reform to include a clear and precise delimitation of the scope of Article 19 TEU vis-à-vis the national organisation of justice, so as to reduce legal uncertainty as to the boundary between between matters to be settled at national level and those to be settled at European level;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>368</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Sabine Verheyen</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	24.	Calls on the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>

</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>369</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Anthony Smith</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that any future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the independence of judiciary, rule of law, separation of powers, principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties and with the Union's obligations under Article 2 and Article 19 TEU to safeguard judicial independence and the rule of law across all Member States; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>370</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Alessandro Zan, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; recalls, however, that the effective protection of the rights conferred by Union law and the Charter, the uniform application of the Treaties and the preservation of the autonomy of the Union legal order require an independent Court of Justice capable of fully exercising the jurisdiction conferred upon it by the Treaties in order to ensure effective judicial protection for individuals and safeguard fundamental rights;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>371</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Fabrice Leggeri, Jean-Paul Garraud, Alexandre Varaut</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of jurisdictional or judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through broad interpretations of the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{FR}fr</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>372</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Tomislav Sokol, Loránt Vincze, Antonio López-Istúriz White</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should take into account the questions resulting from broad interpretations of the Treaties while reaffirming the principle of conferral and the said institutional balance;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>373</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Charlie Weimers</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through excessively broad interpretations of the Treaties;
	24.	Calls on the Council and the Commission to ensure that future reforms concerning the Court of Justice remain fully consistent with the principle of conferral and the institutional balance established by the Treaties; emphasises that future developments of the Court should neither contribute to a de facto centralisation of judicial authority at Union level nor facilitate an expansion of Union competences through broad interpretations of the Treaties;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>374</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	24a.	opposes the instrumental use of rule-of-law protection to exert political pressure on the Member States; calls on the Commission, with due regard for the distinct conditions and procedures laid down in the Treaties, to publish clear criteria for initiating, continuing and closing rule-of-law action and to explain any significant differences in its response to comparable problems; stresses that the Commission's margin of discretion does not release it from the obligation to observe the principles of equal treatment, objectivity and proportionality, or from political accountability to Parliament; rejects the application of stricter requirements to governments critical of the policies of the Union institutions and more lenient ones to governments politically close to them;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>375</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Adrián Vázquez Lázara</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	24a.	Considers that, pending any such reform, the Court should, in its own case-law, favour the narrowest interpretation of Article 19 TEU consistent with its stated objectives, and should identify explicitly, in each relevant judgment, the specific Treaty basis and the precise limits of the standard it applies, so as to enhance foreseeability for national courts and Member States;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>376</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan, Idoia Mendia</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24 a (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	24a.	Calls on the Commission to conclude the negotiations for the Union's accession to the ECHR, fulfilling the Union's constitutional mandate under Article 6(2) TEU;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>377</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Piotr Müller, Gheorghe Piperea</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	24b.	welcomes the Commission's withdrawal, on 29 May 2024, of the reasoned proposal concerning Poland under Article 7(1) TEU, leading to the closure of that procedure; stresses that its closure followed a change of governing majority, even though the key legislative changes concerning the National Council of the Judiciary and the Constitutional Tribunal, addressing the Commission's concerns, had not entered into force; considers that such a fundamental change of assessment, while the contested arrangements in those areas remain in place, undermines the consistency and impartiality of the Commission's earlier actions and gives rise to serious reservations as to the use of that procedure as an instrument of political pressure; stresses that the closure of the procedure does not signify recognition of the merits of its initiation or of the manner in which it was conducted; rejects the use of Article 7 TEU to exert pressure on democratically elected authorities because of their political orientation or their position on European integration, and stresses that that provision does not authorise the Union institutions to impose on the Member States a particular constitutional model going beyond their Treaty obligations;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend>
<Amend>Amendment		<NumAm>378</NumAm>
<RepeatBlock-By><Members>Vasile Dîncu, Juan Fernando López Aguilar, Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Marc Angel, Brando Benifei, Gabriele Bischoff, Klára Dobrev, Krzysztof Śmiszek, Alessandro Zan</Members>
</RepeatBlock-By>
<DocAmend>Motion for a resolution</DocAmend>
<Article>Paragraph 24 b (new)</Article>
	

	Motion for a resolution
	Amendment

	
	24b.	Calls on the Commission to explore solutions for stimulating a better implementation rate of the Court's judgements in the Member States; encourages the consideration of an ex-ante conditionality mechanism for implementing Court judgements; emphasises the need for an independent and transparent monitoring system to ensure compliance with Union Courts rulings and commends existing efforts by non-governmental organisations which monitor the status of implementation;


Or. <Original>{EN}en</Original>
</Amend></RepeatBlock-Amend>
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