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SITTING OF MONDAY, 13 DECEMBER 1976
Contents
1. Resumption of the session . . . . . . . .. 2 Mr Giraud, on bebalf of the Socialist
) Group; Mr Deschamps; Mr Liicker, on
2. Tribute: behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group
Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission 30 e 11
3. Statement by the President on the earth- 12. Allocation and limitation of speaking
quakein Turkey . . . .. ... . ... .. 3 Hme . ... 18
Lardinois, Memb the C 553 3
Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission 13. Time-limit for tabling amendments . . . . 18
4. Appointment and verification of creden- ) ]
tials of a Member of the European Parlia- 14. List of speakers in the budget debate :
ML . 4 Procedural motion : Mr Prescott . . . . . . 19
5. Congratulations . ... .......... 4 15. Tabling of a motion for a resolution (Doc.
. £56/76) . . o 19
6. Forwarding of the draft general budget
for 1977 modified by the Council .. . .. 4 16. Regulations and decision on the milk
7. D t ved . sector — Oral Question with debate : Milk
ocuments recesve 4 powder surpluses — Report by Mr De
8. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council 7 Koning, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture (Doc. 414/76) and oral ques-
9. Authorization of reports .. . . . . .. .. 7 tion by Mr Berkbouwer and Mr Baas, on
bebalf of the Liberal and Democratic
10. Tabling of a motion of censure: Group (Doc. 449/76) :
Mr Aigner; Mr Liicker, on bebalf of the Mr De Koning, rapporteur . . . . .. .. 19
Christian-Democratic Group; Lord Bruce
of Donington, Mr Aigner; Mr Giraud, on Mr van der Stee, President-in-Office of the
bebalf of the Socialist Group; Sir Peter Council . . . . v 21
Kirk ; Mr Aigner; Mr Prescott . . . . . . 8
Mr Berkbouwer, author of the question 22

. Order of business :

Mr  Scott-Hopkins; Mr Hughes; Mr
Durieux; Lord Castle; Mr Kofoed; Mr
Prescott; Mr Houdet, chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture; Mr Laban; Mr
Nyborg, on bebalf of the Group of Euro-
pean Progressive Democrats; Mr Howell ;
Mr Giraud, on bebalf of the Socialist
Group ; Mr Houdet ; Mr Kofoed ; Mr Scott-
Hopkins; Sir Peter Kirk; Mr Durieux, on
bebalf of the Liberal and Democratic
Group ; Mr Yeats; Mr Martens; Sir Geof-
[rey de Freitas; Mr Deschamps ; Mr Evans,
chairman of the Committee on Regional
Policy, Regional Planning and Transport;
Mr Notenboom, Mr Springorum, chairman
of the Committee on Energy and Research;

Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission ;
Mr Laban, on bebalf of the Socialist
Group; Mr Martens, on bebalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group; Mr Liogier,
on bebalf of the Group of the European
Progressive Democrats; Mr Scott-Hopkins,
on behalf of the European Conservative
Group; Mr Vitale, on bebalf of the
Communist and Allies Group ; Mr Hughes
(Socialist Group); Mr Ligios (Christian-
Democratic Group); Mr Bourdellés, on
bebalf of the Liberal and Democratic
Group; Mr Cointat (Group of European
Progressive  Democrats); Mr Lemoine
(Communist and Allies Group); Mr
Howell (European Conservative Group);
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Mr Pisoni (Christian-Democratic Group);
Mr  McDonald  (Christian-Democratic
Group); Mr Kofoed (Liberal and Demo-
cratic  Group); Mr Guerlin (Socialist

Group); Mr Lardinois . . . . .. B X
Procedural motion: Mr Laban; Mr
Hughes . . ... .. .. ......... 44

Consideration of the Commission’s propo-
sals ..o o o oo 45

Amendment to Article 1 of proposal for a
regulation I:

Mr Scott-Hopkins; Mr De Koning; Mr
Lardinois . . . .. .. ... .. ... .. 45

Amendment after Article 3 of proposal for
a regulation I:

Mr Pisoni; Mr De Koning . . . ... .. 45

Amendment after Article 3 of proposal for
a regulation II:

My Pisoni; Mr De Koning . . . ... .. 46

Amendment to Article 7 of the proposal
for a decision IV :

Mr Nolan; Mr De Koning . . . .. ... 46

Consideration of the motion for a resolu-

tion :

Amendments to the recitals: Mr Scott-
Hopkins; Mr Laban ; Mr De Koning; Mr
Gerlach . ... .............. 47

Amendment to paragraph 2: Mr Scott-
Hopkins; Mr De Koning . . . . ... .. 47

Procedural motions: Mr Molloy; M
Memmel; Lord Bruce of Donington; Mr
Molloy; Mr Hughes . . . . ... ... .. 48

Amendment to paragraph 3 : Mr Martens;

IN THE CHAIR : MR SPENALE
President

(The sitting was opened at 3.10 p.m)

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament adjourned on 19 November
1976.

2. Tribute
President. — Ladies and gentlemen, our Community
is in deep mourning.
As you no doubt recall, Mr Borschette, Member of the
Commission of the European Communities, was

MrDeKoning . . ... .......... 48
Amendment  after paragraph 3: Mr
Pisoni; Mr De Koning . . . . . ... .. 49

Amendments to paragraphs 4 and 5: Mr
Lenihan ; Mr Scott-Hopkins ; Mr Martens;

Mr Bourdelles; . . . ............ 49
Procedural motion : Mr Scott-Hopkins ; Mr
De Koning ; Mr Martens . . . . ... .. S1
Amendment after paragraph 5: Mr Bour-
dellés; Mr De Koning . . . . . . .. ... 51
Amendment to paragraph 6: Mr Scott-
Hopkins; Mr De Koning . . . . .. ... 51
Amendment  after paragraph 6: Mr
Pisoni; Mr De Koning . . . . . ... .. 52
Amendment to paragraph 10: Mr Scott-
Hopkins; Mr De Koning . . . . ... .. 52
Amendments to paragraph 11: Mr Pres-
cott ; Mr Scott-Hopkins ; Mr De Koning . . 52

Amendments to paragraph 12 : Mr Bour-
dellées; Mr Hughes; Mr De Koning; Mr

Lardinois . .. ......... . .... 53
Amendment to paragraph 13: Mr
Hugbhes; Mr De Koning . . . . ... ... 54
Amendment after paragraph 14: Mr
Nolan . . ................. 54

Amendment after paragraph 15: Mr
Howell; Mr De Koning . . . . . ... .. 54

Explanations of vote: Mr Martens; Mr
McDonald; Mr Bourdellés; Mr Gerlach;

Mr Liogier . . . . .. ... ........ 55
Adoption of the resolution . . . . ... .. 55
17. Agenda for next sitting . . . . . . . ... 55

rushed to hospital during the part-session of May last
in Strasbourg.

After an illness lasting several long months he finally
died last week.

Mr Borschette was born in Diekirch on 14 June 1920.
After studying philosophy and the humanities he took
up important posts in the Luxembourg Government ;
he was thus one of the negotiators of the Treaty of
Rome. From 1958 to 1970 he was the permanent
representative of his country to the European Commu-
nities. On 1 July 1970 he became a Member of the
Commission of the European Communities in which
he assumed particular responsibility for competition
matters.
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President

On behalf of the European Parliament and in a
personal capacity too, I should like to pay a final
warm tribute to the memory of Mr Albert Borschette.
The European Parliament will remember his human
qualities and the excellent relations it enjoyed with
him, initially when he was permanent representative
for Luxembourg to the Communities and then when
he was a Member of the Commission of the European
Communities.

In Mr Borschette Luxembourg has lost a great
diplomat, the Institutions of the Community an
eminent member and the peoples of Europe one of
the most enthusiastic architects of their rapproche-
ment : this humanist has served Europe well.

I have sent the condolences of the European Parlia-
ment to his family, the Luxembourg Government and
the Commission of the European Communities.

I would now ask you to observe a minute’s silence in
memory of the deceased.

(The House rose and observed a minute’s silence)
I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. — (NL)
Mr President, on behalf of the Commission and
myself I should like to thank you for your words of
tribute to Mr Borschette. We fully endorse what you
have said about his qualities and the services he
performed in the cause of Europe. I can speak from
personal experience over a period of about ten years
during which I got to know him first as Luxembourg’s
permanent representative and later as a member of
the Council at a time when 1 was already at the
Commission. Over the past three and a half years I
have known him as a colleague in the Commission
who was always willing to undertake any action which
would further the cause of a united Europe.

He would brook no compromise on this point and
followed his objective with determination and total
commitment particularly in the field for which he was
primarily responsible. We fully endorse your words of
thanks and I can only tell you that Mr Borschette will
live on for many years in the memory of the Commis-
sion and every department of the Commission as a
great European. Let us hope that the same will also be
said of others.

(Applause)

3. Statement by the President on the earthquake in
Turkey

Ladies and gentlemen, since our last part-session we
have been deeply distressed by the disaster which has
struck Turkey, with which our Community has an
Association Agreement.

I have sent a telegram on behalf of the European Parli-
ament to the President of the Grand National

Assembly expressing’ our condolences to the victims
of this earthquake.

According to the information we have received and
the pictures transmitted a large number of people
have been hit in the area affected : the number of casu-
alties is extremely high and there has been consider-
able material damage. Survivors are living without
shelter in the snow and are exposed to temperatures
of up to -15° C.

The members of the enlarged Bureau and I, having
discussed the matter on 29 November, have told Presi-
dent Ortoli that the recent disaster in Turkey which
has hit so many of our fellows, calls for a contribution
by the Community of both a moral and a practical,
financial nature.

In the present circumstances it is of the utmost
urgency that the Community should prove its willing-
ness to provide practical aid. I have therefore appealed
to the Commission to intervene swiftly and effectively
and I believe that the Commission has already taken
certain steps.

On behalf of you all I reiterate our condolences to the
victims' families and our sympathy with the injured
and those cutrently enduring severe hardship in that
area.

In doing so, and in conjunction with the active assis-
tance of the Commission of the European Communi-
ties, we wish to show our sympathy with the sufferings
of the people concerned and our solidarity with the
Turkish people.

I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois, member of the Commission. — (NL)
Mr President, It was with great emotion that the
Commission received the news of the latest terrible
natural disaster which has struck the Turkish people.
Our sympathy goes out to the relations of the thou-
sands of victims and also to the fate of the survivors
facing icy weather conditions in their devastated
villages.

The Commission secretariat has made direct contact
with Turkey’s representatives attached to the Euro-
pean Communities, with the specialized service of the
United Nations and with the Red Cross in order to
ascertain in the fastest and most reliable way possible
what aid can be offered by the Community to the
victims of the disaster.

The first opportunities open to the Community are
for food aid and financial help for the purchase of a
number of necessary goods. It seems that Turkey is at
present itself able to take care of the necessary food-
stuffs but on the other hand there is an immediate
and very urgent need for tents, sleeping bags and
heating equipment. These need to be supplied very
quickly because of the climatic conditions at present
prevailing in this area.
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Lardinois

The Commission therefore considers it necessary to
make available a sum of 500 000 u.a. for urgent aid to
the victims. It will propose to the Council a transfer
from Chapter 99 to Chapter 40, since the available
appropriations under Article 400 of the Budget are
exhausted. This amount will be made over to the Red
Cross for the purchase of the immediately necessary
goods or, if the Council takes time to reach its deci-
sion, directly to the Turkish Government for the
purchase of these goods.

4. Appointment and verification of credentials of a
member of the European Parliament

President. — The House of Commons of the United
Kingdom has informed me of the appointment of Mr
Frank Tomney as Member of the European Parlia-
ment to replace Mr Michael Stewart.

At its meeting of 29 November 1976 the enlarged
Bureau made sure that this appointment complied
with the provisions of the Treaties.

It therefore asks the House to ratify this appointment.
Are there any objections ?

This appointment is ratified.

I extend a warm welcome to the new Member.

(Applause)

5. Congratulations

President. — 1 have been informed that Mr Pierre
Bertrand, Member of the European Parliament, has
been appointed Deputy Minister for Economic Affairs
in the Belgian Government.

I am happy to congratulate him on this appointment.

(Applause)

6. Forwarding of the draft general budget for 1977
modified by the Council

President. — [ have received the draft general budget
for 1977 modified by the Council (Doc. 457/76) on 23
November 1976.

Pursuant to Rule 23 (2) of the Rules of Procedure this
document has been referred to the Committee on
Budgets.

7. Documents recesved

President. — Since the session was adjourned I have
received the following documents :
(@) from the Council, requests for an opinion on
— the proposal from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council for a Regula-
tion relating to the fixing of representative

exchange rates in the agricultural sector (Doc.
430/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on Agriculture as the committee responsible and to

the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
and the Committee on Budgets for their opinions.

— the proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a Regulation
amending Regulation (EEC) No 3330/75 extending
Regulation (EEC) No 1174/68 on the introduction of
a system of bracket tariffs for the carriage of goods by
road between Member States (Doc. 432/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport.

— the proposals from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a four-year
programme for the development of informatics in the
Community (Doc. 433/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs as the committee
responsible and to the Legal Affairs Committee, the
Committee on Budgets and the Committee on Energy
and Research for their opinions.

— the proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a Regulation on the
entries in the Budget of the Communities relating to
the financial effect of the different conversion rates
applied for measures financed by the Guarantee
Section of the EAGGF (Doc. 434/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on Budgets.

— the proposals from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for

L a directive on the approximation of the laws of
the Member States relating to the window-wiper
and -washer systems of motor vehicles

IL a directive on the approximation of the laws of
the Member States relating to the defrosting and
demisting systems of motor vehicles

III. a directive on the approximation of the laws of
the Member States relating to the interior fittings
of motor vehicles (identification of controls, tell-
tales and indicators) (Doc. 435/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs as the committee
responsible and to the Committee on Regional Policy,
Regional Planning and Transport and the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection for their opinions.

— the proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a Regulation
amending Regulation No 706/76 on the arrange-
ments applicable to agricultural products and certain
goods resulting from the processing of agricultural
products originating in the African, Caribbean and
Pacific States or in the Overseas Countries and Territo-
ries as regards the list of the countries and territories
in question (Doc. 437/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on Development and Cooperation as the committee
responsible and to the Committee on Budgets and the
Committee on Agriculture for their opinions.
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— the proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a Regulation
amending Regulation (EEC) No 2511/69 laying down
special measures for improving the production and
marketing of Community citrus fruit (Doc. 438/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on Agriculture as the committee responsible and to
the Committee on Budgets for its opinion.

— the proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a Regulation on the
common organization of the market in products
processed from fruit and vegetables (Doc. 458/76)

This document had been referred to the Legal Affairs
Committee.

— the proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a Directive on the
approximation of Member States’ laws, regulations
and administrative provisions on the protection of the
health of workers occupationally exposed to vinyl
chloride monomer (Doc. 459/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection as the committee responsible and to the
Committee on Social Affairs, Employment and Educa-
tion for its opinion.

— the proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a financial regulation
amending the Financial Regulation of 25 April 1973
applicable to the general budget of the European
Communities (Doc. 471/76)

This document had been referred to the Committee
on Budgets.

— the proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a decision on the
acceptance of certain Codex standards for sugars
intended for human consumption (Doc. 473/76)

This document had been referred to the Legal Affairs
Committee.

(b) from the committees the following reports :

— report by Mr Delmotte on behalf of the Committee
on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport
on the first annual report (1975) of the Commission
of the European Communities on the European
Regional Development Fund (Doc. 440/76);

— report by Mr Lange on behalf of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs on the principles to
be observed by enterprises and governments in inter-
national economic activity (Doc. 441/76);

— report by Mr Kaspereit on behalf of the Committee
on External Economic Relations on the proposal
from the Commission of the European Communities
to the Council (Doc. 402/76) for a regulation
extending the period of validity of Regulations (EEC)
No 1509/76 and No 1522/76 on imports into the
Community of prepared and preserved sardines origi-
nating in Tunisia and Morocco respectively (Doc.
442/76);

— report by Mr Liogier on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture on the proposals from the Commission

of the European Communities to the Council (Doc.
410/76) for

I. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
1162/76 on measures designed to adjust wine-
growing potential to market requirements

IL. a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
1163/76 on the granting of a conversion
premium in the wine sector (Doc. 443/76);

report by Mr Creed on behalf of the Committee on
Social Affairs, Employment and Education, on the
recommendation of the Commission concerning the
progressive extension of social protection to catego-
ries of persons not covered by existing schemes or
inadequately protected (Doc. 444/76);

report by Mr Sandri on behalf of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Communities to
the Council for a regulation establishing a European
agency for trade cooperation with the developing
countries (Doc. 445/76);

report by Mr Willi Miller on behalf of the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for a directive on toxic and dangerous wastes
(Doc. 446/76);

report by Miss Flesch on behalf of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Communities to
the Council for a regulation amending the list of the
countries and territories in Annex I to Regulation No
706/76 on the arrangements applicable to agricul-
tural products and certain goods resulting from the
processing of agricultural products originating in the
African, Caribbean and Pacific States or in the Over-
seas Countries and Territories (Doc. 447/76);

report by Mr Emile Muller on behalf of the
Committee on External Economic Relations on the
proposal from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for a regulation on the
total or partial suspension of common Customs
Tariff duties on certain agricultural products origi-
nating in Turkey (1977) (Doc. 448/76);

report by Mr Schwabe on behalf of the Committee
on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport
on the proposal from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council for a regulation
amending Regulation (EEC) No 3330/75 extending
Regulation (EEC) No 1174/68 on the introduction of
a system of bracket tariffs for the carriage of goods by
road between Member States (Doc. 454/76);

report by Mr Ney on behalf of the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion on the proposals from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council (Doc. 269/76
and Doc. 270/76) for

I a directive concerning the placing of EEC-
accepted plant protection products on the market

IL. a directive prohibiting the placing on the market
and the use of plant protection products
containing certain active substances

(Doc. 455/76);
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President

— report by Mr Bangemann on behalf of the

Committee on Budgets on

I. the accounts of the European Parliament and the
discharge to be given in respect of the financial
years 1972, 1973 and 1974

II. the giving of a discharge to the Commission in
respect of the implementation of the budget of
the European Communties for the financial years
1972, 1973 and 1974 and on the reports of the
Audit Board for those financial years

III. the giving of a discharge to the Commission in
respect of the activities of the European Develop-
ment Funds in 1972, 1973 and 1974

IV. the comments accompanying the decisions
giving a discharge in respect of the implementa-
tion of the budgets of the European Communi-
ties for the financial years 1972, 1973 and 1974
(Article 92 of the Financial Regulation of 25
April 1973) (Doc. 169/76)

(Doc. 460/76);

report by Mr Lagorce on behalf of the Committee on
the Rules of Procedure and Petitions on the
problems raised by the setting up of sub-committees
(Rule 39 (2) of the Rules of Procedure) — (Doc.
461/76);

report by Lady Fisher of Rednal on behalf of the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for a directive on the approximation of the
laws of the Member States relating to the ranges of
nominal quantities permitted for certain pre-pack-
aged products (Doc. 462/76);

report by Lady Fisher of Rednal on behalf of the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for a directive on the sixth modification of
the Council directive of 27 June 1967 on the approxi-
mation of the laws of Member States relating to the
classification, packing and labelling of dangerous
substances (Doc. 463/76);

report by Mrs Kruchow on behalf of the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection on the proposal from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Council for a
directive on the quality requirements for waters
capable of supporting freshwater fish (Doc. 465/76) ;

report by Mr Vandewiele on behalf of the Committee
on Energy and Research on the proposal from the

— report by Mr Shaw on behalf of the Committee on

Budgets on the proposals from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Council
concerning

— a regulation amending the Financial Regulation
of 25 April 1973 applicable to the general budget
of the European Communties

— the application of the unit of account to the Euro-
pean Communities Budget (draft resolution of
the Council and proposal for a Council regula-
tion (ECSC, EEC, EURATOM) amending the
Financial Regulation of 25 April 1973 applicable
to the general budget of the European Communi-
ties) (Doc. 360/76)

(Doc. 469/76);

interim report by Mr Notenboom on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for a regulation amending Regulation (EEC,
EURATOM, ECSC), No 2/71 implementing the Deci-
sion of 21 April 1970 on the replacement of finan-
cial contributions from the Member States by the
Community’s own resources (Doc. 470/76);

supplementary report by Lord Bruce of Donington
on behalf of the Committee on Budgets on the draft
general budget of the European Communities for the
financial year 1977 modified by the Council on 23
November 1976 (Doc. 472/76);

report by Mr Kofoed on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture on the proposal from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Council for a regu-
lation establishing a Community system for the
conservation and management of fishery resources
(Doc. 474/76);

report by Mr Terrenoire on behalf of the Committee
on Budgets on the aide-mémoire of the Commission
of the European Communities on the fixing of the
ECSC levies and on the drawing up of the opera-
tional budget for 1977 (Doc. 476/76);

report by Mr Cointat on behalf of the Committee on
Budgets on draft amending budget No 3 of the Euro-
pean Communities for the 1976 financial year (Doc.
478/76);

report by Mr Prescott on behalf of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs on the Community
shipping industry (Doc. 479/76).

(c) motion for a resolution by Mr Pisoni, Mr A.

Bertrand, Mr van der Gun, Mr Granelli, Mrs
Cassanmagnago Cerretti, Mr Bersani, Mr Fioret, Mr
Hirzschel, Mr Ligios, Mr Martinelli, Mr No¢, Mr
Pucci, Mr Ripamonti, Mr Santer and Mr Vernaschi
with request for debate by urgent procedure,
pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure on
unemployment in Europe (Doc. 439/76);

Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for a decision adopting a technological
research programme for the footwear sector (Doc.
466/76);

— report by Mr Krieg on behalf of the Committee on
Energy and Research on the Commission’s draft
modifications to Decision No 73/287/ECSC
concerning coal and coke for the iron and steel . .
industry in the Community (Doc. 467/76); (d) the following oral questions :

— report by Mr Couste on behalf of the Committee on
External Economic Relations on the economic and
commercial relations between the European Commu-
nity and the United States of America (Doc. 468/76) ;

— the oral questions with debate by Mr Santer, Mr
Jahn, Mrs Walz, Mr Friih, Mr van der Gun and Mr
Vandewiele to the Council and Commission of the
European Communities on the reintroduction of
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short-time working in the iron and steel industries
(Doc. 431/76);

— the oral question with debate by Mr Baas and Mr
Berkhouwer on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic
Group to the Commission of the European Commu-
nities on milk powder surpluses (Doc. 449/76);

— the oral question with debate by Mr Waltmanns, Mr
Hamilton, Mr Radoux, Mr Seefeld, Mr Glinne, Lord
Castle and Mr Evans on behalf of the Socialist Group
to the Conference of Foreign Ministers of the Euro-
pean Communities on the common policy of the
Member States of the Community on southern Africa
(Doc. 450/76);

— the oral question with debate by Mr Kofoed on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group to the
Commission of the European Communities on the
seizure of Community undertakings in Ghana (Doc.
451/76);

— the oral question with debate by Mr Fellermaier, Mr
Schmidt, Lord Castle and Mr Radoux on behalf of
the Socialist Group to the Council of the European
Communities on relations between Community and
Comecon Member States (Doc. 452/76);

— the oral question with debate by Miss Flesch on
behalf of the Committee on Development and Coop-
eration to the Commission of the European Commu-
nities on the North-South Dialogue (Doc. 453/76);

(¢) from the EEC-Greece Joint Parliamentary
Committee, the recommendations adopted in
Berlin on 24 November 1976 (Doc. 436/76);

This document had been referred for information
to the Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions, the Political Affairs Committee and the
Committee on Agriculture.

(f) from the Council, draft amending budget No 3 of
the European Communities for the financial year
1976 (Doc 477/76);

This document had been referred to the
Committee on Budgets.

(g) from the Commission, an aide-mémoire on the
fixing of the ECSC levies and the drawing up of
the operational budget for 1977 (Doc. 475/76) ;

This document had been referred to the
Committee on Budgets.

8. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council

President. — I have received certified true copies of
the following documents:

— notice of the completion by the Community of the
procedures necessary for the entry into force of the
commercial cooperation agreement between the Euro-
pean Economic Community and the People’s Repu-
blic of Bangladesh, signed on 25 November 1976

— notice of the fulfilment of the conditions necessary
for the application to trade with Greece and with

Turkey of the agreement between the European
Economic Community and the Republic of Austria
on the simplification of formalities in respect of
goods traded between the European Economic
Community on the one hand and Greece and Turkey
on the other hand when the said goods are forwarded
from Austria.

These documents will be placed in the archives of the
European Parliament.

9. Authorization of reports

President. — 1 have authorized the Legal Affairs
Committee to cover, in its report on the two motions
for resolutions on 200-mile zones, the topics discussed
at the Third United Nations Conference on the Law
of the Sea.

Moreover, in addition to the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs and the Committee on Agricul-
ture, which have already been asked for their opin-
ions, the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional
Planning and Transport and the Committee on
Energy and Research are now also asked for their opin-
ions, in accordance with the provisions of Rule 38 (3),
second subparagraph, of the Rules of Procedure.

Finally, pursuant to Rule 38 of the Rules of Procedure,
I have authorized various committees to draw up
reports on the following subjects :

— Committee on Budgets
a report on the Fifth Financial Report from the
Commission to the Council on the European Agricul-
tural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (1975)

The Committee on Agriculture has been asked for its
opinion.

— Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning
and Transport a report on the improvement of the
efficiency of air traffic control.

The Committee on Energy and Research has been
asked for its opinion.

— Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection

a report on the results of the Fourth International
Parliamentary Conference on the Environment (King-
ston 12 to 14 April 1976).

10. Tabling of a motion of censure

President. I have received from Mr Aigner, on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group, a motion of
censure on the Commission of the European Commu-
nities pursuant to Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure.
This motion of censure has been printed and distri-
buted as Doc. 480/76. According to Rule 21 (3) of the
Rules of Procedure :
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“The debate on the motion shall not be opened earlier
than twenty-four hours after its receipt is announced. The
vote shall not be taken on the motion until at least three
clear days after such annoucement. Voting shall be by
open ballot by way of roll call’

I call Mr Aigner

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, the legal basis for a
motion of censure is contained in Article 144 of the
Treaty, which reads :

‘If the motion of censure on the activities of the Commis-
sion is tabled before it, the Assembly shall not vote there
on until at least three days after the motion has been
tabled and only by open vote.’

That is the legal basis contained in the Treaty. Rule
54 of our Rules of Procedure states — and I freely
admit that the interpretation as to whether we can
vote on Thursday or not until Friday is open to
ko241,2for doubt —:

‘Motions for resolutions amending these Rules shall be
printed and referred to the appropriate committee. Such
motions shall be adopted only if they secure the votes of
a majority of the members of Parliament.’

Mr President, we are now in a difficult situation. The
motion for a resolution is directed against the old
Commission but, properly speaking, it is aimed at
ensuting the legal basis to Parliament’s right of
control and this claim is of course also valid with
regard to a new Commission. But, Mr President, I
should be grateful if you could nevertheless consider
the possibility of voting on Thursday — I should like
to discuss this first with the various groups —, for if
the legal basis as such is guaranteed — and it is
guaranteed in the Treaty —, then Parliament can
naturally vote on Thursday, if it obtains the majority
stipulated in Rule 54 for amendments to the Rules of
Procedure. I should therefore simply like you to intro-
duce the possibility now that after the necessary
discussions with the groups, a majority vote may be
held on Thursday. Mr President, we are unfortunately
in a difficult situation as regards time, which the
Rules of Procedure could naturally not foresee, since
the Rules of Procedure are of course intended for
normal situations. This is an exceptional situation as
regards the voting possibilities, since for practical
purposes this is the Commission’s last week.

Mr President, I should therefore simply request that in
accordance with the Rules of Procedure you also
consider the possibility, circumstances permitting —
if a majority of Parliament is agreed, pursuant to Rule
54 of our Rules of Procedure — of a vote being held
on Thursday, although may I say, Mr President, that as
far as I am concerned, it is not a question of toppling
the Commission but of Parliament protecting and
defending its right of control — one of its few rights
— against the Commission. Of course this right must
also be defended against a new Commission. To that

extent, if the new Commission also refuses to recog-
nize Parliament’s right of control, I would of course
also be prepared — if a majority of the groups was in
agreement — to hold the vote in January, if a
majority can be obtained. May I therefore request once
more, Mr President, that you a/so make provision for
a vote on the motion of censure to be held on
Thursday, if the majority of Parliament is in favour.

President. — I have received a proposal from Mr
Aigner on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group
that the vote on the motion of censure should be
taken on Thursday.

Article 144 of the Treaty is less explicit than our
Rules of Procedure. It merely says that the Assembly
shall not vote on a motion of censure until at least
three days after it has been tabled and only by open
vote. Our Rules of Procedure, however, by which we
are bound to abide, even though they have less legal
force than the Treaty, say that three clear days must
elapse, i.e. three full days starting at midnight. The
other languages refer to three calendar days, which
excludes any freedom of interpretation, especially if
one bears in mind that in Rule 21 the period in
which discussion may be held is reckoned in hours:
the discussion may not take place until 24 hours after-
ward. A whole day is indeed meant therefore.

Consequently I cannot, on my own initiative, propose
that Parliament should change its Rules of Procedure,
even by taking a vote, for the sake of one discussion.
What I can do, however, is to propose that the matter
be referred to the Committee on the Rules of Proce-
dure and Petitions and ask it to inform us as soon as
possible whether, according to its interpretation of the
Rules of Procedure, a vote may be taken on Thursday.
Should it decide that the current text of the Rules
does not permit it, the vote will have to be put off
until Friday’s sitting.

I call Mr Liicker.

Mr Liicker. — (D) Mr President, first of all I apolo-
gize for not having heard the beginning of this debate,
since I arrived late.

I think, Mr President, that there is a slight but crucial
misunderstanding between Mr Aigner’s proposal to
you and your reply. Mr Aigner did not table an amend-
ment to the Rules of Procedure. He simply asked you,
Mr President, within the scope of your discretion, to
inform the House that if the relevant conditions of
the Rules of Procedure are met, the vote on the
motion of censure might be held on Thursday.

The political motivation behind Mr Aigner’s
announcement is obvious. We should naturally like
the House to be as full as possible when the vote is
taken, as is also envisaged in the Rules of Procedure.
Mr Aigner has quite rightly referred to the possibili-
ties of Rule 54. No-one, neither Mr Aigner nor
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yourself, Mr President, is at present in a position to
say whether these possibilities can be explored further.
If in the discussions with the House’s political groups
a majority, pursuant to Rule 54 (2) of the Rules of
Procedure, is in favour of holding the vote on
Thursday, in view of the overall situation in which we
find ourselves, then the House could decide to do so.
It is not a question of amending Rule 21, but simply
of exploring to the full the possibilities offered by
Rule 54.

Since the House is now aware of the situation, Mr Pres-
ident, I think for the moment it would suffice to leave
open the possibility of voting on Thursday on the
motion of censure which has been announced.

President. — I call Lord Bruce of Donington.

Lord Bruce of Donington. — Mr President, Parlia-
ment is faced with a somewhat unprecedented posi-
tion in regard to this motion of censure. The subject
matter of the motion of censure arises at the instance
of the Subcommittee on Control which is essentially a
subcommittee of the Committee on Budgets and in
accordance with the terms of its constitution, Mr Presi-
dent, the Control Subcommittee is required to report
to the Committee on Budgets itself on the matters
that are the subject of this motion of censure. This has
not been done and so Parliament, Mr President, is
faced with the position where it is required to discuss
a motion of censure arising essentially from a subcom-
mittee that has not yet reported in detail to the full
Committee on Budgets. Parliament will consequently
be deprived of the opinion of the full committee
which, if 1 may say so, Mr President, is the only
committee competent to report to Parliament on a
matter of this kind. I don’t know what Mr Aigner has
in mind, but I wonder, Mr President, whether in view
of the constitutional position that I have outlined to
you, it might be possible for Mr Aigner, even at this
late stage, to withdraw his motion of censure until
such time as the full Committee on Budgets has had
an opportunity of considering the whole matter and
reporting to Parliament accordingly.

President. — [ call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, we cannot now
embark on a technical debate. This is procedural ques-
tion and I should point out that this is not a motion
from the Control Subcommittee which we have before
us, although the committee voted unanimously in
favour of it. It is not the Control Subcommittee but a
political group which is entitled to table such a
motion and the proposer is the Christian-Democratic
Group of this Parliament.

Mr President, I can be extremely brief, since my
colleague Hans August Liicker has clearly referred to
Rule 54 of the Rules of Procedure. Rules of Procedure
are naturally only binding on general matters. Special
cases, which are not governed by the Rules of Proce-
dure because they constitute exceptions, can of course
be settled by Parliament, given the majority required

by Rule 54. I would simply ask you, Mr President, to
say that it is possible that a vote by roll call on this
motion of censure may be held on Thursday. Whether
we actually vote depends on whether we obtain the
majorities required under Rule 54.

President. — I call Mr Giraud.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, I have no liking for
procedural discussions ; so I will not prolong this one.
On behalf of the Socialist Group, I will say simply
that we ask that the rules of procedure be respected,
and the only concession we can make, for it is a
reasonable one, is to propose — as you did yourself,
Mr President — a meeting of the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions to settle the ques-
tion.

President. — I call Sir Peter Kirk.

Sir Peter Kirk. — Mr President, it is quite clear that
there is a slight conflict between the Treaty and Rules
of this House. The Treaty says that the Assembly shall
not vote on a motion of censure until at least three
days after the motion has been tabled. Three days to
me means 72 hours, and 72 hours from now is
Thursday evening when we have other important
votes and it might be possible to take the vote on that
occasion. The Rules, on the other hand, say that the
vote on a motion of censure shall not be taken until at
least three clear days after its announcement. Now I
do not know whether three clear days is an English
legal expression, but to my mind that also means 72
hours and I consider it is absolutely unthinkable we
should leave this motion hanging over until January.
That would be quite wrong. The motion of censure is
directed against the present Commission — it is not
for me to say whether it is right or wrong in view of
my past history in such matters — but nevertheless it
has been tabled and therefore it must be disposed of
at this part-session. We all know that it will not be
disposed of in an effective way on Friday. I would be
quite prepared to accept Mr Giraud’s proposal that
this should go to the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions, provided that they report
back tomorrow morning, so that everybody knows
where we are and that it is clearly understood that the
motion has been put down today. If they report in
favour of a vote on Thursday such a vote can then
take place regardless of the fact that there has been an
overnight delay because the question has been
referred to the Committee on the Rules of Procedure.
I would hope myself that we can dispose of the matter
this week. I think it would be very unfortunate if it
was carried over to the new Commission, more than
half of the Members of which would be new members
and therefore would not carry any responsibility for
what has or has not happened. I hope, Sir, that despite
the apparent conflict between the Rules and the
Treaty, the Treaty will prevail. Three days to me
means 72 Hours, and 72 hours from now takes us to
just about the time when we should be voting on
other matters.
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President. — I do not think Sir Peter is quite right.
There is a difference but not a contradiction between
the Treaty and the Rules of Procedure. The Treaty
says 'at least three days’ while the Rules of Procedure
say ‘three clear days’, which means at least three days
but makes it clear what the writers of the Rules of
Procedure understood by the three days concerned.
This is perfectly clear, especially in the German text
which says ‘drei volle Kalendertage’, in other words
three full calendar days. The Dutch text is identical.
As for our British colleagues, there was a great deal of
discussion when you arrived as to whether to put
‘seventy-two hours’ or ‘three calendar days’ and it was
finally decided to put ‘three clear days’. There can
therefore be no uncertainty ; that is the rule we have
agreed upon.

As guardian of the Rules of Procedure, I cannot rule
that they no longer apply merely because they do not
suit our convenience. If I were to do that there would
soon be no Rules left! We obviously have the power
to decide what we want but at the moment the Rules
are quite clear on this point. I am quite prepared to
ask the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and
Petitions if another interpretation is possible. If that
were the case I should accept its opinion but I cannot
give such an interpretation on my own initiative
without betraying my own cartesian understanding of
the text. If the Committee on the Rules of Procedure
and Petitions manage to read into the text the interpre-
tation which certain Members have been putting
forward, I shall bow to their opinion but I ca:uot give
this interpretation off my own bat.

I call Mr Aigner.

Mr Aigner. — (D) Mr President, I agree with you I
merely asked you to announce that the Committee on
the Rules of Procedure and Petitions and the Legal
Affairs Committee are dealing with this question of
interpretation and that, depending on the outcome,
the vote may be held on Thursday or Friday. Of
course you cannot now autocratically interpret the
Rules of Procedure in one way or another.

President. — Mr Aigner, if there is any further ambi-
guity — which Mr Liicker has tried in vain to clear up
— it is due to the fact that you referred to Rule 54
which concernes amendments to the Rules of Proce-
dure. I am therefore inclined to believe that you
imagine we can change the Rules of Procedure in this
matter according to our own convenience. I do not
think we can do that. Rule 54 is not relevant to the
present discussion, which concerns the manner in
which the Rules should be applied, not how they may
be altered when they do not suit us.

I call Mr Prescott.

Mr Prescott. — Mr President, I think we are in
danger of going round and round on this one. It is

quite clear to me that there is some ambiguity, but
you have, I think, given a fair interpretation of the
rules. You have the authority to interpret the rules,
and if your ruling is strongly disagreed with by this
House, then clearly it has the means to challenge it. It
can do so either through the Committee on the Rules
of Procedure, or the political groups themselves. But
at this stage, I think, we have to endorse your inter-
pretation of the rules, and I propose that we do that.

President. — I consult the House on my proposal to
ask the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and
Petitions to meet as soon as possible to give us its
opinion, in the light of which we shall see at what
point in the order of business the vote on the motion
of censure can be placed.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

Pursuant to Rule 28 of the Rules of Procedure, I
propose that speaking time on the motion of censure
should be allocated as follows :

Author of the motion : no limit
Socialist Group : 30 minutes
Christian-Democratic Group : 25 minutes
Liberal and Democratic Group : 20 minutes
Other groups : 15 minutes
Non-attached Members : 5 minutes

The Commission will be able to speak on request.
Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.

11. Order of business

President. — The next item is the order of business.

The following proposals from the Commission to the
Council have been placed on the agenda of this
sitting for approval without report, pursuant to Rule
27A (5) of the Rules of Procedure :

— proposal for a regulation concerning the import of
certain viticultural products originating in Greece
into the three new Member States (Doc. 394/76).

This proposal has been referred to the Committee on
External Relations as the committee responsible and
to the Committee on Agriculture for its opinion.

— proposal for a regulation amending Regulations (EEC)
No 2682/72, No 2727/75, No 765/68 No 3330/74
concerning the description of certain chemicals
falling within sub-heading 29.16. A VIII of the
Common Customs Tariff (Doc. 422/76).

This proposal has been referred to the Committee on
Agriculture.

— proposal for a regulation amending Regulation (EEC)
No 97/69 on measures to be taken for uniform appli-
cation of the nomenclature of the Common Customs
Tariff (Doc. 423/76).
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This document has been referred to the Committee
on External Economic Relations as the committee
responsible and to the Committee on Agriculture for
its opinion.

Unless a member asks me for permission to speak or
amendments are tabled concerning these proposals by
the opening of the sitting of Friday, 17 December
1976, I shall declare them adopted.

At its meeting of 29 November 1976 the enlarged
Bureau drew up the draft agenda which has been
distributed to you. This was an extremely difficult
task. It considered the problem for four hours and we
have before us a part-session during which business
will have to be carried on until a late hour every
evening. The national parliament of my country
would need almost three months to get through such
a lengthy agenda!

One of the fundamental task of this Parliament is to
contribute to the drafting of Community legislation.
Now there are so many oral questions and debates on
political problems — of great interest, certainly, and
requiring Parliament’s opinion — that our legislative
work is inevitably postponed to days on which atten-
dance is lower. Indeed, the requests for adjustments to
the agenda that I have received are all aimed at having
the debates set aside for Monday and Friday entered
on the agenda of Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday,
which are regarded as the only worthwhile days, the
only days when large numbers of us are here and the
only days when the press is present.

It is obvious, however, that we cannot possibly get
through our work in three days and we must also have
debates on Monday and Friday. Otherwise we shall be
gradually accumulating an intolerable backlog.

I therefore urge you, in the light of the fact that the
agenda for the January part-session is already very
heavy, to make as few as possible amendments to the
agenda which the enlarged Bureau has had so much
difficulty in drawing up.

The report by Mr Schworer on a draft fourth medium-
term economic policy programme — item No 329 of
the agenda — which was to be debated on Thursday
was not adopted in committee and has therefore been
withdrawn from the agenda.

The oral question by Mr Waltmans to the Conference
of Foreign Ministers on the common policy of the
Member States with regard to Southern Africa — item
No 327 on the agenda — which was to be debated on
Wednesday has been held over at the request of the
Conference.

Mr Kofoed has requested that his report on Commu-
nity fisheries — item No 322 on the agenda — which
headed Friday’s agenda, should be held over until the
January part-session.

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Mr President, I am absolutely
amazed that this should be so. We spent a great deal

of time the week before last at the meeting of the
Committee on Agriculture dealing with the amend-
ments to this particular report. I may be wrong, Mr
President, but I understood that both the Council and
the Commission were waiting with eager anticipation
for us to deal with their proposal. I don’t quite under-
stand why it has now been suddenly postponed until
January. I admit that Friday morning is an incon-
venient time, but you will remember the discussion
that took place on 'this and how important it was
considered to take this itemduring this part-session.
Could you tell us what has changed ?

President. — The postponement was requested by
the rapporteur. I have merely conveyed his request to
you.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Mr President, you must admit
that the House is in a little bit of a quandary here
because, unhappily, the rapporteur is not present.
Perhaps the Chairman of his group would be able to
explain to us.

President. — I call Mr Hughes.

Mr Hughes. — Perhaps the Chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture might be able to help us,
but 1 am astounded at this request. It seems to me
that we were asked in the Committee on Agriculture
to consider this as a matter of urgency, and we did so.
We have come back, having come to our decisions.
We are in a position, with or without the rapporteur,
to give the decisions of the whole Committee on Agri-
culture to this House. I see no reason why this should
be postponed this week.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Durieux.

Mr Durieux. — (F) Mr President, I see that Mr
Kofoed has just arrived ; he will therefore be able to
speak for himself. But I think that there is also a
general problem concerning the whole part-session.
Today we have an important report, the report by Mr
De Koning. On Thursday we have votes from §
oclock on; on Friday the report on fishing policy
which is also an important report, not forgetting the
various discussions before that. I think it is difficult in
view of the dual mandate system to ask all Members
to be present from Monday to Friday; and we know
that unfortunately on Friday there are not many
members present: in general there are only the
British, who are waiting for their plane !

(Laughter and protests)

Mr President, you have asked us to be present on
Thursday at § o’clock so that the votes can be taken
together, as the Bundestag has to meet to elect its
Chancellor. However, we in other parliaments have
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other commitments and it is very difficult for us —
and I am sure that my colleagues will support me in
this — to be present all the time. Therefore, since
there are several important reports, I think that we
should — and this was requested a few moments ago,
as you pointed out — try to concentrate at least the
important reports into a certain number of days. I
know this is very difficult, but when important reports
are put on Friday’s agenda, you are well aware Mr Pres-
ident, that not many members are present. Indeed I
for one will be absent!

President. — I call lord Castle.

Lord Castle. — On behalf, I am sure, of the whole
British delegation, no matter what their political
colouration, we should be only too glad to postpone
everything to Friday so that we can have our own way.
(Laugher)

But, Sir, I rise really to ask a question on a matter
which does not seem to have aroused the questioning
which I would have expected, namely the postpone-
ment of Item 327. As far as I understood your explana-
tion of this, the postponement is due to the fact that
the Council is not in a position to give us an answer
on this.

Now, am I right in believing this or not? It seems
extraordinary to me that we all should be possessed of
enough facts on this matter to ask a question, and yet
those people that we have a right to expect an answer
from, are not in a position to answer us.

President. — Lord Castle, the question was not put
down within the time limit. The Conference was there-
fore fully within its rights to refuse to reply.

I call Mr Kofoed.

Mr Kofoed. — (DK) Mr President, the reason for
recommending that this important item should be
postponed either to the January part-session or until
later this week is that it is so important that it should
be possible for as many of Parliament’'s Members as
possible to take part in the debate.

I would also remind Parliament about another point,
namely that today and tomorrow the Council is
discussing temporary arrangements for fishing in
1977. The report by the Committee on Agriculture
goes further than 1977 and 1 therefore think there is
some point in postponing the debate until January
when the Council will presumably have reached a
decision on temporary arrangements for 1977.

President. — I call Mr Prescott.

Mr Prescott. — Mr President, can I first deal with
the point as to whether the British are here on Friday,
Thursday, Wednesday, Tuesday or Monday. To the
best of my knowledge, Friday is a working day of this
Parliament and if it is now being considered that busi-
ness cannot be dealt with on Friday because Members
of this House from other countries have to work in
their own constituencies, I am bound to point out to
them that their obligations are no greater than those

of the British Members of Parliament to their constitu-
encies. The fact that the British Members can travel
back on a charter flight is perhaps a matter of conven-
ience at times — though most Members in the British
delegation will doubt it, having experienced the
charter flight over a period of time — but they can go
back on charter flight is perhaps a matter of con-
venience at times — though most Members in the British
delegation will doubt it, having experienced the charter
flight over a period of time — but they can go
ered because a number of Members are not prepared
to give priority to the working day here on a Friday.
On matters of votes of censure — and we have
discussed this before — there is a clear and very
important difference that we all understand. I there-
fore presume that Friday is a working day for this
Parliament, and those that do not attend it are making
a decision about their priorities.

Secondly, the matter of putting off the fishing debate
— and there are other issues, such as road transporta-
tion and tachographs, which are of equal importance
to the Community and are due for debate. I think the
reasons given by Mr Kofoed are totally unsatisfactory.
Every time this Parliament has tried to debate fishing,
Mr Kofoed has got up and suggested it be postponed.
He did so in October and in November and, now he
is doing so in December. On that record it is a fair
certainty that he will be asking for the same thing in
January.

The issue before this Assembly is that fishing is a very
important subject which will be discussed in the
Council and the Commission on these very days. That
is the very reason why this Parliament should consider
all the arguments, taking into account the extent of
differences and agreement within the Council and the
Commission, and then take the opportunity to put
forward its own ideas in debate. Mr Kofoed knows
that there is a resolution from the Committee on Agri-
culture, which has spent considerable time in getting
its resolution ready for this Assembly. If the argument
is that Mr Kofoed cannot be here on Friday — and 1
note this was not put forward by Mr Kofoed — I shall
not argue, because I presume he will be here on
Friday if this House decides to debate the matter.

The sole issue we have to decide upon is therefore
whether we wish to put it off because the Council has
not come to an agreement about the Commissions’
proposal. This is the very area in which this Parlia-
ment should be expressing its opinion. If they cannot
reach an agreement in the Council, what are we
supposed to do here ? Wait until they find one and
then tell them whether we agree or not ? No. The deci-
sion of this House surely must be to discuss these
issues, and Friday is the best day to discuss it.

Decisions will have been taken by some of the
Council Members and we may be presented with
further difficulties, but that is the very time when this
House would express its opinion, and not wait until
decisions have been taken by the Council.

(Apvlause from the Socialist Group)
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President. — I call Mr Houdet.

Mr Houdet, chasrman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture. — (F) Mr President, you must have been
expecting me to comment on the agenda as a whole. |
was awaiting the appropriate moment to do so; the
remarks by Mr Hughes on the possibility of the report
on the regulation on fisheries being deferred till
January leads me to speak now.

I am fully aware, as are all the members of this
Assembly, of the difficulties you have had, Mr Presi-
dent, and which the enlarged Bureau has experienced
in organizing the debates for this particularly heavy
part-session. You explained those difficulties a few
moments ago. Nevertheless, I must, on behalf of the
whole Committee on Agriculture, express our deep
regrets about the place which is usually given in the
agenda to matters concerning the common agricul-
tural policy.

There are some subjects which are of vital importance.
During this part-session we have two : the debate on
the improvement of the milk market and the debate
on the regulation on Community fisheries.

Our Committee on Agriculture, at the request of the
Commission, has given long consideration to these
matters : we have met several times both by day and
by night. We are ready to present during this part-ses-
sion two resolutions, one on improvements in milk
marketing and the other on fisheries.

I only regret that you have placed the debate on the
milk products sector on Monday evening, at a time
when most of our colleagues are still detained by their
national commitments — I notice by the number of
empty seats that there will not be many present this
evening — whereas the regulation on the improve-
ment of the milk product market is of considerable
importance to our nine States.

As regards the regulation on Community fisheries, I
think that, as Mr Hughes pointed out, we do have
certain deadlines, particularly 1 January 1977. 1 there-
fore regret that Mr Kofoed cannot present his report
on Friday morning. However, I would ask you that if
this report is considered during this part-session it
should not be on Friday morning, just as I asked that
the report on improvements to the milk products
market should not be on Monday evening.

I wrote to you on behalf of the Committee on Agricul-
ture, which unanimously agreed, to ask you to place
these two important reports in the middle of the
week.

However, the regulation on Community fisheries has
been placed on the agenda for Friday morning
together with 15 other reports or oral questions. There
will only be 3 hours of debate for 16 items on the
agenda. But the report by Mr Kofoed and the
numerous amendments which will be tabled require

at least 212 hours debate : this means in practice that
you are prepared to defer the 15 other items on your
agenda. Once more, Mr President, I would tell you
that we are unhappy about this.

Parliament is going to have to decide once and for all
that matters of importance to the common agricul-
tural policy, the most active Community policy,
should not be discussed at times when it is impossible
for the majority of members, whatever their nation-
ality, to be present.

(Applause)

President. — Mr Houdet, you have spoken with
convincing fervour and have received some applause
for your pains. I feel bound to point out, however, that
the decision as to what is an ‘important matter’ is
extremely subjective. You claim that the important
items on the agenda are the debates on milk and fish-
eries. The Commission for its part attaches most
importance to the budget debate in this part-session
during which we shall in fact be holding a concilia-
tion procedure on the matter with the Council. For
the latter too, this matter is the most important one.
There is also the statement by the Commission, its
testament to posterity on which we shall have to give
an opinion. Other members regard the improvements
to the transport policy as the most import matter,
while Miss Flesch emphasises the significance of the
North-South dialogue. These are al// important
matters and, after studying them for four long hours
with the chairman of the political groups and the
members of the enlarged Bureau, I am myself incap-
able of classifying them according to their impor-
tance.

Of course, the ideal solution would be to deal with all
54 items on Wednesday. If you are capable of doing
so, then go ahead ! If we are not capable of doing so,
let us spread out our business over the days at our
disposal as best we can, and run the unavoidable risk
that some people will be dissatisfied at seeing their
own ‘priorities’ neglected. There will not be a proper
solution to this problem until Parliament has been
elected by direct universal suffrage and can hold
longer part-sessions than we can expect to hold at
present.

I call Mr Laban.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, 1 should just like to
express support for Mr Hughes and Mr Prescott, who
are members of my group. Parliament has held many
debates linked to oral questions on both milk and fish-
eries, after which these matters were referred back to
the Committee on Agriculture. They spent many
hours on it without producing any concrete proposals.
Last month Parliament deferred all sorts of items on
the agenda until the December part-session although
they knew that difficulties would arise.
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The Committee on Agriculture has now taken a deci-
sion on one important subject, Mr Kofoed’s report,
and this has been placed on the agenda. We must get
used to the fact that Friday is a normal working day.
Furthermore it is necessary for Parliament to take a
decision since as far as I know — it is still unofficial
— the British Government intends to take unilateral
action to protect fish stocks, in particular herring, as
the result of which the Member States would no
longer be able to fish there. We feel that the debate
must take place on Friday. You are quite right in
saying that it is a normal working day. If necessary,
speaking time will have to be shortenened, but Parlia-
ment must issue this opinion. I therefore support
those who argue that the Kofoed report should be
discussed and I hope that you, Mr President, will now
ask Parliament for a decision on this.

President. — 1 call Mr Nyborg.

Mr Nyborg. — (DK} Mr President, we have now
discussed the fisheries policy for almost two years and
the time has finally come when we have to take a deci-
sion. But even if you, Mr President, say that Friday is
just as good as any other day and that it is a working
day — and there we have to agree with you — we
must admit that on Fridays it is easier for some
groups to come than others and that this is a question
that has been dealt with in national terms during the
discussion.

(Protests from various quarters)

It would therefore be incorrect to take such an impor-
tant decision on a Friday and on behalf of my group I
therefore recommend, Mr President, that you consider
replacing one of the items deleted from Wednesday’s
agenda or the first item on Thursday by the debate or
else postponing it until the January part-session as
proposed by Mr Kofoed.

President. — I call Mr Howell.

Mr Howell. — Mr President, I find myself very much
in agreement with Mr Houdet and others who feel
that this matter should be discussed at this part-ses-
sion and if it is not convenient to discuss it on Friday
then it should be discussed on Tuesday. This is a real
live issue which ought to be discussed at this time and
much more important than the procedural debates
which we are proposing for Tuesday. But in any event,
Mr President, I believe it is utterly wrong that any
member of this Parliament should be able to veto a
debate and that is what is happening in this case
because the rapporteur cannot be present. Surely some
other person could present this report and no member
of this Parliament should be able to veto an issue in
this way.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Giraud.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, I would like to say
simply that the Socialist Group finds it unacceptable

that at the beginning of every part-session the agenda
is disrupted. It is sometimes its own fault ; but not this
time. I therefore ask you to keep to the agenda : since
Friday is a day of abstinence, it is the perfect day for
discussing fish ...

(Laughter)

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, now that this
mini-marathon is over, 1 should like to thank our
British colleagues for pointing out that Friday is a
normal working day. I hope that their enthusiasm will
bring the whole House round to this point of view.

Having said this, I should like to know whether the
Committee on Agriculture has adopted an opinion on
the Kofoed report.

I call Mr Houdet.

Mr Houdet, chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture. — (F) Mr President, the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Mr Kofoed are at Parliament’s disposal and
are ready to present this report during this part-ses-
sion. The amendments have been considered. Mr
Kofoed has tabled a draft motion for a resolution,
which was adopted by the Committee on Agriculture.
We are ready to present this report tomorrow. The
only thing I regret is that our important reports,
whether on fisheries or on milk products, even
granting the fact that important is a relative term, are
usually placed on Friday morning’s agenda, which
may suit some delegations but which is inconvenient
for many others.

I would like the two reports in question to be placed
in the middle of the week. Or at least, since that
would probably not be possible, might it be possible,
since two items of the agenda have just been dropped,
to substitute for one of them the report on fisheries
on either Wednesday evening or Thursday ?

President. — I call Mr Kofoed.

Mr Kofoed. — (DK) Mr President, I am prepared to
be present on Friday. I shall certainly give considera-
tion to it, but like the chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture I feel it would be preferable to hold the
debate on another day and I am willing to withdraw
my own Written Question about Ghana if that will
help.

President. — Since the Committee on Agriculture
has adopted a motion for a resolution, there is no
need to postpone consideration of this matter. As for
the De Koning report, it is not possible for us to
accept Mr Houdet’s request to move this item to
another day.

I call Mr Scott-Hopkins.
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Mr Scott-Hopkins. — I wish to take up what you
have just said, Mr President. It is within my recollec-
tion and I hope the rest of the enlarged Bureau’s, that
it was decided that we would be debating Mr de
Koning's report on milk products today, and that we
will be taking the vote on it tomorrow morning. This
was, | understood, the decision of the enlarged
Bureau. Would you please clarify that point, Mr Presi-
dent ?

President. — Various points of view were put
forward in the enlarged Bureau. One of them, which
was put forward particularly emphatically, was that it
is preferable to vote immediately after discussion and
that exceptions to this rule should only rarely be
admitted. One such exception is when a particular
quorum is required. Thus, for the budget we shall be
holding the discussion and taking the vote separately.

It has, however, been agreed that for the De Koning
report the vote will immediately follow the debate.

I call Sir Peter Kirk.

Sir Peter Kirk. — Mr President, I hesitate to pit my
memory against yours, but my memory of the discus-
sion is absolutely clear. It was decided in the enlarged
Bureau that the debate would take place this after-
noon, and late into the night if necessary, but that the
votes would take place tomorrow morning. There was
no doubt in my mind that this was so and I have
discussed it with other colleagues and there is no
doubt in their minds that this was the decision of the
enlarged Bureau.

President. — I call Mr Durieux.

Mr Durieux. — (F) On this point I would like to
confirm what Sir Peter has just said. Indeed, I
announced at the group meeting, with the approval of
my two vice-chairmen, both also members of the
enlarged bureau, that the vote would be held on
Tuesday morning. This is what, like a number of my
colleagues, it appears, I gathered from the meeting of
the enlarged bureau.

President. — I call Mr Yeats.

Mr Yeats. — Mr President, I am afraid I must
disagree with what Sir Peter has said and what Mr
Durieux has said, and agree with you. I am in abso-
lutely no doubt that the decision of the Bureau was to
take the vote tonight. I am particularly sure because it
was suggested that perhaps we could put on the
agenda that the vote would be taken tonight or
possibly tomorrow morning if the debate ran so late
that it was not possible to have the vote tonight, and I
said we ought not to encourage people to think that
the vote could be taken tomorrow if it was at all
possible to take it tonight. And this was the view
taken by the Bureau. I am in no doubt about this
because we had quite a discussion on it.

President. — Well, the House now knows all the
enlarged Bureau’s secrets. In order to ensure a suffi-
ciently high attendance this evening it was agreed that
the vote should be held today, subject to the possi-
bility, in the event of there being too few members
present, of putting it off until tomorrow evening.

I call Mr Martens.

Mr Martens. — (NL) Mr President, I should just like
to endorse what you and Mr Yeats have just said. The
vote must indeed be taken tonight.

President. — I call Sir Geoffrey de Freitas.

Sir Geoffrey de Freitas. — Mr President, I regret
that we should have to debate a ruling that you gave
when presiding over the Bureau. Your ruling was
correct. The enlarged Bureau decided — and my
calleague here endorses this — that we should debate
today and vote today.

President. — I think that the British delegation to
the enlarged Bureau, who understand French very
well, may have been misled by an error of translation.
It does not matter very much.

I call Mr Deschamps.

Mr Deschamps. — (F) Mr President, I would like to
thank you on behalf of the Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation for mentioning a moment ago
Miss Flesch’s question on the North-South dialogue as
one of the questions which were to be considered
important.

By letter of 29 November, Miss Flesch, chairman of
the committee, speaking to you on behalf of the
committee, asked you specifically not to place this
question on Friday’s agenda. I would therefore like to
make a practical suggestion : during this part-session
the only important question on cooperation and deve-
lopment is Miss Flesch’s question. The other, by Mr
Kofoed, on the seizure of EEC firms in Ghana, deals
with a particular point which, in my view — our two
colleagues in the Liberal Group might come to some
agreement on this — should give way to the more
general question by Miss Flesch which is more urgent
and more important. Therefore, as you have already
deleted the report by Mr Schworer, initially planned
for Thursday morning, and as I do not think it would
be difficult to convince Mr Kofoed to give to his
colieague Miss Flesch the time he planned to devote
to his question on Ghana, I would ask you to substi-
tute for Mr Schwérer’s report, ‘in exchange’ for Mr
Kofoed’s question, Miss Flesch’s question on the
North-South dialogue. As a question which concerns
the whole Parliament, and in the light of recent deci-
sions is extremely topical, I feel it is more important
than many others.

President. — 1 call Mr Evans.
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Mr Evans, Chairman of the Committee on Regional
Policy, Regional Planning and Transport. — Some
comment has been made which casts doubt upon
whether Friday is a working day or not. Could I ask
members to look at the agenda where they will find
that there are no less than 15 items and we only have
3 hours to discuss them. So if Friday isn’t a working
day then I don’t know what it is. The other thing I
would draw your attention to before I turn to my
specific point, Mr President, is the amount of time
that the enlarged Bureau have allocated to the debate
by Mr de Koning, to the budget debate and to the
debate on the statement by the Council of the Euro-
pean Communities. Quite frankly, when one looks at
the length of this agenda, the times allocated are
disgraceful and I would suggest that the enlarged
Bureau look again at the allocation of time for those
debates.

But to be more specific, Mr President , and to return
to Friday and to items No 338 and No 289, I think
everyone appreciates that some of our German
colleagues have difficulty getting to Parliament this
week and I hope to speak to Mr Seefeld tonight about
Item 289, but I do understand at the moment that Mr
Seefeld is not asking that this item be brought forward
on the agenda. With regard to item No 338, the
report by Mr Schwabe on behalf of the Regional
Policy Committee, my difficulty here, Mr President, is
that the Council of Transport Ministers are meeting
on Thursday afternoon and they require Parliament’s
opinion on this proposal as far as bracket tariffs for
the carriage of goods are concerned. Therefore could 1
suggest to Parliament that item No 338 be brought
forward on the agenda and taken without debate,
because I am quite sure it does not need to be
debated. My committee unanimously adopted that
report and at least it will save some time on Friday
morning. Would you accept, Mr President, that Item
338 be brought forward before Thursday afternoon
and be taken without debate ?

President. — I call Mr Notenboom.

Mr Notenboom. — (NL) Mr President, my question
will be no surprise to you. [ think it is a pity that the
chairman of the Committee on Budgets cannot be
present here today. I shall have to be my own advo-
cate as it were.

I am talking about the interim report which bears my
name. This is incorrectly described as a report but is
fact it is an interim report which has been distributed
as Document No 470/76. The Committee on Budgets
has decided not to go into the technical side of this
matter but to suggest to Parliament that no opinion
should be issued on this in order to force the Council
finally to take a decision on the directive. You will of
course realize how important this is. This report
would no longer have any point in January. It still has

some sense at the moment and the whole thing can
be dealt with quickly since it bears some relation to
the draft report by Mr Shaw. I ask you on behalf of
the Committee on Budgets to see whether you can
find a little place on the agenda for this report either
in combination with the Shaw report or directly after-
ward. The House can then if it wishes discuss Docu-
ment 470/76 this week in a short but serious way. I
presume that you know the background to this ques-
tion very well. I therefore suggest to Parliament to
decide accordingly.

President. — I call Mr Springorum.

Mr Springorum, chairman of the Committee on
Energy and Research, — (D)1 now have a guilty cons-
cience about the request I should like to make, but
the same applies to us as to Mr Notenboom and the
Committee on Budgets. We submitted two items
concerning additions to Community legislation,
which are both due to be discussed, one by the
Council of Research Ministers on 18 December and
the other by the Council of Energy Ministers. They
would both become meaningless if they could not be
passed this week in Parliament. They can both be
passed without debate. They will require no longer
than three to five minutes. However, they would lose
their meaning if we did not discuss them until after
the meetings of the Councils of Ministers. One item is
concerned with the consultations on the JET project,
the other with aid to coking coal, to be discussed by
the Energy Ministers on 21 December.

I should therefore be extremely grateful if these two
items could be passed without debate, if necessary on
Friday. The Committee on Energy and Research
supported both items by an overwhelming majority
and the result would not be any different here in the
Assembly. But they simply must be passed this week.

President. — 1 call Mr Giraud.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, I would like, on
behalf of the Socialist Group, to make a suggestion.
Since the President-in-Office of the Council will be
speaking on the results of the European Council of 29
and 30 November and since the question of North-
South relations were dealt with at that Council, our
colleagues could deal with this matter during the
debate on the results of the European Council without
the matter being specifically entered on the agenda.

President. — I would say to Mr Springorum that I
understand that it is necessary to consider the two
reports he has just mentioned during this part-session
and if they can be adopted without debate on Friday I
agree to enter them on the agenda.

Mr Notenboom, I could enter on Friday’s agenda the
proposal for a regulation on the replacement of finan-
cial contributions by Member States by own resources.
This cannot be considered on another day since
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President

certain other items have been added to the agenda
apart from the motion of censure. There are also the
proposals from the President-in-Office of the Council
on a concertation procedure which compel us to
adjust Wednesday’s agenda. If you don’t mind I shall
therefore enter it at the end of Friday’s agenda.

As far as Mr Giraud’s proposal is concerned, I would
say to Mr Deschamps that since the Council has had
an opportunity of giving its opinion at the summit
meeting at The Hague, at which the North-South
dialogue was discussed, we could easily extend our
exchange of views with the Council to include the
Commission and thus hold a single debate, while it
would be difficult to arrange for a special item,
parallel to this Council statement, for a discussion
with the Commission on the North-South dialogue.

Mr Brinkhorst, President-in-Office of the Council, has
informed us that he will convene a ‘budget’ Council
meeting in Luxembourg at 12 a.m. on Wednesday and
he would be glad if we could hold budgetary concerta-
tion with the Council at the beginning of the after-
noon of the same day. This proposal for additional
concertation during our work on the budget is some-
thing which we should not reject but welcome and, if
necessary, we should adjust our order of business
accordingly. We must therefore enter the questions to
the Commission in the agenda of the morning sitting
and set aside the afternoon for concertation and ques-
tions concerning the Council. In other words,
Wednesday morning would be taken up by Question
Time, the oral question on trade with Japan and the
statement — followed by debate — by Mr Ortoli on
the Commission’s activities during its period of office.
The afternoon would be devoted to the statement —
followed by debate — by the President of the Council
on the European Council in The Hague, the oral ques-
tion on COMECON and the oral question on the
environment programme.

The joint debate on the oral questions on the steel
industry would take place on Thursday morning at 10
o'clock, instead of the Schwérer report, as the Presi-
dent of the Council has promised to be present on
Thursday morning for that debate.

There would be no other amendments to the order of
business, except that Friday’s programme would be
supplemented as proposed a few moments ago.

I call Mr Deschamps.

Mr Deschamps. — (F) Although you did not
mention it among the points to be dealt with during
the debate on the statement by the Council, can 1

consider that the oral question by Miss Flesch is
included ?

President. — As [ have just said, it is difficult to fit
this question as such in the agenda but Miss Flesch

~

should speak in the debate with the Council and, if
necessary, put her question to the Commission at the
same time.

Mr Deschamps. — (F) I am simply asking that
account be taken of it in calculating her speaking
time.

President. — Agreed
I call Mr Liicker.

Mr Liicker. — (D) On behalf of my group I should
like to announce that we propose to draw up a motion
for a resolution for Thursday, in which Parliament is
to deliver its opinion on the European Council. We
want to discuss this first with the other groups. I am
therefore simply announcing our intention. Since we
cannot conclude our discussions with the President of
the Council with a motion for a resolution, in our
view the groups should pass a motion for a resolution
embodying our opinion on the Conference of the
European Council on Thursday, when attendance in
Parliament is still high. The motion can be fairly
short and the text would have to be prepared. We
should therefore like an appropriate time to be set
aside for this on Thursday.

President. — To wind up this item I propose that
the debate on the motion of censure should be held
tomorrow at the end of the proposed agenda. It is in
fact quite possible — and 1 hope that the Commis-
sion will take part in the debate — that the matter
will be concluded somewhat differently.

The order of business would thus be as follows :

This afternoon on resumption

— Joint debate on the De Koning report on the milk
sector and the oral question to the Commissiorr on
the same subject

Tuesday 14 December 1976 at 9 am. and 3 pm.

— Statement by the Commission on the action taken on
the opinions of Parliament

— Joint debate on the Berkhouwer report, the third
Hamilton report and the Memmel report on the
amendment of Parliament’s Rules of Procedure

— Shaw report on the Financial Regulation

— Terrenoire report on ECSC levies and operational
budget for 1977

— Bangemann report on the discharge for the financial
years 1972, 1973 and 1974

— Cointat report on amending budget No 3
— Schwabe report on road transport (without debate)
From 1130 a.m. to 1.00 p.m.: Question Time

— 3.00 p.m : Introduction and discussion of the supple-
mentary Bruce report on the draft general budget of
the Communities for the financial year 1977

— Possibly, continuation of the morning’s agenda

— Debate on the motion of censure
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President

Wednesday, 15 December 1976 at 10 a.m. and 3 pm.
— Question Time

— Oral question with debate to the Commission on
trade with Japan

— Statement by the President of the Commission on the
Commission’s activities during its period of office
(followed by debate)

— Statement by the President of the Council on the
meeting of the European Council in The Hague
(followed by debate)

— Oral question with debate to the Council on
COMECON

— Oral question with debate to the Council on the
Communities’ environment programme

Thursday 16 December 1976 10 am, 3 p.m. and, possibly,
in the evening

— Joint debate on the questions to the Council and
Commission on steel

— Question to the Commission on the seizure of under-
takings in Ghana

— Question to the Commission on the craft trades
industry

— Delmotte report on the European Regional Develop-
ment Fund

— 3.00 pm.: Vote on the motion for a resolution
contained in the Cointat report on amending budget
No 3 of the Communities for 1976 and on the draft
general budget of the Communities for 1977 and on
the motion for a resolution contained in the Bruce
supplementary report

— Vote on the motions for resolutions contained in the
Berkhouwer report, the third Hamilton report and the
Memmel report on the amendment of Parliament’s
Rules of Procedure

Friday, 17 December 1976 at 9 a.m.

— Possibly, continuation of Thursday’s agenda
— Procedure without report

— Kofoed report on fisheries

— Scott-Hopkins report on agricultural holdings
— Ney report on the veterinary field

— Fruh report on hops

— Liogier report on the wine sector

— Liogier report on EAGGF aid for 1977

— Joint debate on the Albers reports on transport by
inland waterway

— Secfeld report on social legislation relating to road
transport

— Question to the Commission on water policy

— Emile Muller report on certain agricultural products
originating in Turkey (without debate)

— Kaspereit report on preserved sardines from Tunisia
and Morocco (without debate)

— Flesch report on agricultural products from the ACP
States and the OCT

— Interim Notenboom report on own resources (urgent
procedure)

— Krieg report on coal and coke (without debate)
(urgent procedure)

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

12. Allocation and limitation of speaking time

President. — After consulting the political groups
and pursuant to Rule 28 of the Rules of Procedure, I
propose that speaking time should be limited as
follows :

De Koning report (milk sector)

— Council — Commission — rapporteur: 60 minutes
— Socialist Group : 40 minutes
— Christian-Democratic Group : 30 minutes
— Liberal and Democratic Group : 25 minutes

— Group of European Progessive Democrats : 20 minutes

— European Conservative Group : 20 minutes
— Communist and Allies Group : 20 minutes
— Non-attached members : 10 minutes
Budget debate

— Council — Commission : 60 minutes
— Rapporteur 45 minutes
— Socialist Group 60 minutes
— Christian-Democratic Group : 50 minutes
— Libenal and Democratic Group : 35 minutes
— European Progressive Democrats : 25 minutes
— European Conservative Group : 25 minutes
— Communist and Allies Group : 25 minutes
— Non-attached members : 10 minutes

Debate on the meeting of the European Council in The
Hague

~— Chairman of the Political Affairs Committee :

10 minutes
— Socialist Group : 30 minutes
— Christian-Democratic Group : 25 minutes
— Liberal and Democratic Group : 20 minutes

— Group of European Progressive Democrats :

15 minutes
— European Conservative Group : 15 minutes
— Communist and Allies Group : 15 minutes
— Non-attached members : 10 minutes

Reports

— 15 minutes for the rapporteur and for one speaker on
behalf of each group, and

— 10 minutes for other speakers.
— 3 minutes for speakers on amendments.
oral questions
— 10 minutes for the author of the question, and
— S minutes for other speakers.
Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

13. Time-limit for tabling-amendments

President. — I propose that the time-limit for
tabling amendments to the Berkhouwer, Hamilton
and Memmel reports on the amendment of the Rules
of Procedure should be set at 8 p.m. this evening.
Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.
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14. List of speakers in the budget debate

President. — I propose that representatives and the
political groups should submit the names of Members
wishing to speak in the budget debate to the Sessions
Office by 12 a.m. tomorrow morning.

Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.

I call Mr Prescott on a point of order.

Mr Prescott. — Mr President, I only have one matter
to raise, that is the proposal as to when this House
will reconvene, assuming we are now going to take a
break. It was suggested in the documents that the
sitting should be resumed at § o’clock. Now clearly,
the same agenda means that the political groups will
not have an opportunity to meet under these circum-
stances now because it was difficult to predict how
long this would take. And clearly each political group
has a number of decisions to make about the docu-
ments, the speakers and so on. I wonder whether we
might possibly consider reconvening at 5.30, to at
least give half-an-hour for the groups themselves to be
able to make some essential decisions which are
required in this matter.

President. — Ladies and gentlmen, forgive me for
being ironical but it seems that the less time we have
at our disposal the longer it takes to decide how to use
it. I agree, however, that the sitting should not resume
until 530 at the earliest ; otherwise there is no point
in the groups’ meeting.

Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.

The sitting is suspended.

(The sitting was suspended at 4.40 p.m. and resumed
at 530 p.m)

IN THE CHAIR: SIR GEOFFREY DE FREITAS
Vice-President
President. — The sitting is resumed.
15. Tabling of a motion for a resolution

President. — | have received from Mr Springorum,
on behalf of the committee on Energy and Research,
a motion for a resolution on the meeting of the
Council of Research Ministers of 18 November 1976
(Doc. 456/76).

Pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, a
request has been made for this motion for a resolution
to be dealt with by urgent procedure.

I shall consult Parliament tomorrow morning on the
adoption of urgent procedure

16. Regulations and decision

on the milk sector — Oral question with debate :

Milk powder surpluses

President. — The next item is the debate on the
report (Doc. 414/76) drawn up by Mr De Koning, on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, on the

proposals from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council for

L. a regulation on a coresponsibility levy and measures
for expanding markets in the milk and milk products
sector

IL. a regulation temporarily suspending certain national
and Community aids in the milk and milk products
sector

III. a regulation concerning a charge on certain oils and
fats

IV. a decision setting up a Community action for the
eradication of brucelosis, tuberculosis and leukosis in
bovines.

This will be debated jointly with the Oral Question
with debate, pursuant to Rule 47 of the Rules of Proce-
dure, by Mr Baas and Mr Berkhouwer, on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group, to the Commis-
sion of the European Communities on milk powder
surplus (Doc. 449/76):

Since, contrary to earlier statements made by Mr Lardi-
nois before the European Parliament, it now appears that,
despite the drought, the milk powder surplus in the
Community will increase even further this winter, does
not the Commission consider it necessary that this milk
powder, bought up at the intervention price and stored
by the Commission should be made available on a
broader scale to the developing countries ?

As honourable Members will know, the time-limit for
tabling amendments to the De Koning report on the
milk market was 19 November 1976. The political
groups have therefore had enough time to consider
these amendments. For this reason, when we come to
vote, only the rapporteur and the authors of the
amendments will be able to speak on the amendment.

I would like first of all, on your behalf, to welcome Mr
van der Stee, the President-in-Office of the Council,
who is here to attend the debate on the milk sector.

(Applause)
I call Mr De Koning.

Mr De Koning, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I
should like to begin with a reminder that the propo-
sals for restoring the balance in the milk market
which have been submitted to us for our opinion,
stem from the Commission’s action programme
examined by the European Parliament in October and
on which an opinion was produced. On that occasion
there was an exhaustive debate on the background to
and the reasons for the Commission’s introducing its
proposals and the general purport of these proposals.
Parliament has already taken a decision on one of the
proposals at its October part-session, namely that
concerning the non-marketing of milk and milk
products and the conversion of dairy cow herds. There-
fore it does not seem necessary to me to go into detail
about all the various considerations which led us to
take up our position in October. I did think however
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it would be useful to recall the main points of our
October resolution in the recitals of my present resolu-
tion so as to create some continuity between decisions
we made in October and the decisions which I would
now like to suggest you adopt in this part-session.

In this short introduction I should like to draw atten-
tion to two points from my previous report. Firstly we
have found that despite last summer’s drought, milk
production has quickly reassumed its upward trend.
This means that the need to restrict production and
increase sales is undiminished. We are all pleased by
the fact that the mild weather this autumn has consid-
erably reduced the problem of raw fodder supplies.
Nevertheless we should not lose sight of the fact that
the financial effects of this drought are still very much
with us. Across large areas of the Community, farming
results for the current year are particularly poor. This
presents us with extremely painful dilemma.

On the one hand something must be done quickly to
slow down the rise in milk production and on the
other the incomes of large numbers of dairy farmers
make it hardly feasible to impose extra taxes on them
for this purpose. However, the Committee on Agricul-
ture feels that in this dilemma direct measures to
limit production have to be adopted even if they
require sacrifices from milk producers. Without a
reduction in production, in our opinion, the burdens
on the common agricultural policy would become
greater than is politically acceptable and without a
limitation of production the milk surplus will
continue to exert pressure on prices on the milk
market. We are convinced that it is in the direct
interest of milk producers themselves that the milk
powder mountain should be eliminated as soon as
possible so that a normal pricing system can be rein-
stated on the milk products market.

With this in mind, I should like to make a few obser-
vations on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture on
the Commission proposals, observations which are
included in the motion for a resolution.

Firstly there is the Commission’s proposal to suspend
aid to dairy farming. We agree with this. We agree
that Community and national aid should be
suspended until changed conditions of milk produc-
tion make it possible to reintroduce this aid. However,
we wish to limit the suspension of aid to those
measures which directly or indirectly lead to increased
production. The Committee on Agriculture considers
that it is of paramount importance that the structural
improvement in cattle farming should be continued
and it therefore also feels that this structural improve-
ment should be encouraged at this time.

It is absolutely necessary for there to be some improve-
ment in the particularly poor structure of dairy
farming. We cannot allow ourselves not to encourage
this structural improvement over a long period. We
are therefore in favour of retaining aid in pasture areas
which are not suitable for any other type of produc-
tion and for projects which help to improve working

conditions without increasing production capacity.
We believe that it is quite feasible to make a distinc-
tion within the whole package of aid measures
between, on the one hand, aid which can make dairy
farms more viable and manageable and, on the other
hand, aid which will increase production.

Secondly, I should like to make a comment on the
lesy on milk production and the measures for
expanding markets.

The Committee on Agriculture feels that you should
approve the proposed levy of 2:5% on all milk
produced as from 1 April 1977.

The Commission of the European Communities sug-
gests that mountain and hill regions should be
exempted from this measure. We agree with this. The
production conditions in the mountain and hill
regions are so difficult that it does not seem accept-
able to us to impose an extra levy on production
there, but we feel that this argument is also valid for
the less favoured areas, which must also therefore be
exempted from this milk levy.

I should like to emphasize once again, as I did in my
previous report on the Commission’s action
programme, that the European producer groupings
must really be closely involved in the management of
the revenue from this levy and its use and we expect
the Commission to submit proposals to this effect,
better proposals than it has made on this point in the
past.

The Committee on Agriculture approves the measures
for expanding markets. It is particularly in agreement
with the school milk programme although we feel
that this should not be limited to whole milk but that
semi-skimmed milk and milk products should also be
included.

We believe that the yield from this levy should be
used exclusively for the traditional marketing of milk
products and in this we consider food aid to be of
particular importance, a food aid programme set up
for a number of years and in which everything should
be done on our side to make the distribution of that
food as efficient and as good as possible, bearing in
mind the question of public health.

The third measure is the levy on vegetable oils and
fats. Last October there were bitter discussions in Parli-
ament concerning this subject and undoubtedly there
are more to come. I have to say that we have been at
loggerheads in the Committee on Agriculture and I
expect that the same thing will happen during this
plenary sitting. A small majority in the Committee on
Agriculture is of the opinion that the milk levy is
acceptable but only if a levy is imposed on vegetable
fats at the same time. A large minority of the
Committee on Agriculture rejects such a levy on vege-
table oils and fats completely. They have brought
forward arguments concerning the interests of the
consumer, GATT regulations and the problem of the
developing countries. As far as this last point is
concerned, I would like to point out that just before
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this sitting a delegation from the ASEAN countries
asked me to take note of the objections which they
have against a levy of this sort. They argued forcefully
that such a levy should not be imposed, because palm
oil and coconut oil were already in a difficult position
on the European market.

I am afraid that it is not easy to come together on a
compromise and that therefore Parliament will now
have to make a choice between these two standpoints.

Finally, the Committee on Agriculture approves the
accelerated implementation of programmes to eradi-
cate a number of cattle diseases.

We feel that such action can kill two birds with one
stone. On the one hand the general health of cattle
stocks will be improved and on the other hand it will
reduce milk production.

We all recognize that the common agricultural policy
is under great pressure, particularly from the system of
monetary compensatory amounts which is having
intolerable financial consequences. The sacrifices
coupled with this no longer bear any relationship to
the objectives which were originally intended. We
have unfortunately to admit that the Council is at the
moment not able to solve this problem, but I should
like to take this opportunity to urge once again the
Council and the Commission to do their utmost to
find a solution to it.

Secondly, a presumably structural surplus of milk
products is laying an unacceptable burden on the
resources of the European Agricultural Guidance and
Guarantee Fund. The pressure from these surpluses
can and must be relieved. The proposals which the
Commission has submitted to us offer a viable course,
although in our opinion a few corrections have to be
made and we must make an exception for the levy on
vegetable oils and fats — this is the opinion of the
majority in the Committee on Agriculture. We
consider that acceptance of the Commission’s propo-
sals is in the interests of the Community as a whole
and also in the interests of milk producers and milk
consumers. | therefore ask Parliament to endorse the
opinion of the Committee on Agriculture as expressed
in the motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

President. — [ call Mr van der Stee.

Mr van der Stee, President-in-Office of the Council,
— (NL) Mr President, it is an honour and a joy for me
to be given the opportunity today to be among you
during this particularly important debate on the
problems concerning the Community’s milk policy. I
should like to emphasize once again — as Mr De
Koning has already done — that these are matters of
the greatest concern from the social economic and
political points of view. Our success or failure in
finding a solution for the milk question will undoubt-
edly have repercussions over a wider area. I am
thinking not only of the agricultural sector as such
but also of the efforts towards the further unification
of Europe. The solving of this problem will remove a

serious threat to the continued existence of the
common agricultural market and this common agricul-
tural market is still the most important pillar of our
present day European Community. Against this
general political background, 1 am determined to
work towards a responsible decision on the package of
measures at the next meeting of the Council.
Thanks to the preparatory work done by the
Committee on Agriculture and particularly thanks to
the excellent report drawn up by the rapporteur, Mr
De Koning, you are fully conversant with the policy
on milk. Would this not be so, you will presently be
hearing my friend Mr Lardinois who will certainly
underline the essential parts of this package and its
social, economic and political implications. I speak
here as the President-in-Office of the Council who
must next week lead the discussion on these ques-
tions. This will certainly not be an easy meeting and I
am convinced that Parliament will understand that I
have to make it clear at this moment that I can only
make very general statements here. My role today is
much more to listen to what you have to say so that I
can personally make a detailed report on it to the
Council. As you already know, during the last two
meetings of the Council an initial exchange of views
took place on the action programme which the
Commission submitted to the Council last summer.
In addition I have made personal contact with my
colleagues outside Council meetings. I have visited
the capitals of all the Member States and, from the
knowledge I have gained from all these contacts, I
believe I may say this.

In the first place my colleagues and I are all
convinced of the need to take as effective action as
possible in the milk sector in order to reverse the
present trend of an increasing gap between produc-
tion and consumption. The press is exaggerating thc
surpluses and the Community’s expenditure on the
milk sector but the basic facts are quite awesome in
themselves. In 1975 the amount of skimmed milk
powder offered to intervention was 850 000 tonnes. In
terms of liquid milk, this figure represents 11-4 % of
the total volume of milk delivered within the Commu-
nity, which is 82 m tonnes. Community expenditure
on the milk sector was more than 2000 m ua. in
1975 and even thac is too much, even if we take into
account that this is a sector with approximately two
million businesses which directly and indirectly creatc
jobs for a lot of people. We are all agreed that a
programme must be implemented in the milk sector
including measures influencing both consumption
and production. We are also agreed that these
measures must be universally applicable and that the
producers concerned must as far as possible be
involved in the drawing up and implementation of
these measures. In this context, the concept of corres-
ponsibility must not refer exclusively to the financial
aspect but must be given a wider interpretation. In
other words in future there must be wide-ranging
consultations between national and Community
authorities and the professional organizations
concerned.
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The action programme which the Commission has
submitted to us includes measures which demand a
positive approach. My colleagues and I have, by an
overwhelming majority, welcomed this initiative in
which the Commission has brought to bear all its tech-
nical know-how, its imagination and its reason. This is
certainly a compliment for my friend Mr Lardinois for
whom this is presumably the last part-session of Parlia-
ment in his present function.

There have of course been some differences of
opinion on the proposed measures for curbing milk
production. These differences are mainly concerned
with the divergent economic and social structure of
agriculture in the Member States. This is another
example of the unremitting stagnation in the further
development of the Community particularly with
regard to a common economic, monetary, social and
regional policy. The common agricultural policy
cannot really succeed unless there is a policy for the
other sectors as well. Without such an intention, even
the common agricultural policy is ultimately destined
to failure. Although there is structural overproduction
in the Community as a whole, not all Member States
are meeting their own total demand. This situation
itself often creates a divisive attitude to measures such
as the non-marketing premium and the corresponsi-
- bility levy which aim at curbing production.

A second complication lies in the particular role
which milk production plays in the economy of
certain regions where it is often the only or primary
source of income for the population. This situation
also has repercussions on the forming of an opinion
on a policy which is aimed at the stabilization or
reduction of production. A third point is the willing-
ness to accept some limitation or a suspension of aids
to investment. Clearly this willingness depends on the
degree of rationalization in milk production. It is also
clear that the solutions which have to be found for all
these questions must be acceptable within a Commu-
nity framework. The structural overproduction in the
milk sector is now a question for the whole of the
Community. And we should, in this context, be
working towards responsible and pragmatic arrange-
ments on the basis of the principles of the common
agricultural policy.

Fortunately, the initiatives which the Commission has
submitted to us for increasing consumption, to be
financed from the yield of the coresponsibility levy,
encounter less objections and difficulties. But we must
be realistic and recognize that these measures are not
sufficient in themselves to restore a balance — and so
I come to the indirect measures which affect the
sectors in competition with the milk sector. I mean in
particular the levy under consideration by the
Commission on vegetable oils and fats.

Mr President, Mr De Koning has raised a number of
points on this subject which will also come up at the

Council. My enquiries have shown that there are also
considerable differences of opinion in the Council.
Some Member States consider this levy to be a neces-
sary concomitant of the action programme. It would
stimulate consumption of milk products and a better
market balance would be created between the various
vegetable and animal oils and fats. Other Member
States however think the levy will only have a very
slight effect on milk consumption. According to these
States, the levy would cause disruption of the markets
and political difficulties with countries which are our
major suppliers of these products including — and 1
should like to emphasize this — many developing
countries. Furthermore this levy would itself require a
cumbersome and expensive collection system. There
is also a difference of opinion about the proposal
concerning the exclusive use of milk ingredients but I
think that a non-doctrinaire approach will enable this
question to be solved. Finally I should like to say that
in my opinion the distribution of milk to school chil-
dren as laid down in the action programme and the
eradication of certain contagious animal diseases are
proceeding satisfactorily.

All this means that I am not pessimistic about finding
realistic solutions in agriculture for the problems
which I have just described. I hope the comments you
make on the most controversial points will be treated
with all due respect by the Council when it meets
next week. I am convinced that the Council — prob-
ably meeting for the last time under the inspiration of
my friend Mr Lardinois — can also come to an accep-
table compromise on many other difficult questions
with reason and good sense. Because, Mr President, an
acceptable arrangement in the milk sector is of impor-
tance not only to the farmers but above all to Europe
whose interest we so willingly serve.

(Applause)

President. — 1 call Mr Berkhouwer to speak to the
question.

.Mr Berkhouwer. — (NL) Mr President, this problem

is not all that difficult to understand. I can explain it
quite briefly.

In previous debates, Mr Lardinois impressed upon us
that the expectation was that the milk powder surplus
would decline considerably next winter, that is to say
the winter which is just beginning, because the stock
of winter fodder would be smaller and more expensive
after summer’s drought and farmers would slaughter
cattle instead of putting them in the byre. From the
data available it appears that this has not happened
and that the production of milk and milk powder is
still rising and therefore I should also like to ask what
explanation Mr Lardinois can give us for this.

The second point is that Mr Lardinois’ earlier
speeches were, to put it mildly, not completely
accurate. Is it not correct that the storage of milk
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powder paid for at intervention prices all in all calls
for greater expenditure than if one were to send it or
give it away free to those countries in Africa and else-
where that need it ? I know this does not solve the big
problem. You have the milk powder lying on the
quayside in one of the developing countries but then
the transport inland and the distribution to the people
have to be carried out and this involves a whole
number of additional transport problems. However
my final question is this : when one gets down to it, is
it not better for the surplus milk powder to be sent
somewhere, at least to the harbours of the developing
countries, where there is the chance that it will be put
to good use rather than being heaped up at high cost
in cold storage for no purpose at all, since storage
charges seem to be rising every day?

These, Mr President, are a couple of questions from a
non-expert who is deputizing for someone who is very
much an expert, Mr Baas.

President. — I call Mr Lardinois.

Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission. — (NL)
Mr President, I have little difficulty in aswering Mr
Berkhouwer’s last question. I do not think we differ
greatly. We have no need to argue over whether it is
better to make milk powder available as development
aid than to store it with all the attendant costs and
later have to process it into cattle fodder.

However, going back to Mr Berkhouwer’s first point,
namely that I am supposed to have said that the
stocks of milk powder would considerably decrease
this winter, things are rather different. I have looked
at all the documentary evidence of what I have said
on this subject in Parliament and I think that in pre-
vious debates on the dairy sector I have always had to
say that I did not share this opinion and that on the
contrary I thought that, despite the drought and
despite the consequences of the drought, milk produc-
tion for the whole of 1976 would be higher than in
1975 and that milk production between 1 April 1976
and 1 April 1977, i.e. a period which includes the
whole winter, would be only very slightly less than in
the previous year. | mentioned the figure of minus
1 % and this means that it might even be minus
0-5 %. However, in view of the autumn we have had,
it is even possible that we shall have an equal amount
of milk between 1 April 1976 and 1 April 1977 as in
the previous year and I cannot visualize how, on the
basis of these figures of 0-5 % less and t % less, I
could have said that the stocks would decrease consid-
erably. The situation is in fact such that despite the
drought and despite the levy at the end of this year we
shall have approximately as much milk powder in
cold storage as at the end of December 1975.

We can however count ourselves lucky that, thanks to
the measures we have taken, the situation has not
been made worse by natural forces.

We can only keep the situation in check and no
more, and this means that the measures we are now
discussing must be executed with the greatest urgency.

I have made my position on the subject as clear as
possible because I do not want there to be any fairy-
tales in this Parliament’s annals about things I am
supposed to have said. However, returning to the crux
of the matter, I am in complete agreement with Mr
Berkhouwer. The best thing we can do with surpluses
of skimmed milk powder is to make a large amount
available as food aid. We are therefore glad that our
proposal for the Community to make 150 000 tonnes
available next year will, thanks to Parliament’s coopera-
tion, be incorporated in the budget. You know that
last year the Council said 55 000 tonnes and no more.
That is what the Council of the Ministers of Finance
and the Council of the Ministers of Development Aid
said. Then the Council of the Ministers of Agriculture
decided for one year to add an extra 150 000 tonnes
and this plan is still largely being carried out this
winter. We have suggested 150 000 tonnes for next
year’s budget. The Council has reduced this to
105000 tonnes. Thanks partly to the action of this
Parliament, which the Commission has supported, it
now seems that in fact we will be able to get 150 000
tonnes for next year. We can go on with this in 1977.
In fact, however, our organizational abilities have
reached their limit at this point. I think that although
more could be done in 1978 and following years than
the now accepted 150 000 tonnes for 1977, we shall
have to make a start now on the preparations needed
for this.

President. — I call Mr Laban to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, I should like to
begin by thanking Mr De Koning for his report wh