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mission); Mr Amdt; Mr Sutra; Mrs Ewing;
Mr Edward Kellett-Bowman; Mr Pearce; Mr

Rogalla; MrKirk . . . . . . . .. .. 2
3. Deadline for tabling amendments:
Mr von der Vring; Mr De Goede . . . . . 4

4. Action taken on the opinions of Parliament:

Sir James Scott-Hopkins; Mr Andriessen
(Commission); Mr Enright; Mr Andriessen;
Mr Bangemann; Mr Andriessen

IN THE CHAIR: MR DANKERT
President

(The sitting opened at 5 p.m.)

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament which was adjourned on
19 November 1982. ’

Mr Chambeiron (COM). — (FR) Mr President, I
have asked to speak on a point which seems to me par-
ticularly serious in that it calls into question the under-
lying credibility of our institution. Nobody disputes
the fact that, in terms of the organization of the pow-
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ers and responsibilities of the Community, the Com-
mission is the custodian of the Treaties. But our Par-
liament has its word to say in ensuring respect for the
Treaties. However, an event has been reported in the
press, as you no doubt already know, Mr President,
which amounts to a manifest violation of the terms of
reference of the Community against which we wish to
lodge a formal protest. On 6 December last in Paris,
the Vice-President of the Commission. Mr Natali,
made a public statement to the effect that the Com-
munity should set up a common defence policy.

My question is this: if that report is correct the Euro-
pean Parliament and public opinion must know
whether Mr Natali was expressing the views of the
Commission or merely his own personal position, a
fact which would in itself raise certain problems as far
as he is concerned. At all events, Mr President, we
believe that the Commission must explain without
delay why it made a statement which we consider
inadmissible. I therefore ask you to request the Com-
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mission, on behalf of this Parliament, to state its posi-
tion on this matter.

President. — Mr Chambeiron, provision is made for
dialogue between the Commission and Parliament. I
do not think that this is the time, when we are in the
middle of drawing up the agenda, to amend that
agenda by setting up a dialogue procedure. We can
however require information from the Commission by
way of oral or written questions, for example.

For the moment this problem lies with the Commission
so long as Parliament has not put a question on the
subject.

Mr Chambeiron (COM). — (FR) Mr President, this
is none the less a rather serious matter. You are the
President of this Parliament; I maintain that
Mr Natali’s statement calls into question the credibility
of the Communities. This Parliament is required to
ensure respect for the Treaties. For my part I am ask-
ing the Commission to make a statement on the posi-
tion adopted in public by Mr Natali in Paris.

President. — Mr Chambeiron, the Commission is to
be treated as a collegiate body. Its members do not
represent it automatically. I propose therefore that you
first put questions to the Commission.!

2. Agenda

President. — At its meeting of 16 November 1982 the
enlarged Bureau drew up the draft agenda, which has
been distributed.

At its meeting of 3 December 1982 the chairmen of
the political groups instructed me to propose a number
of amendments.

(The President read out the amendments proposed

1 have received from the Council several requests for
urgency most of which have become superfluous.

As regards the request relating to the regulation on
aids to shipbuilding, the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs has already adopted a report by
Mrs Desouches which could be included on the
agenda for Wednesday, after the voting.

1 Approval of minutes — Membership of Committees —
Petitions — Transfer of appropriations — Motions for
resolutions (Rule 49 of the Rules of Procedure) —
Authorization of reports Referral to committee — Docu-
ments received — Application of the Rules of Procedure:
See Minutes.

2 See Minutes.

Mr Enright (S). — Mr President, I am quite happy to
go along with urgency for Council’s purposes but can-
not Council do something in return — occasionally
give us reports in decent time to consider them? It
could give them in draft form — it does not do so at
the moment — and this is frankly not helpful either to
Council or ourselves.

President. — Mr Enright, I think your question is per-
fectly in order. I myself have already entered into writ-
ten communication with Council and Commission on
this subject. I think the Commission gave a satisfactory
answer and as far as I can recall there has been no
answer so far from Council.

Pursuant to Rule 56 of the Rules of Procedure, I have
received from the European Democratic Group a
request to include at 9 a.m. on Wednesday a statement
lasting approximately 15 minutes on agricultural prices
by Commissioner Dalsager, to be followed by a meet-
ing of the Committee on Agriculture at which ques-
tions could be put to Mr Dalsager.

I have to indicate that Rule 40 says on this kind of
statement that unless Parliament decides otherwise,
such a statement in such a case is made by the Com-
mission and shall not be followed, I repeat not be fol-
lowed, by a debate. Members may, however, avail
themselves of a period of ‘30 minutes in which to put
brief and concise questions with a view to clarifying
specific points in such statements.

In view of this, the meeting of group chairmen this
morning agreed that it would be better to give Com~
missioner Dalsager the opportunity to address the
Committee on Agriculture at a public meeting; make a
statement and reply to questions asked by members of
the Committee on Agriculture. The problem is that the
Commission will decide during Tuesday night on the
price proposals. In view of the statement by the Presi-
dent-in-Office of the Council and the President of the
European Council there will not be any further room
on our agenda on Wednesday morning. This will
mean that we will probably have to complain about the
agricultural discussions and proposals being reported
in the press before we get the chance of being

- informed by the Commission.

Sir Henry Plumb (ED). — Mr President, when my
own group considered this position, they were con-

‘cerned that one of the most important items of the

year was going to be presented by the Commission to
Parliament in a private session, or at least in a public
session in a room separate from this. Therefore the
conclusion they came to, which they wish to recom-
mend to this House, is that we find 15 minutes for a
presentation by the Commissioner to this House, and
then any questions which Members wish to put to the
Commissioner could be put in public session in
another room. Thus we get a presentation to the

e
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House and do not take any further time for debate.
That can take place for the 30 or 50 minutes, however
many minutés you wish, set aside for discussion in a
room separate from this Chamber.

Mr Curry (ED), chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture. — Mr President, I quite understand your con-
cern about the agenda, and I quite understand your
concern not to allow a debate to begin in the Chamber
on the basis of what will be purely oral information
given by the Commissioner, if indeed he is in a posi-
tion to make a statement at all. But I do think that
since the Commission will be making decisions which
will govern the larger part of the budget, which is the
major topic of this week, it is curious if we, as a demo-
cratic institution, do not give him the opportunity of
making a statement. I think then, Mr President, that
the actual analysis of the statement — the detailed
questions — do properly belong to the Committee on
Agriculture, and the committee could then convene
immediately. I would also say, Mr President, that I
think it probably is the job of the Committee on Agri-
culture to decide whether thar would be an open meet-
ing or a closed meeting.

President. — That is right, Mr Curry, it is the compet-
ence of the Committee on Agriculture to decide on
whether it is an open or a closed meeting. However,
the problem for the House is that, according to the
Rules, if a Commissioner makes a statement on behalf
of the Commission, there follows a period of questions
and answers. It is absolutely impossible to find time in
Wednesday’s agenda for that period of questions and
answers, and it will be extremely difficult, in view of
the statements the presidency has to make, to find the
time necessary to have a full statement by the Com-
mission on agricultural prices. That is why the propo-
sal did not come forward to put Mr Dalsager on the
‘agenda.

I shall now call two speakers — one for, one against.

Sir James Scott-Hopkins (ED). — I am speaking
against the proposal you have put to the House,
Mr President, not only for the reason already given by
my colleague, Mr Curry, but also because of the pre-
cedent you are setting by so doing. It is the temptation
of every Commissioner to make a statement privately
outside this House — not in the full glare of publicity
here. This is a precedent which is not to be followed
and not to be encouraged. Since this is the most
important issue of the year, apart from the budget, I
think it would be a grave mistake for this House to
allow a Commissioner to make a statement of this
importance to a meeting, either closed or open, of a
committee outside this House.

Therefore I do hope that you and the House will
decide that, even though the time is pressing, a quarter
of an hour’s statement by Commissioner Dalsager on

agricultural prices — assuming that he has got that
determination from the Commission — will take place
on Tuesday morning. The House can perfectly well
forgo its right to ask him questions, and, assuming that
the Committee on Agriculture will allow all Members
who wish to do so to attend that meeting, those ques-
tions can be put in that committee some time during
the day. However, it really is essential and vital that
that announcement by the Commissioner should be
made here in this House in plenary session.

-,

(Applause from the European Democratic Group)

President. — I note that no-one wishes to speak in
favour of the proposal. I therefore call the Commis-
sion.

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) Very briefly, Mr President, I would just like to
make it quite clear to the House that, in the discus-
sions held earlier this morning, the Commission
expressed its preference for the making of the state-
ment to the full plenary sitting, adding, however, that
it was prepared to come to another arrangement,
should the House so wish. Were the House to get the
erroneous impression that the Commission’s prefer-
ence was for the procedure now being put forward,
then I would have to take issue emphatically with Sir
James Scott-Hopkins on this point.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Mr President, what must I do
if I want the Commissioner to make a statement in the
House and then to put questions pursuant to the Rules
of Procedure?

President. — The enlarged Bureau has submitted an
order of business for this week. The European Demo-
cratic Group has now requested that the agenda be so
amended as to include a Commission statement on
agricultural prices at 9 a.m. on Wednesday lasting
about 15 minutes, without questions being put to the
Commission.

(Parliament agreed to the regsiest)

’

Mr Sutra (S). — (FR) Mr President, Mr Andriessen
told us that the Commission would have preferred this
to be done in a different way. It is too late now but we
might at least ask how the Commission would have
liked us -to proceed. Common politeness makes it
appropriate for Parliament to do that.

Mrs Ewing (DEP). — Mr President, can we have
your assurance that there will be no change in the
hour of Question Time, either on Tuesday or on
Wednesday, as what happened at the last part-session
was really quite disgraceful?
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President. — As far as I am concerned, you have the
assurance. I hope that Parliament doesn’t decide oth-
erwise. .

Mr Edward Kellett-Bowman (ED). — Mr President, I
heard you say that the voting on the first reading of
supplementary budget No 1 will be tomorrow, Tues-
day, but I did not hear you state the time.

President. — Mr Kellett-Bowman, if you read the
agenda, the only voting time scheduled is at 6 o’clock.

Mr Edward Kellett-Bowman (Ef)). — Then you may
be surprised, Mr President, to hear that the Directo-

rate-General for Sessional and General Services sent .

round a communication dated 6 December proposing
that the vote on the first reading should be from 2 p.m.
to 6 p.m. tOmOrrow.

President. — I hear from authorized sources that it
was an unusual error!

(Laughter)

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, I wish to enquire
from you under which Rule and at what time I may
inform Parliament that I will be taking up with the
Court of Auditors the fact that the subsidy of 13 pence
per 250-gramme pack from Community funds on but-
ter in intervention stocks put on the UK market —
Christmas butter, that is — seems unlikely to be passed
on fully, directly and recognizably to the purchaser of
the butter and that the Court should watch out that
these Community funds are used in the way intended
by the Commission, as indicated to Parliament.

When may [ raise that issue, Mr President?

President. — Well, Mr Pearce, I think the only way to
bring the matter to the attention of the Court of Audi-
tors is the way you have done it now, because we have
no established and institutionalized dialogue with the
Court of Auditors. Perhaps you could also write to
them in order to inform them. In this case that is the
only procedure. You can come back to the problem
again on the occasion of the annual report of the
Court of Auditors in the context of the discharge pro-
cedure, or a specific report.

Mr Rogalla (S). — (DE) Mr President, the time-limit
for tabling amendments to the reports by Mr von
Wogau and Mrs Desouches on the customs union was
originally 12 noon on Friday, 10 December. In the
meantime, a new aspect has emerged in that I have
received from the Commission a very detailed answer
to a written question on the legal bases which the

Commission believes apply to the free movement of
persons. This would result in an amendment to the von
Wogau report. I would therefore be grateful if you
could propose to the House pursuant to Rule 53(3)
that the time-limit for the tabling of amendments to
the von Wogau report should be extended until 12
noon tomoIrow.

(Parliament agreed to Mr Rogalla’s request.)

Mr Kirk (ED). — (DA) I have an item of information
for you, Mr President. I have a report on the agenda
for Thursday, item 247, and I think that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture wants to discuss it. It will be pre-
sented without debate. That might perhaps lighten the
burden on the timetable somewhat. '

President. — Yes, we decided this morning that it
would be without debate.

(Parliament adopted the draft agenda thus amended)

3. Deadline for tabling amendments

President. — I would point out that the deadline for
tabling amendments to items on the agenda has
expired except for the budget reports, on account of
their late publication and the business in plenary
session. The deadline for tabling amendments to the
motions for resolutions could be extended until 8 p.m.
on Monday, 13 December since the deadline for
tabling amendments to the budget and to the proposals
for a regulation proper remain unchanged. I under-
stand there is a problem with the French version of the
Barbarella report.

The text has been sent by road from Luxembourg and
will be available at 5 p.m. There will therefore need to
be a slightly longer deadline for the French amend-
ments to the Barbarella report. We might perhaps

" arrange‘at 9 p.m. for the French-speaking Members to

read the text in French.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President, at the
last part-session on the same issue you recommended
that I cycle to Luxembourg. Is that what you now
recommend to other colleagues?

(Laugbhter)

Mr De Goede (NI). — (NL) Mr President, during
the last part-session there was an exchange of views,

1 Regulation on the indication of origin of certain textile
products imported from third countries — speaking time:
see Minutes.




13.12.82

Debates of the, European Parliament

No 1-292/5

De Goede

.although I did not desire to be involved, on a public
statement which you made on behalf of the European
Parliament. Would you now be kind enough to allow
me to say a few words concerning a statement which,
to the best of my knowledge, you have not yet made,
concerning the horrendous events taking place in one
of our Lomé Convention states, Surinam. You may
well ask why I have chosen this particular moment. It
is true that Thursday has been set aside for debating
motions of urgency, and indeed I feel sure that this
subject will figure prominently at that time, but Coun-
cil is meeting today and tomorrow. Furthermore the
Commission is meeting tomorrow and I sincerely hope
that, following the lead given by the governments of
the Netherlands and the United States, measures will
be set in motion and public utterances made to express
the horror at the events taking place in that country,
and I would set great store by declarations on this
matter from the President of our institution and from
the Council, which is, as already indicated, meeting
today and tomorrow, being added to the numerous
utterances already made. Indeed the Commissioner,
who is present in the House today . . .

President. — Mr De Goede, there is no point in going
deeply into this matter. You have outlined the situa-
tion and I think that all of us have reacted with shock
to the events in Surinam, but the only way to get it
placed on Parliament’s agenda is by way of an urgency
debate on Thursday and if you want the Council or
Commission to make a statement on it, you must get
in touch with those bodies one way or another. I do
not believe we can settle that sort of thing by means of
the agenda. g

Mr De Goede (NI). — (NL) Well, I just hope that it
does indeed come up for urgent debate on Thursday,
Mr President.

President. — I propose that we set the deadline for
requests to speak on all the budgetary reports entered
on the agenda for Tuesday, 14 December at 8 p.m. this
evening.

Are there any comments?

That is agreed.

4. Action taken on the opinions of Parliament

President. — The next item is the communication
from the Commission on action taken on the opinions
and resolutions of the European Parliament.!

1 See Annex I

Sir James Scott-Hopkins (ED). — Just as a matter of
interest, Mr President, I wonder if, following the
meeting of the Council at which the import of seal-
skins into the Community was considered, the Com-
missioner could comment on whether the Commission
intends to modify its proposal.

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) To the best of my knowledge the Council
intends to take up the matter once again, on this com-
ing Friday, 17 December. The Commission has no
intention of modifying its proposal on this matter.

Mr Enright (S). — In paragraph C(5) on page 4,
referring to Mr Boyes’ very able report on the poverty

. programme, the Commission says that ‘the European

Parliament will be kept informed’. Now that does not
assure us of the real and urgent action that is desper-
ately needed at the moment? Will the Commissioner
give us an assurance that the Commission will pursue
this matter as actively as it possibly can?

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) Mr President, I can give an unequivocal affir-
mation.

Mr Bangemann (L). — (DE) Mr President, on page 1
of its written communication the Commission states
that, following its proposal for a regulation concerning
limited action in the area of transport infrastructure, it
has received from the Council a very precise mandate
under which it may conduct negotiations with Austria
on anything — except money! Where cooperation
with Austria is concerned, this is, of course, very unsa-
tisfactory, because the injustice is that we use Austria
as a kind of transit country without paying any kind of
financial compensation.

I would therefore ask the Commissioner how he sees
this negotiating mandate. Does he think that what has
so far been heard from Austria will be enough for
worthwhile results to be achieved? It is not enough,
after all, simply to talk about various routes without
telling Austria what we might be willing to pay. I
should therefore like to hear what the Commissioner
thinks of this negotiating mandate.

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) Mr President, the Commission itself is far from
satisfied with the brief it has received from the Coun-
cil, regarding these negotiations. It would have pre-
ferred its mandate to be widened to include some
financial aspects. It intends to continue urging upon
the Council the necessity of a wider brief.
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5. Votes!

IN THE CHAIR: MR ESTGEN

Vice-President

6. Law of the sea

President. — The next item is the joint debate on:
/

— the report by Mr Vié, drawn up on behalf of
the Legal Affairs Committee, on the signature
and ratification of the Convention on the Law
of the Sea (Doc. 1-793/82)

— the report by Mrs Spaak, drawn up on behalf
of the Committee on the Environment, Public
Health and Consumer Protection, concerning
deep seabed mining and the marine environ-
ment (Doc. 1-688/82).

Mr Vié (DEP), Rapporteur. — (FR) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the report which I am now sub-
mitting to you on behalf of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee refates to an area of exceptional importance:

the Law of the Sea.

Its importance is exceptional in quantitative terms
because the area of the sea represents close on twice
that of the land mass; it is also exceptionally important
because essential aspects of the life of our countries
are dependent on the sea: freedom of movement and
hence the security of supplies, the extension of inter-
national trade and closer links between the peoples
bringing greater prospects of peace; then again there is
the aspect of access to vast resources of food, energy
and a reservoir of raw materials holding out the pros-
pect of progress and prosperity for the population of
the world. The exceptional importance of this subject
is also apparent even to an uniformed observer from
the length of the discussions — 88 weeks over a period
of nine years — and the bitterness of the controversy
to which adoption of the convention does not put an
end.

It might seem strange or scandalous, depending on
your point of view, that our Parliament should only be
dealing with this matter after the event, i.e. after the
Convention was signed by 119 countries last Friday.
Mrs Veil, the chairman of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee to whom I wish to pay tribute, attempted
unsuccessfully to have this debate included on the

t  See Annex L.

agenda of the last part-session which would have enh-
anced the standing of our Parliament. Of course our
agendas are always very full but, in'my personal capa-
city, I feel bound to deplore the fact that our Parlia-
ment has been prevented in this way from playing its
part under effective and appropriate conditions.

Admittedly the matter is not closed, far from it. I am
sure Members will bear with me if I inflict on them
details of a rather dry calendar which do seem neces-
sary to me to promote greater understanding of this
debate.

Firstly, the Convention was adopted on 30 April last
by 130 votes to 4 including the USA, with 7 absten-
tions, including the USSR.

This was followed by the procedure for signing the -

text which took place last Friday in Jamaica:
119 countries were in favour and 141 countries signed
the final act which was a kind of comprehensive min-
ute of the proceedings — that document was also
signed by the USA.

Thirdly, the countries which are signatory to the Con-
vention are automatically members of the preparatory
committee for the establishment of the international
authority which will be responsible for administering
the common heritage of mankind represented by the
sea outside the limits of the continental shelf; the other

" countries were merely observers. Unfortunately the

Community was not able in its turn to sign the final
act because only five Member States signed the Con-
vention. It is therefore not an automatic member of
the preparatory committee but simply an observer. I
shall return to that in a moment.

Fourthly, the Convention itself will not enter into
force until 60 countries have ratified it. In most cases
that presupposes a special national law,

Fifthly, pending this application after ratification by
60 countries, the preparatory committee has the auth-
ority to deliver exploration permits to ‘pioneer inves-
tors’.

Sixthly: these investors are either countries which have
earmarked more than 30 million dollars by 1 January
1983 (1 January 1985 in the case of developing coun-
tries) i.e. France, Japan, India and the USSR, or enti-
ties, namely international consortia of which there are
four with the USA in a majority associated with a
number of industrial countries — Belgium, Canada,
Italy, The Netherlands, the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, etc. :

Seventhly, during the transitional period, i.e. before
ratification by 60 countries, the signature of one single
country will be sufficient to lend credit to these con-
sortia whereas after the entry into force of the Con-
vention all the States of which the individuals or bod-

ies constituting these entities are nationals, will have to

oo
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" be parties to the Convention. Despite the regret which

I expressed just now, it therefore seems that the Com-
munity has by no means had its last word on this mat-
ter.

I apologize again for giving you these somewhat dry
details; I shall now try to explain clearly the purpose
of this report which is not to deal with the Law of the
Sea as such with all its political or economic implica-
tions — the committees which have been asked for
their opinions will be delivering them — but as the
title of the document indicates to examine the signing
and ratification of the Convention in light of the prov-
isions of Community law.

Even from that strictly juridical angle, this report
which reflects the almost unanimous position of the
Legal Affairs Committee with 12 votes in favour and
2 abstentions, is in my opinion of considerable import-
ance because it throws full light on the underlying
problem which is that of the respective role of our
institutions in the life of the Community. First of all
the Council is being reminded of the indisputable jur-
idical foundation of Community powers ie. Arti-
cles 210 and 228. The Council is also reminded of
Article 5 of the Treaty which requires the Member
States to give effect to the obligations deriving from
the Treaty.

Then again this report reminds the Commission that it
is the custodian of the Treaties and has a duty to make
the Member States aware of their obligations if neces-
sary by proceedings in the Court of Justice (Arti-
cles 169 and 175). Finally, this report recalls the possi-
bility of prior consultation of the Court of Justice if
there is any doubt as to the compatibility of the Con-
vention with the EEC Treaty (Article 228).

This particular Convention contains the important
provision that international organizations may sign it
if a majority of their members authorize them to do
so. In terms of logic that is absurd. Either the Com-
munity has the authority to sign through a delegation
of sovereignty deriving from the Treaties in which
case it needs no approval from the Member States or it
has no such authority in which case it needs the
approval not of a majority but of all its members. Her-
ein lies the extreme importance of our debate. Beyond
the disputes between experts, we are concerned here
with nothing less than the role of the Community in
international discussions and, within the Community,
the correct balance between its different institutions:
the Council, Commission, Parliament and Court of
Justice.

The Legal Affairs Committee found it unthinkable for
Member States to be able to sign individually, without
reference to existing Community achievements; hence
the vigorous appeal in this report for a Community
decision. The peoples of our various countries repre-
sented in this Parliament have already been disap-
pointed by the loss of ground in Europe; each one of

us is aware of this through contacts with public opi-
nion in our respective countries. Of the two common
palicies provided for in the Treaty only the common
agricultural policy is operational and we know to what
extent its very existence is jeopardized; all our col-
leagues realize that the whole issue must be given our
close attention. No progress has been made upon
energy, commercial, economic and research policy
and our electors may well feel that the institutions
have lost their raison d’étre and failed in their duty.

To my mind, this debate provides an opportunity to
demonstrate that the Parliament will abandon none of
its obligations or prerogatives. It is performing its pro-
per role when it reminds the other Community institu-
tions of their obligations. That is why I should like this
Parliament to give its unanimous approval to ‘the
report, thus providing evidence of its clear-sightedness
and determination to contribute to the construction of
Europe which, more than ever, is vital for the peace
and security of the whole world.

(Applause)

Mrs Spaak (NI), Rapporteur. — (FR) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, our Parliament has already held
several debates and adopted a number of reports and
resolutions on the exploitation of the seabed and on
the third United Nations Conference of the Law of
the Sea. All those texts have laid emphasis on the
economic importance for the Community of participa-
tion in the exploitation of the mineral and energy
resources of the deep seabed given its heavy depend-
ence on external sources of these raw materials. They
have all stressed the importance of the Convention on
the Law of the Sea which has been laid open for signa-
tures since December 1982 and on which the United
Nations has been working since 1973.

It is vital for the Convention to be signed for several
reasons which my colleague, Mr Vié, has mentioned:
firstly, to ensure legal certainty for activities at sea
including exploration and exploitation of the seabed.
Secondly, the exercise of those activities by Europe in
complete independence; thirdly, protection of the
marine environment which is essential to the ecosys-
tem of the land. That aspect is governed by Chapter 12
of the Convention. The Convention cannot be treated
as a generally recognized international Law of the Sea
unless it is signed and ratified by a large number of
states and especially by the major maritime powers of
which the Community is one.

Chapter 11 of the Convention relates to exploitation
of the deep seabed. It gives rise to serious objections
on the part of the Community and, more generally, on
the part of those countries which have gained some
advance in this area. Once the Convention has been
signed by at least 50 countries a preparatory com-
mittee will be set up to work out the rules, regulations
and procedures needed for its application and func-
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tioning. The work of that committee will serve to
define more precisely the somewhat general terms of
the Convention and to determine the conditions under
which it is to be applied.

I want to stress two important aspects here.

Firstly, only the signatories to the Convention will
have the right to vote in decisions. Secondly, there is a
distinction between signing and ratification of the
document.

_ To protect its interests and ensure respect for the cri-
teria of environmental protection, the Community
must, as the Commission has proposed, sign the Con-
vention jointly with the Member States. It must defend
Community positions without which we shall have no
weight in the work of the Preparatory Committee.

The Council and Commission must step up their con-
sultations with the United States and with the other
countries which voted against the draft Convention or
abstained in April 1982 so as to ensure that they do
now sign and take part in the work of the Preparatory
Committee.

Let me repeat that ratification will depend on the out-

come of that work.

A considerable length of time is liable to elapse before
the Convention enters into force. It is important to
ensure that the Member States do not adopt legisla-
tion, even of a temporary nature, which might be det-
rimental to the environment or to a European energy
policy. The Commission should propose at an early
date, as already requested by the European Parliament
in April 1981, uniform Community arrangements for
undersea exploitation of mineral resources compatible
and additional to the provisions proposed in the draft
Convention. The Community should encourage
research on the mineral resources of the seabed and on
the environmental impact of their exploitation.

In this area, the Council and Commission should
already at this stage take the necessary steps at inter-
national level to obtain recognition of protected
zones, an idea which is embodied in American legisla-
tion. These would be zones containing representative
specimens of marine fauna and flora; no exploitation
would be permitted in them and they would in a sense
serve as a point of reference.

In conclusion, the report which I am submitting to you
is of great importance in several areas: in economic
terms as regards the exploitation of the deep seabed;
in ecological terms in Chapter 12; and finally, in politi-
cal terms since it implies the coordination of action at
Community level.

Mr van Aerssen (PPE), deputizing for the drafisman of
an opinion for the Committee on External Econmomic

Relations. — (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I have been asked by our draftsman, Mr Sayn-
Wittgenstein, who is unable to be here at the moment,
to make a few comments on the two reports. Firstly,
we must thank Mr Vié very much for including the
views of the Committee on External Economic Rela- .
tions in his report. This will enable me to be brief. I
should also like to thank Mrs Spaak for once again
clearly stating the European position and thus outlin-
ing the task to be performed by the Commission and
Council

I should just like to say a few words about Chapter 11
of the Law of the Sea Convention. The Committee on
External Economic Relations feels that, as it stands, it
contravenes the provisions of the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade and that further thought must
therefore be given to ways of overcoming this unfor-
tunate situation. There is a difference between signing
and ratifying. We are in favour of the European Com-
munity signing the Convention so that it can take part
in further negotiations.

The need for this is all the more urgent since many
serious problems have been solved in the Convention.
For example, we now have legal certainty with respect
to a large number of controversial points of interna-
tional law. Mr Vié is quite right: if a solution is to be
found to the problems that remain, it is essential for
the European Community to be involved in the Pre-
paratory Committee and so to influence future events.
It is also particularly important that we should try to
bring political pressure to bear on the Council with a
view to its clearly defining the issues which are of
common interest and therefore fall within the Euro-
pean Community’s terms of reference, thus precluding
legal difficulties in this area. Mr Vié has made this
very clear in his report.

In my opinion, those who say that a balance has still
not been struck in this Convention are right. Too
many countries were lucky, successful and also well-
prepared. But we also have to think of a very large
number of developing countries, to whom we are
linked by just two conventions. They have been left
behind. They have not be given the rights they need.

The first amendment proposed by the Committee on
External Economic Relations says that the Community
clause must be respected, that we in this Parliament
base ourselves on this Community clause. The second
amendment calls for the Commission, which is acting
as the executive in this case, to be given a primary
right to a say in the formulation of the Convention in
the next two years.

Thirdly, the Council should be required to specify
what rights will be covered by this Community clause.
It will include the direct application of the Treaties of
Rome. Mr Vié has made it very clear that this is still
not absolutely clear. It will also include common fish-
ing rights. I would appeal to the Danish Presidency of
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the Council once again to bear this task in particular in
mind in the future. It will further include the coordi-
nation of environmental protection at Community
level, to which Mrs Spaak referred. At all events, exist-
ing bilateral agreements must be integrated and fur-
ther developed, and that is the gist of the fourth
amendment proposed by the Committee on External
Economic Relations. They must not be sacrificed for
the sake of this Convention, because that would
deprive us of many opportunities.

We are withdrawing our amendment to paragraph 8,
because Mr Vié is himself tabling an amendment
which says what we want to say.
\

Both rapporteurs have our support, and we wish to
thank them for expressing the concern we feel in their
reports and so emphasizing the primary role to be
played by the European Community.

Mr Sieglerschmidt (S). — (DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, the Convention on the Law of the Sea
governs matters which are the responsibility of the
European Community — as has just been pointed out
— and others which are solely the responsibility of the
Member States. This in itself indicates the urgent need
for the Community to adopt a joint position on ques-
tions relating to the Law of the Sea Convention. We
know, of course, that five Member States signed the
Convention last Friday, and under international law
the signing of a convention customarily indicates a
declaration of will to ratify it as well.

(Cries of derision)

This means that we can really only go forwards: even
if the question of the accession of the Community as
such was left aside, there would be serious problems if
the other Member States did not eventually sign and
ratify the Convention. Even if the majority of six
Member States needed for the Community 1o sign and
ratify it was not achieved, the problems I have men-
tioned would have to be solved.

Even if we disregard these legal difficulties and consi-
derations, which Mr Vié€’s report discusses in admira-
ble detail and with gratifying accuracy, the question is
whether the contents are such that we are justified in
wanting to sign the Convention. My group believes
that the Convention on the Law of the Sea contains
many perfectly acceptable provisions, while others will
undoubtedly not find the approval of some Member
States, especially those with no or only a relatively
short coastline. But, as so often before, a compromise
designed to settle worldwide conflicts of interest has
again been reached in this case.

The Socialist. Group’s belief that the positive aspects
outweigh the negative stems not least from two spe-
cific factors: firstly, the interests of the developing
countries are concerned. When wise people say that

the interests of these Third World countries are not
properly safeguarded by the Convention, all I can say
in reply is that they should kindly leave it to the coun-
tries which are in favour of acceding to the Conven-
tion on the Law of the Sea, of signing it and ratifying
it, to define their own interests. They are surely in a
better position to do so than outside advisers.

Furthermore, as so often before — and this is the
second point I should like to make — a perhaps
imperfect arrangement is still better than none at all.
Mr van Aerssen has already said what important mat-
ters are governed by the Convention.

We have tabled amendments expressing our support
for the signing of the Convention. That is the first step
which must be taken jointly, initially by the Member

—

States and then, once the necessary quorum has been |

reached, by the Community. The Community — the
Commission and Council — would be well advised to
clarify as many as possible of the doubtful legal points
before the Convention is signed and certainly before it
is ratified, of course. To support our hope that the
Community and the Member States will sign the Con-
vention, we have also proposed the insertion in the
preamble of two new paragraphs in which we point
out that only those who have signed have a say in the
Preparatory Committee. Many of those who are now
hesitating will, I believe, eventually accede. They
should not therefore leave it until the end of the two
year period but sign now. This will enable the Com-
munity to sign as well and give it an important right to
a say in the decisive details which the Preparatory
Comnmittee will be adding to what is in some respects a
very generally worded Convention. That is the appeal
we make to all concerned.

When the Commission and Council have done what
needs to be done, we must — as one amendment
rightly states — have the major debate on the ratifica-
tion of the Convention that must be'held, of course,
before a final decision can be taken.

Mr Jansen Van Raay (PPE). — (NL) Fellow col-
leagues, last Friday, 10 December, 119 States and
organizations signed the Final Clause of the Draft
Convention on the Law of the Sea, in Montego Bay,
Jamaica, amongst them, the European Economic
Community. Colleague Vié was, in this respect, quite
right in pointing out that, as of now, this whole debate

has become somewhat superfluous. Nevertheless, it is

worthwhile to point out that the Community has not
yet adhered to the Convention itself. It is a great plea-
sure for me, on behalf of the Christian Democrats, to
wish colleague Vié every success with his lucid and
legally important report, which, fortunately, in the
absence of the Commission’s adherence, for the pres-
ent, to the Convention, remains topical.

I have been empowered by our Group to inform the
house of the PPE’s desire to see the Community
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becoming a fully-fledged adherent to the Draft Con-
vention as such, in addition to its signing of the Final
Clause. I should like to add that this in no way implies
that there is unanimity in our Group concerning
adherence to the Draft Convention by each individual
Community Member State for we fully appreciate the
difference between Community adherence as such on
the one hand, and that of individual Community
Member States, on the other. A Luxembourger, for
example, whose government has reservations about
signing, is in no way being disloyal by voting in this
House in favour of the Vié resolution and the Siegler-
- schmidt-sponsored amendment. We are, after all, talk-
.ing about a limited area. Whilst it is true that indivi-
dual adherents to the Draft Convention are precluded
from signing only partially, the fact of full adherence
by the European Economic Community as such means
that it is, ipso jure, limited. That area is not, however,
unimportant. The Vié report enumerates the follow-
ing: fishing, freedom of navigation, scientific research
of the seabed and its subsoil, environmental protection
norms — the subject of colleague Spaak’s report —
and, in a wider context, freedom of movement for
goods, freedom of licensing and open competition. All
of these are covered, directly or indirectly, by the
Draft Convention on the Law of the Sea, and are mat-
ters over which, the European Economic Community,
as such, exercises exclusive control. We are, therefore,
dealing with areas of crucial importance.,

Secondly, I should like to inform the house that, as a

result of my Group’s desire to see the Community as .

such adhering fully to the Draft Convention in its
entirety, as matters now stand, it should not yet be
inferred that we shall also be proponents of ratification
in due course. That is an entirely different matter. Nor
do I wish to suggest that we have had second thoughts
on the matter of ratification, in the meantime. The
matter is, let us say, in abeyance. One of the amend-
ments, drawn up by colleague Habsburg, and to which
our group has given its unconditional support deals
with this specific aspect and I shall gladly leave it to
him to go into it in greater detail during his speaking
time. !

We attribute considerable importance to the aspect of
freedom of navigation. I would point out, in this res-
pect, that although the Draft Convention has not yet
come into force, important aspects thereof, dealing,
amongst others, with freedom of navigation have
already, as a result of incorporation into national legal
codes, become part of international navigation law.

Mr Prout (ED). — Mr Presidént, my group would

first of all like to congratulate Mr Vié on an excellent
report. '

The draft Convention on the Law of the Sea is a legal
hybrid. Parts of it fall within the competence of the
Community and parts within the exclusive jurisdiction
of the Member States. To the extent that the Com-

munity is competent, Article 228 of the Treaty of

-Rome applies. That is to say, agreement should be

negotiated by the Commission and concluded by the
Council after consulting the Parliament.

In numerous resolutions we have pressed for the Com-
munity to become a contracting party to the Conven-
tion. In its judgment in the Kramer case, the Court
declared that Member States participating in interna-
tional conventions aré under a duty both not to enter
into any commitment which could hinder the Com-
munity in carrying out its tasks and to negotiate on a
common basis. Should there be any doubt as to
whether or not a matter falls within the Community’s
competence, the Commission as guardian of the Trea-
ties may obtain the opinion of the Court of Justice.

Unfortunately, Article 228 procedure has not been fol-
lowed. The Community has not been helped by the
fact that the Commission was only granted observer
status at the negotiations. Moreover, Articles 2 and 3
of Annex 9 of the Convention permit an international
organization to sign it pravided a majority of its parti-
cipating members have signed it first. Now this is in
clear contradiction to the requirements of Article 22

of the Treaty of Rome. -

Here is a recipe for jurisdictional confusion and Com-
munity disarray. We understand that the Netherlands,
France, Denmark, Ireland and Greece have decided to
sign while the remaining Member States have reserva-
tions of one sort or another. The Convention remains
open for signature for two years. It is hoped, even at
this late stage, that it will be possible to achieve some
greater measure of Community agreement. In view of
the length of period, such action as is envisaged in
Article 5 of the motion for resolution is, in our opi-
nion, premature and we have tabled amendments
accordingly.

As long ago as 1973, Parliament raised the problem of
recognition of the Communities as a single entity inall
international bodies and requested the Commission
and the Council to give the matter urgent considera-
tion. We do so again.

s

Mrs Le Roux (COM). — (FR) Mr President, after
years of inaction which fostered the most contradic-
tory unilateral initiatives, the Convention on the Law
of the Sea laid open today for signing by the Member
States comes at an appropriate juncture to fill a juridi-
cal gap which is the source of many disputes and to
adapt legal norms to existing or potential -practices
made possible by the evolution of techology.

We share the hope expressed in the report by Mrs
Spaak that the European countries will sign this Con-
vention at an early date. This text is the outcome of
many years of complex negotiations. We are aware of
the far-reaching importance of the existence of such a
convention which anticipates-new relations between
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countries and with the common heritage of mankind.
This Convention involves nothing less that the issue of
the new international economic order which the Com-
munists are fighting for. It is hardly surprising that the

opponents of this text include the selfsame countries,

led by the United States, which are seeking to perpe-
tuate eternally their domination of the world through
the use of force and money. ) '

We welcome the fact that the Convention presents an
obstacle to their search for profit and gives an interna-
tional agency the task of controlling exploitation of
the seabed while taking care to establish a source of
development for the poorest nations.

Like the Group of 77, we are well aware of the impli-
cations of the provisions contained in this Convention.
They should spare some of those countries the grave
consequences which would arise from uncontrolled
exploitation by powerful North American and
Japanese companies of polymetallic nodules. The
introduction of production plans for certain mineral
ores should help to stablize their prices. That could be
an important precedent for the definition of a global
strategy on raw materials. Moreover the application of
this Convention is urgently necessary to safeguard the
marine and coastal environment against the potential
dangers of pollution arising from anarchic exploita-
tion: Mrs Spaak clearly highlights this problem in her
report.

As regards the proposal that the Community as such
should sign this document, we do not see that as the
real issue. Quite apart from the juridical aspect of
reference to Article 116 for the signing of such a Con-
vention, the underlying credibility of this- proposal
seems to us to be open to question. What would be the
significance of this signature if many Member States
did not give the necessary commitment? There would
then be legitimate doubts wis-é¢-vis the international
community. Some Community countries have already
signified their intention not to sign. Do they hope to
benefit from the rights opened by this Convention
without sharing its responsibilities? This sharing of
roles might lead one to think so.

That is why we do not support this proposal that the
Convention should be signed by the Community
although we do advocate signing by the Member
States themselves. The French Communists and Allies
hope that the individual countries will sign at the earli-
est opportunity and that the Convention will enter into
force under the best possible conditions.

Mr Sablé (L). — (FR) Mr President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, the Convention which was
signed last Friday in Jamaica by 109 countries after
nine years of negotiations is one of the most important
international agreements to have been concluded since
the Second World War in the context of cooperation
between the industrialized and developing countries.

This Convention undoubtedly represents progress in
the North-South dialogue at a time when that progress
was urgently necessary, particularly after the failure of
the heavily publicized summits of Cancun and Ver-
sailles.

Without being perfect, the Convention creates the
necessary texts for the emergence of a new Law of the
Sea which will overturn the present rules of customary
law and unify national legislation on territorial waters.
For the major naval powers it maintains freedom of
passage, in particular through straits which are less
than 24 nautical miles in width. It enables pollution of
the sea to be counteracted and guarantees for each
coastal State a wide reserved fisheries zone and,
beyond the limit of national jurisdiction, the exploita-
tion of the mineral resources of the deep seabed which
are treated as the common heritage of mankind will be
ensured by an international agency. The developing
countries will thus participate in the exploitation of the
wealth to which they would never otherwise have had
access; in this way Lomé III will be of vital import-
ance.

It is above all through the creation of exclusive econo-
mic zones reserving for each coastal nation sovereign
rights over the living and mineral resources of the deep
water and marine subsoil up to 200 nautical miles from
the coast that the new Law of the Sea introduces
effective instruments for future development. We all
know that fishing will have a considerable impact on
employment in future. It will help to meet the food
needs of broad sectors of society which are generally
undernourished and although, in the case of the devel-
oping countries, the 200 mile zones cover only about
one-third of the oceans they do contain some 90 % of
the resources at present exploited throughout the
world, a relatively large volume belonging to the ACP
countries.

With this extension of the 200 mile zone, industrial
fishing fleets, in particular those of Japan and the
USSR, will have increasingly limited access to the
zones which are the richest in fish. This will put an
end to spoliation and perhaps hold out real hopes for
many countries of the Third World, particularly in the
Caribbean.

Of course optimal exploitation of the new fish
resources in the exclusive economic zones will often
exceed the financial potential of many ACP States.
Here it is appropriate to stress the role which Europe
can play. By concluding exemplary fishing agreements"
with a large number of ACP countries, Europe has
pursued a policy which has in advance respected the
rights that have now emerged from the UN Confer-
ence on the Law of the Sea. The Community itself is
becoming one of the world’s leading maritime powers
with the extension to 200 miles of the exclusive econo-
mic zone of its overseas departments and territories,
be they in the Caribbean or in the Pacific.
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Who could be better placed than the Community to
develop regional cooperation with the neighbouring
ACP States in these regions? Ladies and gentlemen,
the Community has everything to gain by signing this
Convention. Unfortunately it has not yet been able to
do so owing to the lack of a majority among the Ten.
However, the hope remains that 2 number of countries
will later on join our camp; the Community will then
be able to affirm its existence and cohesion and
become a fully-fledged member of the Preparatory
Committee which will be responsible for drawing up
the rules and procedures for implementation of the
new Convention. It will thus be able to play a full part
in improving a text which, although not perfect, will
undoubtedly represent a landmark in history.

Mr Vandemeulebroucke (CDI). — (NL) I wish to
extend my warmest congratulations to the rapporteurs
of the two reports before the House, colleagues Vié
and Spaak. I would like to consider in greater detail
the Spaak report which has my full support. I too
share the view that the European Community, as con-
tracting party, should adhere to the Draft Convention.
Towards the end of her speech, colleague Spaak quite
rightly drew attention to the fact that we are not solely
concerned here with the wealth of the seabed and the
exploitation thereof, but also with marine fauna and
flora, for whom protected zones must be recognized
at international level.

In this context, Mr President, I should like to draw
your attention to the serious problem posed by the
Arctic region. A project for this entire region, entitled
“The Arctic pilot project’ (APP) is currently under
review by the Canadian government. This APP project
concerns the exploitation of an extensive natural gas
deposit in Melville Bay. It is intended that these depos-
its be transported aboard giant icebreakers to the
South-Eastern coast of Canada, a matter of some
importance, given the interest expressed in the project
by France and the Federal Republic of Germany. We
know from experience that Canada at one time
invoked Article 234 of the Convention on the Law of
the Sea to prevent passage by an icebreaker through
this Arctic region, subsequent to which the Canadian
parliament adopted its own law. The question now is
whether the Arctic Pilot Project, a matter of far-reach-
ing consequences, will not wreak irreparable havoc
upon marine animal life in the Arctic region as well as
upon the idigenous inhabitants of Greenland. The
question is whether the European Community will
lend its support to Greenland and, by extension, Den-
mark, in invoking Article 234 of the International
Convention on the Law of the Sea. We shall be having
a debate in the future on a possible withdrawal of
Greenland from the European Community. It goes
without saying that it is a matter of critical importance
for them that projects such as the APP should not have
precedence.

There is more at stake here than the exploitation of
the rich mineral deposits in the seabed. We are talking

about the very survival of the whole Arctic way of life
and of its entire fauna and flora. I look forward to the
House giving unanimous approval to the Spaak report
and trust that it will be equally censistent in its solidar-
ity with the inhabitants of Greenland.

Mr Eisma (NI). — (NL) We would also like to con-
gratulate colleagues Vié and Spaak on their excellent
reports. It is not 2 good omen that a number of major
industrial States, amongst whom, several EEC Mem-
ber States have not signed the Draft Convention on
the Law of the Sea. It is regrettable firstly in that it
weakens the effectiveness of the Convention as such in
dealing, primarily, with the behaviour of the United
States. Secondly, it illustrates the alarming discord
among the Community Member States in such a cru-
cial area of international law and of foreign and com-
mercial policy.

We also consider it vitally important that Community
Member States who have not yet done so, should still
sign and subsequently ratify the Draft Convention.
Such EEC unanimity would permit the greatest possi-
ble pressure to be brought to bear upon the United
States in an effort to prevail upon the latter to accept
the hard-won compromise.

The crux of the matter for the United States and a
number of Member States is the exploitation of the
mineral resources of the seabed; they believe that pri-
vate enterprise will have too little room for man-
oeuvre. In this context it can do no harm to point out
that, of the various consortia which have been set up
with a view to the future commercial exploration and
exploitation of the seabed, there has been much talk of
European and North American joint ventures. Despite
the restrictions on their activities as contained in the
Draft Convention, many of these European — and a
good deal of the North American — firms accept the
terms of the new Draft Convention; and indeed prefer
it to the inevitable anarchy which would prevail in the
absence of such a Convention. They too believe a sys-
tem of commercial exploitation carried out by enter-
prises subject to national legislation, to be undesirable.
The Draft Convention on the Law of the Sea affords
these consortia the greatest security concerning their
investments in deep seabed mining.

Should the Convention fail to be ratified the resultant
free-for-all will not be restricted to the exploitation of
the seabed but will spread to other areas of marine law
which the Convention intends to regulate. The danger
then exists that conflicts arising from such a chaotic
state of affairs would tend to be solved by threats of,
or even the actual resort to, violence. Even those
States which still have reservations about parts of the
Convention have much to gain, economically and mili-
tarily, through the Convention’s other stipulations.
The only surprising aspect is that they apparently have
not yet recognized this sufficiently.
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Mr President, I shall close by saying that the Conven-
tion on the Law of the Sea represents a breakthough in
the field of international law. It is the first important
legal area which has come into existence as a result of
negotiations at which the developing countries were
present. They justifiably attach a great deal of import-
ance to it. As a result the Convention may be said to
have taken a step towards becoming a just interna-
tional order. Without doubt, this Convention is a com-
promise and, as such, far from ideal but it is far better
than nothing at all; hence our feeling that all of the
Community Member States and thé Community as
such should range themselves behind this Convention
on the Law of the Sea.

Mr Collins (S), chairman of the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protection.
— Mr President, first of all I should like to add my
voice to that of the chairman of the Legal Affairs
Committee. I do think, as chairman of the Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection, that this debate would have made a great
deal more sense had it taken place last month. I hope
the Bureau will in future take note of demands of this

kind.

I too want to turn the attention of Parliament again to
the environmental aspects of the Law of the Sea. In
doing so | want to commend the work done by the
Committee on the Environment’s rapporteur, Mrs
Spaak, and to speak in favour of her report.

The problems themselves, Mr President, are clear
enough. In the first place we know of the existence of
the polymetallic nodules. We know of their wide-
spread distribution and we know something of their
immense potential value. This value is economic in the
sense that new sources of metallic ores may be made
available to replace the dwindling traditional sources,
and they are of strategic value because access to them
‘will clearly affect a country’s capacity to sustain an
industry-based economy in the future.

Secondly, exploitation of these resources, even though
this is unlikely on any substantial scale in the near
future, will still have an important and probably irrev-
ersible effect on the marine and therefore on the
global environment. I say ‘probably’ because one of
our great difficulties is that we know so very little
about the deep ocean bed. The late and much res-
pected Lord Ritchie Calder, who cooperated with me
in framing the resolution on which this report is based,
used to say that our knowledge of the ocean bed is
about the equivalent of learning the geography of the
earth by sitting above the cloud layer and dropping an

occasional small net to the ground and then examining,

its contents when it is pulled up. That means, of
course, that in exploiting the resources of metallic
nodules we will inevitably disturb areas about whose
ecology we know very little. I hardly need to remind
Members of this Parliament of the importance of the

marine environment to the continued health and habit-
ability of the earth itself. Therefore, we would argue,
both in the Committee on the Environment, Public
Health and Consumer Protection and in the Socialist
Group, that international controls are essential.

The Law. of the Sea’s doctrine that the resources of the
open sea should be seen as the common heritage of
mankind finds support in our group, and we believe
that it represents an important and heartening
development in international cooperation. It is there-
fore sad to find that certain Community Member
States — the United Kingdom, Germany, Belgium and
Italy included — have failed to support the United
Nations and have thus given support to President
Reagan’s view that the Treaty, as it stands, will inhibit
free-enterprise exploitation.

Mr President, I would conclude very briefly by saying
that free uncontrolled exploitation is the last thing we
want. It would be unfair to the nations of the Third
World, it would be destructive of the marine environ-
ment, it would be shortsighted and against Europe’s
long-term interests and it would merely represent sub-
servience to the interests of President Reagan and the
international mining companies. On all of these
grounds we in the Socialist Group support Mrs
Spaak’s report. The group wants to ensure that the
Community itself will play a role in the future control
and conservation of the resources of the marine envi-
ronment.

Mr Habsburg (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, I wish
many more more reports were as good as Mr Vié€’s
and Mrs Spaak’s. What is important about the Vié
report is that — and I do not not want to discuss the
contents now — it principally broaches legal ques-
tions, while Mrs Spaak deals with a limited aspect of
the draft Convention. I am sorry that Parliament was
not consulted earlier and to a greater extent on this
issue, and I am also extremely sorry that the Political
Affairs Committee did not draw up a report or an opi-
nion on this eminently politically question.

"I recommend to the House in particular four amend-

ments which I have tabled on behalf of the Group of
the European People’s Party. As regards the Vié
report, I have tabled an amendment seeking to replace
paragraph 9a with a new text designed to ensure that
Parliament has sufficient opportunity to discuss the
Convention before it is ratified. I have tabled an
amendment to paragraph 9 because I believe it would
be foolhardy to sound the retreat in a statement at this
stage. When you negotiate, you must begin by
demanding everything. Then you may be able to go on
negotiating. But you must not say from the outset: we

- are prepared to withdraw to a different position.

The two amendments to the Spaak report have been
tabled because we feel that paragraphs 3 and 4 detract
from the harmony of the report and raise legal ques-
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tions which do not really have any place in a report on
environmental questions.

I consider it important — and this debate confirms my
view — for us to continue to give serious considera-
tion to this matter. We have plenty of time, and it is
hardly surprising that opinions should differ here. I
believe that the German Government acted quite cor-
rectly, but we should discuss these maters quite
openly and sincerely. I call on you, therefore, to back
the idea that it is essential for Parliament to consider
the Convention in depth before it is ratified.

Mr Pesmazoglou (NI). — (GR) Mr President, first of

'all T want to express my great satisfaction with the
report by the Legal Affairs Committee and with Mr
Vié’s very thorough introduction, and I want also to
stress the importance of Mrs Spaak’s likewise very
thorough report. The issue is of profound importance
and I think Parliament went seriously amiss in not
debating it during the November part-session. If this
had been done a clear recommendation from Parlia-
ment would have been available in time for the meet-
ing of the Council of Ministers held a few days ago at
which negative decisions were taken concerning the
signing of the Convention on the Law of the Sea at the
outset by the Community as such and on referring the
matter back to the Commission.

On the other hand the proposal made by the Commis-
sion was, in my view, very well thought out and it is a
pity, in view of our wish for the European Community
to sign the Convention on the Law of the Sea and to
participate in laying down the necessary procedures
for the operation of the Convention, that we ourselves
did not adhere closely to its conclusions.

I want to point out, Mr President, that the greater part
of the Convention, and specifically its first ten parts, is
really a confirmation and codification of principles
and rules governing the Law of the Sea which are
already in application and internationally recognized
as binding. One such rule is that making provision for
the extension of territorial waters to 12 miles, and just
such a principle is contained in the affirmation that
islands have their own equivalent of a continental

shelf.

Acceptance by the European Community of these
rules is extremely important if arbitrary acts, acts
which in many parts of the world could possibly lead
to conflict, are to be stopped, or at least limited and
brought under control. In our opinion the first ten
parts of the Convention on the Law of the Sea are,
like most of it, generally acceptable, and we think that
the Convention should be signed by all and that it
would have been in the direct interest of the European
Community for it to have participated in the formula-
tion of procedures.

There is controversy in particular about Part XI which
refers to the establishment of an international auth-

'

ority and to the procedures for governing deep-sea
mining. It is inconceivable that objections and disa-
greements on this point cannot be overcome. I noted
carefully what Mr Von Habsburg had to say a little
earlier and in my view the Community is able to play a
role in formulating these procedures and it could play
an active part in surmounting disagreements and in
shaping a text which is generally acceptable. For this
to happen, however, it is necessary for the European
Community to sign the Convention as a single entity,
as a self-contained unity, so that it can play a part in
all these processes. This would not prevent the Com-
munity from refusing to ratify the Convention if the
difficulties turned out to be insurmountable.

Mr President, I believe that we must maintain a reso-
lute and positive stand on the issue of the Convention.
The European Community is the greatest trading and
shipping power in the world, and for it not to partici-
pate in the procedural tasks to be undertaken would
be absurd. In my own country, which has a great mer-
chant shipping tradition and a rich island history,
interest in the matter is very lively.

I consider it essential for the European Community to
play an active role in the final formulation and appli-
cation of the Convention on the Law of the Sea.

Mr Bournias (PPE). — (GR) Mr President, coming
as it does after nine years of tribulation and disagree-
ment the new Convention on the Law of the Sea
reveals two disheartening facts about the countries of
the West. Firstly, it shows a sharpening of the differ-
ences that exist between these countries themselves
and between them and other countries of the world
and, secondly — despite all the fine words — it
demonstrates the difficulty involved in achieving a real
understanding between rich and poor countries.
Today’s ‘Le Monde’ is indeed right to say that this
issue which began with the good of humanity in mind
has come to a close without the various national ego-
tisms having been expunged.

On a more specific note, with reference to the Vié and
Spaak reports, those of us who belong to the New
Democracy Party intend to support the respective
motions for resolutions because we dissent from the
view that the Treaties of the Community do not pro-
vide legal grounds for the Community as such to sign
the Convention and that these grounds exist only for
Member States acting separately. We consider that if
these grounds did not already exist by virtue of Arti-
cles 210 and 228 of the EEC. Treaty we would.need to
create them because it is just not credible that the
Community should be a mere observer with regard to
a great international issue of unforeseeable future
dimensions. But we shall vote in favour of the reports
for yet another reason, Mr President, namely that we
belong to a small maritime country — as my compa-
triot Mr Pesmazoglou has just said — which has many
islands and a long coastline, and consequently we can-
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not remain indifferent about the final legal settlement
of the two matters which concern our counuy
directly; these are, firstly, the extension of territorial
waters to twelve miles and, secondly, the recognition
that each country has exclusive fishing and oil rights
over a 200-mile coastal zone.

Mr Alexiadis (NI). — (GR) Mr President and col-
leagues, it is saddening that division exists among the
Member States of the EEC on a matter so crucial as
the Law of the Sea, and it is even more saddening that
this division has become apparent over one of the
Convention’s main points, namely the exploitation of
marine and deep seabed wealth which is a common
heritage . . .

(The speaker continues unheard at this point because of a
technical fault)

... better future for her peoples whether they live in
countries bordering the sea or not. Instead of choosing
the only democratic and just solution for dealing with
the exploitation of this-vast wealth in the name of and
for the benefit of the Community as a whole the sel-
fish view has prevailed of allowing certain parties
exclusive access to it on the pretext that they alone
possess the necessary economic and technological
means. It is perhaps rather bold, but in essence regrett-
ably true, to say that the old colonial domination of
the land masses of our planet has been superseded
nowadays by a new form of colonialism whose prota-
gonists claim control over the resources of the oceans.
Under such an order of things wordy and oft-repeated
declarations concerning the need to narrow the gulf
between North and South, between the developed and
underdeveloped and between countries unequally
favoured by nature becomes so much frivolous talk.
And it goes without saying that in circumstances like
these effective protection of the marine environment
would become just about impossible because such
regimes for the extraction of wealth quite naturally
accord top priority to economic efficiency, to private
expediency that is, and not to the maximization of the
social interest, to the good of society as 2 whole.

It is possible in this matter for the European Parlia-
ment, the product of the free democratic conscious-
ness of the peoples of this old continent, to express
chagrin over this grave error and at the same time its
wish for the mistake to be speedily rectified. By adopt-
ing such a position it would demonstrate that Europe
remains always the truest champion of the great ideals
of justice, of equality of opportunity, of the equitable
distribution of our planet’s wealth and of shared pros-
perity. The Convention which became open for signa-
-ture a few days ago makes an important contribution
to the codification and the stability of the Law of the
Sea. Given what I have said earlier the EEC as a whole
and its Member States individually should go ahead
and sign the Convention.

Mr Andriessen, Member of the Commission. —
(NL) Mr President, one can easily appreicate why
Parliament has felt it necessary to devote two reports
to a subject of such importance as that which we are
dealing with today. There can be no doubt that we are
dealing here with a large-scale venture which may be
considered, in, more ways than one, as unique in the
annals of the evolution of international law.

Such a description befits both the positive and negative
aspects of such an operation and the Commission
would be the first to recognize the shortcomings of
this Draft Convention before the House today or that
there is every occasion — and happily a possibility too
— to delete the contentious paragraphs in the course
of future deliberations.

I would like to begin, Mr President, by congratulating
Mr Vié and Mrs Spaak on their exchaustive reports of
which the quality conforms to the scale of the topic
under review. That topic concerns more than the
esclusively maritime States. It raises the full spectre of
the dilemma of the developing countries. As such the
Commission, heartened by the attention thus being
focused on this problem area, believes it to be a posi-
tive aspect which should be taken into account in any
overall assessment of the Convention.

The Final Clause of the Draft Convention was signed
on the last day of the Conference which took place a
few days ago, 6-10 December 1982 in Montego Bay,
Jamaica, which paved the way for the ratification pro-
cedure, thus initiated as of 10 December 1982.

Mr President, the European Community is the sole
international organization which, by virtue of ,the
powers vested in her in clearly delineated areas by the
Treaty of Rome, is explicitly eligible as a signatory to
both the Final Clause and the Draft Convention itself.
Without going into the specific powers delegated to
the European Community by virtue of the Treaty of
Rome, a repetition of which would be superfluous, I
would mention in passing that they have been sum-
marized in the Vié and Spaak reports and have also
been brought to the fore by various members of the
House who preceded me in this debate.

These powers are real and, one may even say, of vital
importance for the further development of the Com-
munity and it should thus be recognized that the
Community as such has the authority to participate as
a contracting party in this international legal opera-
tion, a matter of some considerable significance.

A number of speakers have referred to the Com-
munity’s signing of the Draft Convention being condi-
tional upon the prior signing by a majority of the indi-
vidual Community Member States (regarding which I
would refer the Members to Annex 9, Article 2 of the
Draft Convention).

The honourable Member Prout has just suggested that
such a procedure is a clear contravention of the provi-
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sions of Article 228 of the Treaty of Rome. The Com-
mission does not share this view. Given that
Article 228 stipulates that the Commission is the com-
petent body in matters of external negotiations and
commitments to be later concluded by the Council,
after consulting Parliament, where required, one has
to consider that, within the United Nations, the Com-
munity has been allocated no more than observer sta-
tus, which implies in this specific Case, that the nego-
tiations on the Draft Convention were in fact con-
ducted by the Member State entrusted with the Presi-
dency of the Council at the time. One might say that,
in this specific case, as a consequence of the unique
situation, the Community, i.e. the Commission, acted
through the person of the Council presidency. With-
out doubt, the Commission made an active contribu-
tion in coordinating matters, endeavouring through-
out to achieve an optimum Community line from the
Member States, but was helpless in trying to pre-empt
the cleavage which finally surfaced among the Mem-
ber States.

Mr President, we are now faced with a $ituation in
which only five of the ten Community Member States
signed the Final Clause of the Draft Convention in
Jamaica last Friday, 10 December 1982, and in so
doing, also made a common declaration, which has
ramifications for the position of the Community at this
point in time.

This declaration reads, more or less, as follows: ‘My
country’s representative, in signing the Final Clause of
this Draft Convention, declares that his country is a
member of the European Economic Community which
signifies that it has, by virtue of the founding Treaty of
the aforementioned Community, delegated powers to
it in clearly delineated areas governed by that Treaty’,
with the remark: ‘Additional information on the
nature and extent of these delegated powers will be
communicated, in conformity with Annex 9 of the
Draft Convention in due course’.

" Mr President, the fact that no more than half of the
Community Member States signed the Final Clause,
means that the Community must be considered, at this
point in time, as not being a party to the Draft Con-
vention’s Final Clause. My fellow Commissioner,
Narjes, speaking before the Council on 23 November
1982 has already indicated that a declaration on the
lines of that which was added by the Community
Member State signatories to the Final Clause to be
incompatible with Community law, adding that the
Commission would take the necessary measures to
rectify the situation. The Commission considers this
declaration unsatisfactory because it fails to specify
that eventual ratification of the Draft Convention by
the individual Community Member State signatories
to the Final Clause is, in conformity with Article 5 of
the Treaty of Rome, contingent upon the Community
itself as such, signing the Draft Convention. This
means that the Commission must, on the one hand,
endeavour to ensure that there are more than 5 signa-

tories to the Final Clause and, by extension, to the
Draft Convention itself, thereby paving the way for
the Community, as such, to adhere to the Draft Con-
vention whilst, on the other hand, taking great pains
to obtain a declaration which recognizes the substan-
tial authority vested in the Community as such, by vir-
tue of the Treaty of Rome. The Comimission is thus
faced with a dual task, but I can assure the House that
it will spare no effort and have recourse to all the
available legal and political means with a view to
achieving the reciprocal respect of the obligations to
which I have just referred, by the Community Member
States in question.

In considering a fundamental principle to be involved
here, Mr President, I trust I have not gone somewhat
overboard in my denunciation, but I just wanted to
leave no grounds for ambiguity regarding the Com-
mission’s position on the matter. In this respect, given
the scheduling of this debate some days after, rather
than prior to, the United Nations Conference in
Jamaica I would not only concur with the honourable
Member Janssen Van Raay that it is somewhat super-
fluous, but would add furthermore that we are now
faced with trying to claw back authority which may be
considered as having been (unwittingly) ceded by
Community Member States at that conference. In
trying to iron out the aforementioned thorny legal
issue the Commission can only be heartened by the
various declarations and interpretations which have
been voiced in the House today, whilst fully partaking
of the view expressed by several Members of the
House that the whole debate would have had more
relevance, had it taken place during a previous part-
session.

Mr President, I believe that we must act with all due
haste in order to be well situated for participating in
further developments within the terms of the Draft
Convention and as such I am not in¢lined to share the
more leisurely approach (no doubt unwittingly given)
of the Members of the House who would have us set
time-limits for each stage of the proceedings.

Mr President, I begun by saying that this operation
has, one might almost say, in-built advantages and dis-
advantages. In its report to the Council last October,
the Commission emphasized its awareness of the Draft
Convention’s shortcomings in- a number of areas, in
particular that governing the exploration and commer-
cial exploitation of the ocean seabed, the relevant defi-
nition, in the Draft Convention, giving rise to grave
concern, in particular, in Community commercial cir-
cles. The Commission is aware of the problem and of
the doubt expressed by those commercial interests as
1o the viability of deep seabed mining, under the regu-
lations as they look like emanating from thé Draft
Convention negotiations.

Nevertheless, the fact that Community commercial
interests remain proponents of an international regula-
tion such as that proposed by the Draft Convention
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may be interpreted as an encouraging sign, even if that
enthousiasm is tempered by very real reservations
about the enforcement of certain parts thereof.

It should nevertheless be clear from the foregoing, that
the Commission has warmly commended the Conven-
tion to the Member States, seeing in it the sole instru-
ment of legal security in the international maritime
arena at present. Furthermore adherence to the Con-
vention brings with it the possibility of actively influ-
encing the course of future events through a voting
right in the Convention’s. deliberations, from which
the definitive measures concerning enforcement will
emanate, in particular the activities of the preliminary
committee. The Commission feels this to be a widely
held view among the Members of this House. The
Community’s ultimate position regarding the Draft
Convention will be dependent upon clarifications from
the preliminary committee and the progress attained in
rendering the whole area of deep seabed mining
acceptable to the industrialized countries. Just one
remark on marine environment to which the Spaak
report paid particular attention. It is natural that the
European Parliament, via its Committee on the Envi-
ronment, Public Health and Consumer Protection,
should be particularly interested in research concern-
ing matters of marine environment and the potential
risks for the ecosystem posed by deep seabed mining, a
concern shared by the Commission. Much more
exhaustive research needs to be carried out in this
area, on which the Commission should actively set
about elaborating a blueprint. But this is not to say
that the Commission shares the view that the area of
deep seabed mining merits, at this stage, 2 Community
policy. It believes such a policy to be certainly a possi-
bility but the proposal must be in conformity with the °
terms of the Draft Convention on the Law of the Sea.
Given that it has just been decided that a number of -
the clauses of that Convention are unsatisfactory in
their present form and need to be refined and revised
at the preliminary committee stage the Commission
feels that it should concentrate its energies on moni-

toring these aspects, postponing a; Community policy
on deep seabed mining to a later date.

Mr President, concerning the preservation of the mar-
ine environment the Commission would like to see the
individual Member States’ legal provisions in this area
being better attuned to what is, in a wider interna-
tional context, likely to be the norm. It feels that the
preliminary committee, to which reference has already
been made, should take up the matter as early as
March 1983.

With regard to the need to undertake research and to
the creation of protected zones in areas where the
flora and fauna are particularly important I would
point out that the United States is far ahead of the
Community. Our knowledge in this field is very frag-
mentary. Hence the Commission’s intention, with the
help of the governments and in collaboration with the
most specialized organizations in the field, of examin-
ing the most appropriate means of undertaking
research programmes with a view to having a better
evaluation and thus more effective means of combat-
ing the harmful effects of deep seabed mining.

Mr President, in closing I would like to say that the
Commission shares Parliament’s opinion on the need
for the Community to have a voice in the activities of
the Convention as soon as possible, in the manner I
have already indicated. I hope that when the Conven-
tion eventually comes up for ratification, and the
House has had an opportunity of debating it fully, the
proposal made by the Commission some time ago con-
cerning the ratification of international agreements,
which entail a considerable extension of existing pro-
cedures, will be fully operational. Parliament’s consul-
tation on the matter would thus be assured.

President. — The debate is closed.
The vote will take place at the next voting time.1

(The sitting closed at 8 p.m.)

1 Agenda for next sitting: see Minutes.
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ANNEX 1

Votes

This Annex indicates the rapporteur’s opinion on amendments and reproduces the
texts of cxplanations of vote. For further details of the voting the reader is referred
to the minutes.

EYRAUD REPORT (Doc. 1-776/82 Dairy sector): REJECTED!

The rapporteur was:
— for Amendments Nos 25, 26, 29, 36, 44 and 46;

— against Amendments Nos 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,6,7, 8,9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 22, 27, 30,
33, 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 45, 47, 49, 50, 54 and 55

Explanations of vote

Mr Bocklet (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, the vote has unfortunately produced a resolu-
tion which in itself is incoherent. The paragraph 4 we have adopted essentially conflicts
with the paragraph 6 we have adopted. I find this extremely regreutable, and one reason
may be that the House is so poorly attended at the moment. Nonetheless, I feel that para-
graph 6 makes a major, positive statement, which is why I consider it acceptable to vote
for the resolution. However, I should like to take this opportunity to urge once again that
all Members, where possible, be present at voting time so that accidents are avoided and
our resolutions are coherent.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, I am going to vote against this report because although
there have been a number of useful amendments accepted, it still contains, particularly in
paragraph 6, a good few things that are highly undesirable.

This report sets out to penalize those farmers who have set out to make themselves effi-
‘ cient even though, in an earlier paragraph, it talks about maintaining investment. It is
rather like trying to ban combine harvesters or to ban tractors. Imagine what would hap-
pen in other industries that we are concerned with — with steel, with textiles — other
troubled sectors of our economy, if we tried to penalize those people who have made
themselves efficient by the large scale of their production. It is nonsense, Mr President, to
penalize those who have succeeded. I believe, in fact, that what is happening is that Mem-
bers from certain Member States have allowed themselves to be unduly influenced by the
votes that this sort of sentiment will attract and I think it will be a very sad day if the
House approves this report. I urge Members therefore, Mr President, to reject this report.

Mr Tolman (PPE). — (NL) Mr President, I support the principle of a co-responsibility
levy in the dairy sector. It is one of the numerous possibilities for reducing overproduction
of milk. The present milk levy has not functioned satisfactorily, the money being allocated
either too late or not at all. But despite this criticism one has to admit that the new mea-
sure is even less satisfactory.

I intend to vote against the report for three reasons. Firstly, because it foresees that 67%
i.e. two out of every three producers, will henceforth be exempt, thus reducing unneces-
sarily the arable surface. Secondly, because of the special levy per 15 000 kg per hectare.
As a result of this, the efficient producer and healthy family concern are being punished. I

1 For the debate on the Eyraud report: see Debates of 18. 11. 1982.
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totally reject the system of differential pricing. Thirdly, this levy flagrantly contravenes the
fundamental principle that production should be organized where it is deemed to be most
cost effective. These, Mr President, are my reasons for voting against the Eyraud Report.

Mus Pery (S). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the report on co-responisibility
' in the dairy sector as now amended does not satisfy the French Socialists.

It did originally have positive aspects. The exemption on the first 60 000 kilos will logi-
cally be of benefit to the smallest producers who are numerous in my own part of south-
west France and in the deprived mountain areas in general. We should have preferred the
exemption to apply to,a larger production figure in the order of 120 000 kilos correspond-
ing to a holding of about 40 cows in our regions. We see this as a first step towards pro-
gressive tax rates.

Similarly we are in favour of the creation of a special tax applicable to industrial farms
producing over 15 000 kilos per hectare. This measure will penalize the principal prod-
ucers of dairy surpluses.

However, in its amended form this report also has negative aspects to which I would like
to draw your attention. We regret the fact that the principle of progressive rates has not
been adopted, that no allowance has been made for production costs and that the limita-
tion on substitution products for cereals has not been accepted, thus encouraging over-
production and justifying the imposition of an import tax. Above all, Mr President, we
regret the fact that the vote today has gone in favour of a reduction in the intervention
price by 2-2%, thus limiting the earnings of small farmers and setting these small-holdings
at risk; by the same token, this will increase unemployment in regions which are already
underprivileged. )

Mr President, I shall therefore abstain in the vote on this report.

Mr Woltjer (S). — (NL) Mr President, listening to my colleagues’ explanations of votes
leads me to believe that we are not yet at the end of our pains.

If I may, I would like to summarize the report as follows. We believe that, in its present
state, the general co-responsibility levy in the dairy sector has been shown to be unviable.
Secondly, other measures must be adopted in order to come to grips with the overproduc-
tion. We support this view. Thirdly, drastic measures are now called for and that, with a
view to restoring the price mechanism at some time in the future the necessary mandate
proposals must once more be laid before the Council by the Commission. As such I find
the report acceptable to our group and I shall most certainly vote in favour.

Mrs le Roux (COM). — (FR) Mr President, experience has confirmed the validity of the
fears of the French Communists and, as we had supposed, the co-responsibility levy has
proved unjust, inequitable and inefficient. It has helped to speed up the disappearance of
small farmers and the concentration of production in the milk factories of northern
Europe.

We approved the original approach of the Eyraud report which allowed for this situation
and aimed at abolishing the tax in its present form. We regretted that it did not go far
enough; that is why we submitted amendments designed to replace this co-responsibility
levy by a special levy on all the milk factories.

Some of the amendments adopted today, and I have in mind in particular the text which
approves a 2-2% reduction in intervention prices, profoundly distort the spirit of the
report — a fact which we cannot accept.

However, an exemption remains for small farmers and there is to be a tax on the milk
factories; we shall therefore abstain while continuing our negotiations aimed at obtaining
exemption for the producers in our region.
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Mr Eyraud (S). — (FR) Mr President, I have asked to speak in my capacity as rapporteur.
Given the votes on the amendments and the explanations of vote, I believe that we should
refer this report back to the Committee on Agriculture to give it an opportunity to draw
the conclusions from all that has been said today.

President. — We have heard the rapporteur, but there are still some Members who wish
to give an explanation of vote.

Mr Kirk (ED). — (DA) Mr President, I feel I must speak against the rapporteur’s propo-
sal. We have voted on all the amendments tabled, and it is quite possible that the vote has
given rise to a certain imbalance in the report itself, but this is because no attempt has been
made in the Committee on Agriculture to bring about agreement on a firm line with
regard to the co-responsibility levy. At the time when the co-responsibility levy was
adopted by the Commission, it was featured as the miracle cure which would give us con-
trol over the rise in Community milk production. Have we succeeded? Has the Commis-
sion really succeeded, by means of the co-responsibility levy, in controlling milk produc-
tion in the Community? No. Why then should we continue to apply a co-responsibility
levy under exactly the same criteria? Why should we extend the co-responsibility levy and
make it even more bureaucratic than it has been in past years? ‘

My group is against this report. We think it is a bad report, and we want to vote on it. We
want it to be completely voted down, so that we can then work out what arrangements are
needed to control milk production in the future. Speaking personally, Mr President, I am
glad that some of the amendments tabled have been adopted, but this also indicates the
direction in which the Committee on Agriculture should channel its work next time we
have to decide on our position with regard to the co-responsibility levy. I recommend that
all in this Chamber vote against the report.

President. — I shall call Mr de la Maléne first and then I shall consult the Assembly on Mr
Eyraud’s proposal.

Mr de la Maléne (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, I would remind you that from the outset,
since the idea of a co-responsibility levy was first mooted my group has ceaselessly
opposed this tax and will continue to do so. We have seen today a number of disgraceful
votes on amendments and the text in its present form is even worse than it was to start
with. We shall therefore vote against it.

President. — I shall now consult the Assembly on Mr Eyraud’s proposal for referal to
Committee. I will call one speaker for and one against.

Mr Herman (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, an attentive reader perusing the paragraphs of
this text will wonder whether this Parliament has lost all sense of logic since successive
paragraphs are mutually contradictory. That being so and to avoid giving to the outside
world the impression of a Parliament which has lost all sanity, I propose reference back to
committee.

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, Mr Herman could have made this request during
the last part-session as well, considering the way the Christian Democrats voted then. I
believe we shall be all right with this report. Nothing worthwhile will come out of a refer-
ral to the Committee on Agriculture, because it is obviously not representative of this Par-
liament. There is therefore no point in referring the report back to the Committee on
Agriculture, and we should now proceed to the vote without further delay.

(Applause from the left)

Mr Gautier (S). — (DE) Mr President, might I ask what point there is in explanations of
vote like that given by Mr Bocklet when we have votes such as this. It would be interesting
to know whether explanations of vote are designed to show the public something or
whether they ought not to lead to a given result in the vote.
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ANNEX II

Commission action on opinions on its proposals delivered by the European Parliament at its
October and November 1982 part-sessions

This is an account, as arranged with the Bureau of Parliament, of the action taken by the
Commission in respect of the amendments proposed at the October and November 1982
part-sessions in the framework of parliamentary consultation, and of disaster aid granted.

A. Commission proposals to which Parliament proposed amendments that the Commission
has accepted in whole or in part (October and November 1982 part-sessions)

1. Proposal for a regulation concerhing‘ a limited action in the field of transport infra-
structure (Report by Dame Shelagh Robers) ‘

(a) The Commission confirms its endorsement of the proposed amendment
adopted by Parliament at its sitting on 15 October 1982. It will alter its pro-
posal in the light of the direction that Council consideration of the proposal
takes.

(b) The Commission consequently has no difficulty in accepting the desire
expressed by Parliament in item7 of the resolution, also adopted on
15 October. As for item 9 of the resolution, it would draw Parliament’s
attention to the fact that, having regard to the very specific task it is carrying
out at present in pursuance of a Council decision on negotiations with Aus-
tria and to the need to commit the corresponding appropriation in good time,
it cannot undertake to include the Austrian motorway project in its provi-
sional list.

2. Decision amending for 1983 the research programme that the Joint Research Centre
is to carry out for the European Atomic Energy Community and the European
Economic Community (1980-83) (Report by Mr Pedini)

(a) On 4 November 1982 the Commission sent the Council amendments to the
proposal for a Council decision. These amendments embody those adopted
at Parliament’s plenary sitting on 29 October 1982.

(b) With regard to the various suggestions to the Commission in the parliamen-
tary resolution concerning, in particular, implementation of the Super-Sara
project the Commission is unable to take them into consideration until revi-
sion of the JRC programme is approved by the Council. The Council is
expected to give its decision on 13 December 1982.

3. Decision concerning a 5-year research and development programme in the field of
applied metrology and reference material — non-nuclear indirect action (1983-87)
(Report by Mr Schmid)

(a) The amendments adopted by the European Parliament on 16 November
1982 concerning the proposal for a Council decision were submitted to the
Commission on 6 December 1982 for approval on 8 December. The
amended proposal will be sent to the Council shortly.

(b) Subject to formal approval, the Commission has thus complied with the
request made at 1. in the European Parliament’s resolution.

4. Directive on the setting of limit values for cadmium discharges in the aquatic envi-
ronment and quality objectives for the level of cadmium in the aguatic environment
(Report by Mrs Weber)

The Commission has accepted 20 proposed amendments and undertaken to
amend its proposal to the Council accordingly under the second paragraph of
Article 149 of the EEC Treaty.

The main purpose of these amendments is to bring the proposal for a directive, as
presented by the Commission, in line with the Directive of 22 March 1982 on
limit values and quality objectives for mercury discharges (82/176/EEC).
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The text of the amended proposal for the Council directive was approved by the
Commission by accelerated written procedure on 30 November and sent to the
Council on 2 December. ;

Commission proposals to which Parliament proposed amendments that the Commission
bas not felt able to accept ,

1. Proposal for a regulation concerning the recruitment of 56 members of beadquarters
staff of the European Association for Cooperation (Report by Mr Lega)

The Commission explained at the debate why it preferred to leave the proposal as
it stood.

2. Regulation probibiting imports into the Community of skins and products derived
Sfrom certain types of seal pup (Report by Mr Collins)

At the plenary debate the Commission said it was unable to alter its proposal as
this would upset the balance of the text and reduce the likelihood of its being
adopted by the Council.

Commission proposals on which the European Parliament delivered favourable opinions
or did not ask for formal amendment (October and November 1982 part-sessions)

1. Report by Mrs Pery: Resolution closing the parliamentary consultation proce-
dure on the Commission proposal for a decision amending Decision 78/640/
EEC on financial participation by the Community in inspection and surveillance
operations in the maritime waters of Denmark and Ireland

The European Parliament based its thinking on Article 2 of the Decision of
1978, which provides that the Council is to take a decision before 1 January
1983 on the participation by the Community in the expenditure incurred for
the inspection and surveillance of the fishing zones of all the Member States,
and pointed out that Community aid should not be restricted to Denmark
and Ireland. According to Parliament, the scope of the aid should be
extended to include any Member State whose means of surveillance are
inadequate in relation to the maritime waters and the wealth of the State in
question.

It should be noted in this connection that because of the delay in the adop-
tion of a2 common fishery policy the need was not felt at the Council discus-
sions to make provision for additional surveillance in other Member States.
The time would not appear ripe yet to extend the measures currently in
force. Such extension will be considered, if appropriate, when the time
comes.

2. Report by Mr Marck; Resolution closing the parliamentary consultation proce-
dure on the Commission proposal for a regulation on more stringent monitoring
of the operation of Community rules on agricultural products

Item 3 of the resolution: the Commission ‘will use its available staff for this
monitoring. It may request additional staff, who would be responsible more
specifically assigned to this task (20 persons planned).

Item 4 of the resolution: should the Commission propose that the Council
adopt general implementing rules, the proposal would be submitted to the
European Parliament for an opinion (optional consultation). Since the pur-
pose of the envisaged Community monitoring is not solely financial, the
Commission sees no need for the Court of Auditors to be involved in the
preparation of its proposal.

Item 7 of the resolution: the Commission will supply an annual report on the

monitoring carried out under the regulation. To this end the Commission’

will alter the proposal before the Council.

3. Report by Mr Costanzo: Resolution on the 6th annual Commission report
(1980) on the European Regional Development Fund and the Commission com-
munication specifying the types of infrastructure for which the European
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Regional Development Fund may grant aid in the various regions assisted by the
Fund

The Commission has already stated that it shared the views expressed in the
resolution. :

With regard to qualitative and quantitative improvements in regional policy,
the recommendations made here have also been incorporated in the Com-
mission’s proposals for the revision of the ERDF and its proposals for the
1983 budget. -

As for the recommendations on infrastructure, the Commission wishes to
repeat that the classification it proposed in its communication to the Council
is only provisional, and to point out that such a classification must be in line
with the different fields of ministerial competence in the various Member
States. :

4. Report by Mr Eisma: Resolution closing the parliamentary consultation proce-
dure on the Commission communication on the medium-term projections for
welfare expenditure and its financing

The Council is expected to approve the Commission communication at its
meeting on 10 December, having noted with interest the attitude adopted by
Parliament. The Commission will then undertake the work in this field des-
cribed in the communication, taking the views expressed by Parliament into
account.

5. Report by Mr Boyes: Resolution on the Commission’s final report on the first
programme of pilot projects and studies to combat poverty

On 10 December the Council will most probably approve a series of conclu-
sions after considering the Commission’s final report on combating poverty.

In one of these conclusions it is, recognized that specific action by the Com-
munity is needed if poverty is to be overcome, and hence that the fight must |
be continued at European level.

The European Parliament will be kept informed.

6. Report by Mr Kaloyannis: Resolution closing the parliamentary consultation
procedure on the Commission proposals for:

(i) a directive amending Directive 75/268/EEC on mountain and hill farming
and farming in certain less-favoured areas

(i) a regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 355/77 on common measures
to improve the conditions under which agricultural products are processed
and marketed

Item 6 of the resolution: Regulation 355/77 provides that a report on the finan-
cial results of the project is to be sent to the Commission, via his Member State,
by the recipient in respect of every project for which assistance from the Fund
has been granted.

The Commission has received the first reports relating to a limited number
of projects.

It would prefer to wait till it has a sufficient number of reports before draw-
ing general conclusions on the results of the operation of Regulation 355/
77. !

It should also be noted that the annual EAGGF, Guidance Section, financial
’ report, which is sent to Parliament, contains statistical data on the operation
of Regulation 355/77.

7. Report by Mr Vitale: Resolution closing the parliamentary consultation proce-
dure on the Commission proposal for a regulation amending Regulation No
355/77 on common measures to improve the conditions under which agricul-
tural products are processed and marketed

)
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Items 3 and 4 of the resolution: The Commission would point out that the exist-
ing rules already provide that the costs to be entered in the application for
financing are the expected costs at the time when the work is carried out and not
those of the time when the application is made.

However, once the costs have been realistically determined, they may not be
revised while approval of the project is under way, as the share that the Com-
munity pays is bound up closely with that of the Member State and of the reci-
pient.

Item 5 of the resolution: As Vice-President Davignon said at the plenary discus-
sion, the Commission is open to any suggesuons that could be used to improve
the existing rules.

It will keep Parliament informed without fail of the main lines it lays down for
matters concerning agricultural structures.

Report by Mr Veronesi: Resulotion on thc Commission communications enti-

tled:

(i) ‘“Towards a European strategy programme for R & D in information tech-
nologies’

(i) ‘Laying the foundations for a European strategy programme for R & D in
information technologies: the pilot phase’

The Commission is doing everything it can to see that the preparatory phase of
the strategy programme begins with all due speed, and in drawing up the main
programme it will give special consideration to the concern expressed by Parlia-
ment, which it fully shares.

The Council session on research unanimously approved this programme on
4 November and asked the Commission to send it a formal proposal for a
decision. This has now been done and the European Parliament is expected
to deliver its opinion at the plenary sitting on Friday 17 December 1982.

Report by Mr Ruffolo: Resolution closing the parliamentary consultation proce-
dure on the Commission proposal concerning the adoption of the annual report
on the economic situation in the Community and setting guidelines for economic
report in 1983

’

The Commission explained its position in its communication of 24 Novem-
ber 1982 on ‘the economic and social situation in the Community’, intended
for'the European Council on 3 and 4 December 1982. In this document the
Commission, in agreement with the lines of action recommended by Parlia-
ment, says it considers that:

‘Four priorities should inform coordinated action which, by producing an
up-turn in economic activity would be capable of achieving medium-term
rehabilitation of the economic situation:

(i) increasing and consolidating action for macro-economic stabilization
and improvement of structures whereever necessary;

(ii) taking appropriate steps to maintain activity and prepare the way for
economic recovery where this is possible without jeopardizing the aims
of the stabilization and structural improvement policy;

(ili) increasing concertation at international level so as to reduce the risks of
destabilizing movements in different countries or regions;

(iv) backing up and increasing the job-creating effects of these policies by
specific action on the labour market, particularly where unemployment
is unequally distributed.’

In the statement the Commission is to make to Parliament on Wednesday 15
December 1982, it will say what action the European Council proposes
should be taken on these proposals and on the lines of action relating to
investment.
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10. Report by Mr Seefeld: Resolution under the parliamentary consultation proce- .
dure on the Commission proposal for a regulation amending Regulations (EEC)
Nos 3164/76 and 2964/79 on the Community quota for the carriage of goods by
road between Member States

The Commission has every intention of proposing that general principles
should be laid down for matters relating to the Community quota, in parti-
. cular, how it should develop in the future and how it should be divided up.
The work under way in the Commission departments should make it possi-
ble, once the government experts have been consulted, to make a proposal as
quickly as requested by Parliament. :

11. Report by Mr Petersen: Resolution

(a) closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the Commission reports
on the operation of Regulations (EEC) 1302/78 and 1303/78 on the grant-
ing of financial support for projects to exploit alternative energy sources and
demonstration projects in the field of energy-saving,

(b)- on the Community’s energy policy in respect of new and renewable sources
of energy

The Commission is very pleased that this resolution has been adopted by the
European Parliament. Since the first evaluation of demonstration pro-
grammes, which was concerned with the years 1979 and 1980, the Commis-
sion has prepared a second report on 1981 and the first half of 1982, on
which the European Parliament has also given its opinion, on 29 October
1982 (report by Mr Normanton).

In the proposals for new regulations for demonstration projects which are
under discussion now, provision is made in Article 5 (3) for the Commission
to report periodically to the Council and the European Parliament on the
operation of the regulations and dove-tailing between national and Com-
munity action and for the Council and the European Parliament to state
their views on the Commission’s reports.

The European Parliament will therefore be able fully to check that the opi-
nions delivered in the two abovementioned resolutions have been taken into
consideration and followed by the Commission.

12. Report by Mr Normanton: Resolution closing the parliamentary consultation
v procedure on:

(i) the Commission communication on the evaluation of Community demon-
stration programmes in the field of energy,

(i) the Commission proposals for:

(2) a regulation on the granting of financial support for demonstration pro-
jects in the fields of alternative energy sources, energy-saving and
hydrocarbon substitutes,

(b) a regulation on the granting of financial support for industrial and
demonstration pilot projects in the field of liquefication and gasification
of solid fuels

The Commission will be sending Parliament lists of the members of the.advi-
sory committes for demonstration projects and the posts within its depart-
ments assigned to demonstration project matters. g
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D. Disaster aid accorded since the last part-session

1. Emergency aid for third countries

‘ (a) 5000 t of cereals for Nepal

3‘ 350 t of sugar for Sri Lanka
400 t of milk
500 t of beans for EL Salvador

100 t of butteroil
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IN THE CHAIR: MR LALOR
Vice-President

(The sitting was opened at 9 a.m. )t

1. Budget

President. — The first item is the joint debate on:

— the report (Doc. 1-993/82) by Mr R. Jackson, on
behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on

Section III — Commission — of the draft general
budget of the European Communities for the
financial year 1983, modified by the Council
(Doc. 1-955/82).

— the report (Doc. 1-981/82) by Mr Saby, on behalf
of the Committee on Budgets, on

the modifications made by the Council to the
amendments adopted by Parliament to the follow-
ing sections:

Section IV — Court of Justice
Section V — Court of Auditors

of the draft general budget of the European Com-
munities for the financial year 1983.

1 Approval of the Minutes — Topical and urgent debate
(Anouncement of motions for resolutions ‘tabled): see
Minutes.

5. Votes:

Mr Spencer; Mr Peters; Mr Prout; Mrs Cas-
tle; Mr Patterson; Mrs Castle . . . . . . 86

Annex

Mr Moreau; Mr Herman; Mr Patterson; Mr
Peters; Mrs Nielsen; Mr Brok; Mr Papaefstratiou;
Mr Enright; Mr Eisma; Mr Ingo Friedrich; Mr
Chanterie; Lady Elles; Mr Frischmann; Mr Van-
dewiele; Mr Bonaccini; Mrs Van Hemeldonck;
Mr Tyrrell; ; Mr Plaskovitis; Mr Lomas; Mrs
Vayssade; Mr Moorbouse; Mr Habsburg; Mrs
Pery; Mr Jobnson; Mrs Theobald-Paoli; Mr
Cousté; Mr Baillot; Mr Balfour; Mr Junot . . . 88

— the report (Doc. 1-991/82) by Mrs Barbarella, on
behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on

draft supplementary and amending budget No 1
for the financial year 1982 (Doc. 1-930/82).

— the report (Doc. 1-998/82) by Mrs Barbarella, on
behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-937/82 — COM(82) 727 final) for a
regulation instituting a special energy develop-
ment programme.

— the report (Doc. 1-1004/82) by Mrs Barbarella, on
behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-936/82 — COM(82) 728 final) for a
regulation  amending  Regulation (EEC)
No 2744/80 establishing supplementary measures
in favour of the United Kingdom.

Mr R. Jackson (ED), general rapporteur. — Mr Presi-
dent, we are now approaching what I devoutly hope
will be the final stage of the 1983 budget procedure. I
propose to speak first about this final stage, and then
to attempt briefly to summarize what, in my view,
have been the successes and the failures of our hand-
ling of the 1983 budget so far.

Our task today, tomorrow and Thursday is to discuss
and then to vote amendments to the draft budget as it
has been modified and amended by the Council. We
thus exercise our last word over non-compulsory
expenditure, all the time taking into account the
dimensions of our margin, what remains of it, or, on
the other hand, the possibility of increasing the maxi-
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mum rate. The Committee on Budgets is recommend-
ing to the plenary a total sum to be added to the
budget which in its view does not require an increase
in the maximum rate. The total that we are recom-
mending is 177 million in commitments and 137 mil-
lion in payments.

Now, we have a problem here. Despite the 30 June
agreement, there is, I am afraid, a difference between
the European Parliament, the Commission and the
Council about the size of this remaining margin. The
argument turns on the effect of Transfer 30 on the
base for calculating the margin — the so-called
assiette. Council’s position is that the transfer has not
affected any increase in the assiette, and that therefore
the Parliament’s margin is already exhausted — so
that any increases that we may wish to make at this
stage of the procedure will have to be made by way of
an increase in the maximum rate, to which of course
Council has got to agree.

The Commission’s position is that the transfer bas
increased the margin — taking into account some
technical points they calculate it as having increased
the margin to 155 million in commitments and 73 mil-
lion in payments. The Parliament’s position is, how-
ever, that the transfer had 2 full effect on the assiette.
This constitutes the basis for the figures which I have
‘already mentioned — the figures on which the Com-
mittee on Budgets has been working.

The powerful legal arguments which underlie the Par-
liament’s position are fully set out in the report
attached to my resolution (Doc. PE 81/957), so there
is no need for me to go through them now. Suffice it
to say that the Council has had long notice from the
European Parliament about its view on this matter.
The point was made clear in the conciliation proce-
dure, and I made it clear in my speech before the
second reading.

The fact is that the Council is isolated on this issue,
because the European Parliament and the Commission
are substantially in agreement. There is a slight differ-
ence in the figures between Parliament and Commis-
sion, but the Commission accepts Parliamént’s point of
view that the transfer has affected the margin.

There is also another consideration — the 30 June
agreement. It really is astonishing that, so shortly after
having undertaken such an agreement, the Council
should deliberately have chosen to transform a draft
supplementary budget submitted by the Commission
into a transfer so as in its view, to deprive the Parlia-
ment of an additional margin. This is, of course, unac-
ceptable to the Parliament. And it is incompatible with
the spirit of the 30 June agreement — which was that
we should seek to avoid conflict on these technical and
procedural issues.

However, having said this, the Committee on Budgets
wants the European Parliament for its part to stand by

the spirit of the 30 June agreement. This is why we are
not recommending that Parliament should insist that
Council accept our doctrine on the question of the
effects of transfers on the calculation of the margin.
This point is reflected in paragraphs 9, 10 and 11 of
my resolution. All that we are asking, all that we want,
all that we insist upon, is that the budget is to be
adopted and implemented on the basis of the figures
recommended to the House by the Committee on
Budgets — not an ECU more, and not-an ECU less.
This has important implications for Parliament and for
our vote on Thursday. It is essential that we do not
vote for any amendments which would go beyond our
definition of the extent of our margin — which is why
I recommend the Budget Committee’s package of
amendments to the House.

It has been carefully worked out to reflect, on the one
hand, the priorities agreed between the groups — i.c.
between the coordinators and spokesmen for the dif-
ferent groups in the Committee on Budgets — and on
the other hand to reflect the priorities agreed by this
House in our Guidelines resolution in April of this
year. .

Let me recall those priorities: there were two of them.
The priorities were that we should try to make a
budget which contributed more to the fight against
unemployment inside the Community, and more to
the fight against hunger in the world outside the Com-
munity. Now, we have done well with our efforts in
connection with the Social Fund and the Regional
Fund at the Council’s second reading. I will come back
to this point later. The Committee on Budgets there-
fore considers that our emphasis at this stage must fall
on the other of our two priorities — the fight against
world hunger. This is reflected in the Committee on
Budgets’ recommendation that more than half of the
total remaining credits should be allocated to Title 9. I
hope that the House will adopt these amendments on
Thursday. If it does, Parliament will have succeeded
this year in following a consistent and effective line in
support of its clearly determined priorities — and per-

haps we may say that for the first time in five years it -

should be possible for our President to declare the
budget adopted, and for the Commission to implement
it, without a challenge from the Council. Of course we
expect the Commission to play its part in this, and
duly to execute the budget once it is adopted.

This brings me, Mr President, to the brief remarks I
would like to make summarizing Parliament’s suc-
cesses and failures so far in the 1983 budget proce-
dure. It seems to me that our evaluation must turn on
two sets of questions. Firstly, questions of substance.
What have we succeeded in doing to the numbers in
the budget and to the policies reflected in those num-
bers? Secondly, it must turn on questions of proce-
dure. What improvements have we been able to make
in the way in which we handle the budget within the
European Parliament, between the Parliament and the
Commission and between Parliament and Council?

N
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With respect to the questions of substance, Mr Presi-
dent, it is my assessment of the 1983 budget that we
have made real progress with regard to non-compul-
sory expenditure, but that we have once again failed to
make any impression with regard to compulsory
expenditure. In spite of all our efforts the Council still
refuses dialogue in that field.

Mr President, I have already referred to our priorities
for the 1983 budget — the fight against unemploy-
ment within the Community and against world hunger
outside. We succeeded in April and in July in identify-
ing the, Social Fund as.the main internal area for
improvement. We reckoned that this was a fund which
had fallen behind in real terms in spite of the growth
in unemployment in the Community, and so we
pressed for its improvement and expansion. The result

_is that we have obtained a 48% increase for the Social
Fund over the 1982 initial budget provisions. Of
course, this falls short of our aspiration — or our
negotiating position — which was to double the size
of the Social Fund in the 1983 budget. But we have
nevertheless made a major improvement in the posi-
tion of that Fund. We may not have doubled the size
of the Social Fund in a single year, but we have suc-
ceeded in increasing it by half as much again'— and
that is something.

So much for the policy areas where we were seeking
to increase expenditure. We have, however, failed in
our efforts to contain expenditure in agricultural guar-
antee — which, of course, constitutes the lion’s share
of the budget. Or rather, it is not the Parliament that
has failed, it is the Council that has failed, since com-
- pulsory expenditure is the area in which the Council
has the last word. Council continues to insist that this
entire sector of the budget is a chasse gardée for the
Council’s exclusive attention — or inattention.

Mr President, the conciliation meetings with the
Council were dominated by the debating point that the
Council made out of Parliament’s vote in connection
with the agricultural price-fixing this year. But after
what has happened in the treatment of the agricultural
budget within the 1983 budget, I must say that I do
not expect that there will be any more lectures from
the Council about the need for prudence and restraint
in the determination of the budget. Compulsory
expenditure is proposed to increase by more than 20%

over actual expenditure in 1982. No real steps have |
been taken by the Council, as repeatedly called for by -

the European Parliament from the Plumb resolution,
through to our Guidelines resolution and subsequent
resolutions. No real steps have been taken by the
Council towards control of the growth of these expen-
ditures. They give us lectures on the need for restraint
and prudence when it comes t6 the areas that Parlia-
ment favours — but in respect of Council’s own area,
agricultural guarantee expenditure, we see no sign of
such prudence and restraint.

Mr President, I turn now to the question of procedure
and to the improvements we have sought to make in

the procedures for handling the budget. Here I think
we can say that we have made some major steps for-
ward. One element is the European Parliament’s
Guidelines resolution that we adopted in April. In this
resolution we gave a ful, clear indication of our priori-
ties, and I feel that this has had a significant effect on
the Council, reflected in the Council’s recognition of
our pressure for an increase in the Social Fund.

I must remark, however, that it is a matter for regret
that the Commission failed to pay adequate attention
to our Guidelines resolution. We had what I think can
only be described as a somewhat derisory discussion
on the night before the preliminary draft budget was
officially adopted by the Commission, in which only
two Commissioners participated. Next year I hope
that my successor as rapporteur will again have a
Guidelines resolution, and that Parliament will work
on it as seriously as it did this year. I hope also that we
will be able to have a meeting in good time before the
decisions about the preliminary draft are made by the
Commission — a meeting with the full Commission —
so that the full Commission can hear Parliament’s
evaluation of these matters. After all, it must be said,
Mr President, that Parliament’s political judgment
about the possibilities for the 1983 budget has turned
out to be better than the Commission’s. The Commis-
sion put all its emphasis this year on the expansion of
the energy sections of the budget. Well, we too would
have liked to have seen such an expansion of the
energy sector, but it has turned out that there is no
political will in the Council for that. On the other
hand, the Council has shown a willingness to expand
expenditure in the area that we were pressing for,
which is the Social Fund.

I do not believe that such a consultation between Par-
liament and Commission before the adoption of the
preliminary draft budget would be an invasion of the
Commission’s right of initiative. It would merely be an
indication by one part of the budgetary authority to
the Commission of the way in which we foresee the
development of the budget for the subsequent year. I
think we can rest our position firmly on a statement
made by Commissioner Tugendhat last year that he
would welcome 'such a dialogue. I am only sorry that
the Commission as a whole felt unable to honour that
statement this year.

This is, Mr President, the point at which I shall pay
tribute to Commissioner Tugendhat. We have had
some disagreements in the course of this year; never-
theless, all of us in the Committee on Budgets and in
Parliament appreciate the personal goodwill that he
has always shown in our discussions.

(Applause)

Mr President, I turn to a second procedural improve-
ment that we have been able to effect this year, and
that concerns Parliament’s handling of the vexed ques-
tion of agricultural guarantee expenditures. We made
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a real effort this year to try to overcome the somewhat
over-heated divisions between the Committee on
Budgets and the Committee on Agriculture. We tried
" 10 do this on the basis of what has been christened the
‘line-by-line’ approach, that is to say, the treatment of
agricultural guarantee expenditure like all other parts
of the budget, examining the appropriations in detail
in relation to the outturn of expenditure in previous
years. In fact, we performed an analysis which made
such a comparison over a period on five years in which
there were very different circumstances prevailing.
What that analysis showed was just how appallingly
bad the Commission’s forecasting 'is in the matter of
agricultural guarantee expenditure. It is true that we
did have some minor problems within Parliament
about our efforts in connection with a 'reserve in
Chapter 29; nevertheless, there was substantial agree-
ment about the methodology underlying our
approach, and I hope that we can build on this in the
future.

The Council, however, simply dismissed without ser-
ious consideration what we were seeking to do. But I
think we can look forward in future years to building
on this cooperation between the Committee on Budg-
ets and the Committee on Agriculture within Parlia-
ment so as to develop the Parliament’s line-by-line
approach. I,believe that eventually the Council will
have to come on board, because the Council has
accepted that agriculture and agricultural expenditure
is part of the budget. So I believe that there is an inex-
orable logic that will eventually lead to that area of
expenditure being subjected to budgetary control.

Mr President, there is a third procedural advance
which concerns precisely this question of relations
between Parliament and Council, and here I refer to
the improvements which I think have occurred this
- year.in the conciliation procedure. I have taken part in
three conciliation sessions so far this year — on the
30 June agreement, on the Council’s draft budget and
before the Council’s second reading — and I can com-
pare that with my experience in 1979, when I think we
had simply a dialogue of the deaf between the two
institutions. This year we have seen a real dialogue, a
real debate. In handling the 1983 budget — I will not
anticipate what may happen with the 1982 supplemen-
tary budget — there has grown up something of a
sense of partnership between the two arms of the
budgetary authority. Here I should pay tribute to the
valuable work of the Danish presidency, and a per-
sonal tribute to Mr Otto Maller who has sat patiently
through all our debates. The work on the budget is the
most difficult part of the work of the presidency in the

second half of the year. There are of course other -

minor matters like fish, nevertheless, the budget is a
very difficult subject for the presidency to grapple with
in the second half of the year — and the Danes have
built splendidly on the constructive work done by the
British presidency and Mr Nicholas Ridley in the
second half of 1981.

N

Mr President, with regard to future conciliation meet-
ings, it seems to me that we must try to get the meet-
ings held earlier, so that we can have a meeting at least
a week before the crucial meeting of the Budget
Council. We must certainly resist the idea put forward
by one delegation — I think perhaps a response to the
relative success of the conciliations that have occurred

" this year — that the conciliation meetings should take

place after the Council has made its decisions. That is a
truly remarkable and very non-communautaire idea. It
is also essential, Mr President, that we in Parliament
should not make what I might describe as general
speeches or lectures to the Council when we meet
them in conciliation. What we have got to do is to try
to mount a genuine debate, focusing on specific ques-
tions and trying to get the different Member States
taking part in a Council meeting to respond to our
questions and to take part in the debate, rather than
simply having a dialogue with the presidency of the
Council.

Mr President, a fourth area of procedural improve-
ment: we have achieved better coordination than ever
before, I think, within the European Parliament, both
between the Committee on Budgets and the other
committees and between the Groups. There is a peren-
nial ptoblem in the relations between the Committee
on Budgets and the other committees. Parliament dis-
poses of only limited budgetary resources, and there-
fore some arbitrage has to be made between the differ-
ent claims, by the Committee on Budgets in the first
instance, and, of course, in the last resort by the plen-
ary session. The committees must learn to act other
than simply as pressure groups for the areas of
expenditure with which they are concerned. They
must try to show realism and good sense about the
possibilities available to Parliament, and not act simply
as lobbies trying to get as much as they possibly can
for their pet causes. The ideal policy is for the Com-
mittee on Budgets to fix overall financial envelopes
and then leave it to the specialist committees to fill in
the expenditure within those envelopes. And we have
made some progress in this direction this year with the
cooperation of some of the committees’ rapporteurs.

I think, however, that the most notable progress we
have made concerns intergroup coordination. We have
not had a repetition this year of what we have seen all
wo often in previous years — a situation where the
disposal of the amounts at this final stage of the
budget is made essentially by the Committee on Budg-
ets’ rapporteur. We have been able to reach a package
carefully worked out between the different group
coordinators, resulting from a whole series of meet-
ings that have taken place throughout this procedure

" and which, I think, have been extremely valuable.

So, Mr President, as we approach the end of the 1983
budget procedure, I think that we in the European
Parliament can take some modest satisfaction from
our work. We have taken major steps in improving our
own internal procedures for handling the budget. The
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dialogue with the Commission and the Council has
improved, particularly our dialogue with the Council,
and aithough the Council is still not listening to our
views about compulsory expenditure, we have been
able to make real progress in fulfilling our priorities
for non-compulsory expenditure.

Mr President, in my winding-up speech at our pre-
vious budget debate in November, I described this
budget as a pretty poor thing. Judged by the Com-
munity’s needs — yes, it is a poor thing. Judged by the
standards.of the famous 30 May mandate — yes, it is a
very poor thing. But perhaps we can derive some satis-
faction, Mr President, from having made this budget a
little less bad than it would have been without us.

The budget reminds me of the story of an Indian poli-
tician staying for the first time at a guest house at the
Viceroy’s Lodge in Simla in the Himalayas. He com-
plained that during the night he had seen a rat in his
bedroom. The equerry replied, quick as a flash: ‘a rat,
Sir, a rat, for the less distinguished guests we only have
mice” Mr President, if we may make an analogy
between this budget and the animal kingdom, it is a
budget which is low in the tree of life, but at least we
can say that we have made it more of a rat than a
mouse!

N

(Applause)

Mr Saby (S), rapporteur. — (FR) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, I am to report 10 you on the adminis-
trative budget of the other institutions — a document
which you will no doubt have in front of you.

On first reading Parliament adopted almost unani-
mously all the proposals which I had the honour to
submit to you, and the Council in its turn deleted a
number of commitments while accepting some others.
I shall therefore not refer today to the budget of Par-
liament which was not the subject of any particular
modification by Council. We welcome the fact thdt the
Council followed the indications given by Parliament
as regards the annex for the Economic and Social
Committee and that on the whole it endorsed our
views on the restoration of the balance of the adminis-
trative budget of that institution.

Today I shall be proposing a. number of amendments
relating to the budgets of the Court of Auditors and
Court of Justice. The Council has maintained the
flat-rate reduction of 5% in expenditure against
Chapters 11 and 12. However, examination of the
situation with the institutions concerned shows that
the present budget; with only a small increase, would
not allow satisfactory operation in the 1983 financial
year. I shall therefore be proposing an amendment to
reinstate the appropriations for these two chapters.

As regards the Court of Auditors I shall again be pro-
posing the reinstatement of the deleted 5% to enable

that institution to function properly in 1983. While we
have not endorsed the requests for the creation of
posts in the Court of Justice, I shall be proposing the
reintroduction of certain proposals which you adopted
on the first reading for the Court of Auditors. It is
imperative for this institution to have the administra-
tive and staff resources necessary to exercise control
over the various budgets in the areas for which it is
responsible. '

Ladies and gentlemen, Mr President, I am therefore
proposing the reinstatement at this part-session of a
number of proposals for the creation of posts which
you accepted on first reading.

In conclusion, I would say that the decisions taken by
Parliament on first reading were quite favourably con-
sidered by the Council; that is why, in a desire for effi-
ciency and in order to facilitate relations between the
two branches of the budgetary authority, we have not
retabled all the amendments put forward by us on first
reading.

When we come to the vote, I shall therefore be asking
you to endorse the proposals contained in the report
which I am tabling on behalf of the Committee on
Budgets.

Mrs Barbarella (COM), rapporteur. — (IT) Mr Presi-
dent, as my colleagues are no doubt aware, the Coun-
cil’s draft amending budget is intended to regulate the
financial compensation granted to the United King-
dom and to Germany on the basis of the agreement
concluded last May and Ocrober, using for this pur-
pose the savings effected in the course of 1982 in the
EAGGF Guarantee Section.

Without wasting time on preliminaries, I would now
like to inform the Assembly that the Committee on
Budgets has decided that it cannot accept this draft
amending budget, at least — and I stress this point —
not on the terms laid down by the Council in submit-
ting it.

With this, Mr President, our committee does not
intend to deny the existence of certain imbalances
which, as is well-known, particularly affect one of the
Member States: the United Kingdom. Indeed, when
the Committee on Budgets and Parliament as a whole
made repeated and ever more pressing appeals to the
Commission and the Council to undertake a radical
reform of Community finances, they did so in the
knowledge that these imbalances must be permanently
eliminated.

Parliament did more than call for adequate solutions;
several times it suggested the use of a mechanism of
financial equalization and the broadening of the com-
mon policies as essential conditions for a lasting settle-
ment in regard to the Community budget.
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It is on these fundamental grounds that the Committee
on Budgets today finds the avoidance, in this amend-
ing budget, of the central issue of financial reform to
be: totally unacceptable, and it condemns the contin-
ued recourse to ephemeral solutions which no longer
involve only one Member State — the United King-
dom — but which are being perilously extended in this
amending budget to include Germany as well. It is
quite probable that in the months to come they will be
applied to other countries, following the precedent set
by the decisions on compensation which we are dis-
cussing today.

The Committee on Budgets holds that Parliament can-
not be called upon to provide a docile and last-minute
ratification of decisions which are not only prejudicial
to its autonomy on budgetary matters but also danger-
ous for the future of the Community itself.

When the first compensatory measures for the United
Kingdom were formulated, Parliament expressed ser-
ious reservations concerning a provision specifically
linked to the contribution of a Member State — in
other words, linked to criteria of juste retour — a
provision which constituted a dangerous precedent
and which undoubtedly weakened the autonomy of
the Community budget.

At that time, however, it was still possible to believe
that the Council of Ministers would fulfil the commit-
ment, made with the mandate of 30 May, to change
the structure of the budget before the end of 1982,
thus providing a definitive solution to the central ques-
tion of the budget imbalances. We have now reached
the end of 1982, but no lasting solution has been
found; on the contrary, the mechanism of national
compensation is becoming an institution, despite the
fact that it is in direct conflict with the overall
approach, implying accurate estimates and politico-
financial control, which has always been accepted as a
basic principle of the Community budget.

It is impossible to view this tendency without express-
ing serious concern. The Council, however, seems to
have declined to assume its responsibilities regarding
the solution of the problem of the equitable develop-

ment of the Community budget; on the contrary, it

apparently favours intergovernmental agreements
which represent a significant threat to the system of
Own resources.

As for the Commission, not only has it failed to exer-
* cise its right and perform its duty to propose concrete
legislative measures in the context of the mandate-
measures aimed at the definitive correction of the
budget imbalances but also, and this is even more ser-
ious, it supports or appears to support the position of
the Council, suggesting that the mechanism of juste
retour be retained until 1985, and this with no refer-
ence 1o the consequences that future compensation for

the United Kingdom will have upon other countries,

particularly those with weaker economies.

Furthermore, the rights of Parliament in budgetary
matters have been'completely ignored, not only by the
arrogant attempt to impose measures which cannot be
subjected to political and financial control, but also by
the appropriation, for these very measures, of the agri-
cultural funds saved in 1982, which Parliament had
already decided to use to improve the qualitative bal-
ance of the 1982 budget by strengthening its structural
programmes.

This appears even more serious in view of the fact that
it was not necessary to include the rebates to the
United Kingdom and Germany in the 1982 budget.
Since these rebates were to apply to the year 1982,
they could have been paid — as was the case for the
earlier measures — during the succeding year, from
the 1983 budget, where there exists an unused VAT
margin sufficient to cover these expenditures.

It should also be borne in mind, ladies and gentlemen,
that satisfying the British requests was not so urgent a
matter. Indeed, the rebates for the years 1980 and
1981 were overestimated, and it would have been pos-
sible to take this excess into account when negotiating
the compensation for 1982 and to include the result
thus obtained in the 1983 budget.

The lack of a clear political will to seek a lasting solu-
tion for the problem of the budget and the prolifera-
tion of national measures lead the Committee on
Budgets to conclude that European Parliament should

* express its deep concern about a situation that can jeo-

pardize the cohesion of the Community.

The Committee on Budgets therefore believes that
Parliament should issue a firm appeal to the Commis-
sion and the Council, calling upon them to assume
their specific responsibilities so that a definitive solu-
tion can be found for the problems of the Community
budget as soon as possible, and certainly before the
end of 1983.

Ladies and gentlemen, this is not an impossible
request. The political and politico-financial solutions
for the reform of the budget and the development of
the common policies have already been sufficiently
discussed in the various institutions, and therefore we
need only a concrete political will to embody them in
operative legislative acts.

For this reason the Committee on Budgets invites this
Assembly to be clear and firm in refusing to consider
any further extension of the national measures, and
refusing in any case to accept the proposals for 1982 in
the amending budget save under the following condi-
tions:

1. That there be a clear politicial guarantee that
the measures for 1982 are the last of this type,
and that the definitive plan for financial
reform be approved before the end of 1983.

.2. That the measures for 1982 be restored to the
framework of the existing policies and that'
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consequently the modes of Community parti-
cipation in programmes to be funded by such
measures be harmonized with those normaily
envisaged for Community intervention: parti-
cularly in regard to financial ceilings, the pay-
ment of advances, and the supervision of the
implementation of the programme themselves.

3. That the English and German measures be
considered non-compulsory in nature, allow-
ing Parliament, as one of the two arms of the
budget authority, to perform its functions of
participation and supervision with regard to
decisions affecting the qualitiy of the budget.

Mr President, the conditions which I have summarized
here have been embodied in a series of amendments.
With these amendments, the Committee on Budgets
does not mean to propose to Parliament a fruitless
confrontation between the Community institutions; it
intends merely to initiate, with the first reading of the
amending budget, a dialogue with the Council on
basic issues which it considers essential in order to
maintain the principles and criteria which express the
very nature of the Community, and in order to find in
this context the most suitable and lasting solutions.

It is obvious, Mr President, that we will know whether
or not it is possible to reject the amending budget on
the second reading only when we have seen what sort
of response the Council will make to Parliament’s re-
quests. :

Finally, in connection with the reports on the regula-
tions for the implementation of the measures included
in the amending budget, I would only like to mention
— referring my colleagues to the documents in ques-
tion — that the Committee on Budgets has raised the
same questions of principle in this regard as it did for
the budget itself. A series of amendments has been
drawn up whose purpose is to restore both the British
and the German measures to the context of the
mechanisms which normally govern Community inter-
vention.

“To sum up, Mr President, the Committee on Budgets
— by means of the amendments it has presented —
wishes to express great concern for the future of the,
Community, and to apply legitimate political pressure
to bring about a dialogue on the now urgent need to
provide the Community with common policies
adapted to the situation and the necessary resources. -

(Applause)

Mr Otto Meller, President-in-QOffice of the Council. —
(DA) Mr President, honourable Members of Parlia-
ment, I should like on behalf of the Council to express
the hope that the two branches of the budget authority
will, at the conclusion of this part-session, be able to
congratulate one another on an outcome to our deli-
berations which will show that, for the first time in five

years, the Community has crossed the 1 January thres-
hold with a budget which is not contested from any
quarter. I realize that it will only be possible to achieve
this result if both our institutions show flexibility, trust
and understanding towards one another in the con-
cluding phase of the budget procedure. I ask you not
to underestimate the effort made by the Council at its
meeting on 22 November to accommodate Parlia-
ment’s wishes. It was a clear signal from the Council.

My task today is, on the one hand, to present the

* Council’s proposals for the 1982 supplementary and

amending budget No 1 and, on the other hand, to

present the result of the Council’'s work on the draft .

amendments and proposed modification which Parlia-
ment adopted during its October part-session. Permit
me, Mr President, first to make a few comments on
the supplementary and amending budget for 1982,
which is dealt with in Mrs Barbarella’s report.

The Commission put forward this supplementary and
amending budget in order to give effect to the unan-
imity which was achieved in the Council on 2 solution
to the British budget problem for 1982. This unanimity
in the Council was not achieved without difficulties
and it is, at the same time, linked to a special pro-
gramme of energy development in the Federal
Republic of Germany. The unanimity achieved does
not solve the fundamental problem which the Com-
mission explained in its report on the mandate of 30
May 1980. It is an interim solution. In my opinion,
however, it cannot be simply thrown out as unaccept-
able, because it has not so far been possible to find a
wider-ranging solution. The 30 May declaration
already envisaged the possibility that there would have
to be a separate decision on the British budget problem
for 1982. It is the budgetary consequences of that
decision which are covered by supplementary and
amending budget No'1 for 1982.

I would stress that the Community’s endeavours to
reach a lasting solution to these problems would be
made more difficult and possibly blocked if the supple-
mentary and amending budget No1l were not

-adopted. It would inevitably bring about a tense situa-

tion in the Community at a time when our institutions
should be devoting themselves to matters of much
greater importance to the populations of the Member
States.

In terms of budgetary procedure, the European Parlia-
ment has contested the Commission’s proposal to class
expenditure under the proposed supplementary and
amending budget as compulsory expenditure. The
Council supports the Commission’s proposal. Pursuant
to the annex to the joint declaration of 30 June 1982,
the supplementary arrangements for Great Britain are
classed as compulsory expenditure, and this classifica-
tion was accepted by the European Parliament. Some
now claim that the expenditure entered in the supple-
mentary and amending budget should be classed as
non-compulsory expenditure. This is not the view of

————— 3L L.
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the Council. In reality all that is involved is an exten-
sion of the supplementary arrangements by one year,
and the legal basis for the payment of appropriations is
virtually only an extension of the list of projects elig-
ible for support, identical to the present legal basis.
The conditions for the classification of expenditure
which is compulsory are therefore exactly the same as
those applying at 30 June this year. .

The expenditure for the special energy development
programme in the Federal Republic of Germany, in
the Council’s opinion, is also compulsory. The Coun-
cil has entered into a firm agreement to support this
programme, and the scope of the programme is estab-
lished. This situation is described in paragraph 1 of the
joint declaration of 30 June, which says:

-The three institutions consider that compulsory
expenditure consists of expenditure which should
be entered by the budget authority in order to
make it possible for the Community to honour its
internal or external obligations under the Treaties
or legal instruments enacted in pursuance thereof.

Having regard to the joint declaration, therefore, the
Council has decided to support the Commission’s pro-
posal to class this expenditure as compulsory.

Mr President, after these comments on the classifica-
tion of expenditure entered in the supplementary and
amending budget for 1982, I should like to turn now,
with your permission, to the 1983 budget.

I think that there is reason once more to stress that,
even if the Council and Parliament seem to be in
agreement on one point, namely, the extremely diffi-
cult financial situation the Member States are in, they
each draw their own conclusion. For the Members of
the Council the dominant reality is the policy of cuts
which they are having to apply in their home coun-
tries. This policy makes it necessary to tackle the diffi-
cult job of assigning priorities, right down to the last
detail. Within the financial limitations which I have
referred to, the Council has done all it can to apply the
priorities Parliament has adopted. In this connection it
is quite correct for me to point out that there still
remain fundamental disagreements between the Coun-
cil and Parliament.

The Council adheres to its view that transfers from
compulsory expenditure to non-compulsory expendi-
ture do not affect the assiette. This means that Parlia-
ment and the Council continue to have a different
conception of Parliament’s margin of manoeuvre.
These views were confirmed at the meeting last week
between the Presidents of the three institutions. But it
was equally clear that nobody wanted this disagree-
ment to prevent our three institutions from reaching
together a realistic compromise regarding the

resources we can allocate to the common priorities. I

think that this standpoint is of vital importance, essen-
tial and worth emphasizing.

Let me now pass on to the decisions taken by the
Council and, to begin with, sketch out what the Coun-
cil decided in regard to the non-compulsory expendi-
ture. The Council has taken great pains to accommo-
date Parliament’s priorities and to make the necessary
resources available in order to give effect to the rele-
vant priorities. The Council and Parliament are agreed
‘that the fight against unemployment must be placed
high on the list. To this end the Council agreed to
increase the two funds, the Social Fund and the
Regional Fund, by about 350 million ECU in commit-
ment appropriations and some 275 million ECU in
payment appropriations. The bulk of this increase was
allocated to the Social Fund and, within that Fund, the
Council gave absolute priority to arrangements for
combating youth unemployment.

The fact that 60% of the amount by which the Coun-
cil increased non-compulsory expenditure during the
second reading was set aside for youth unemployment
meant that the Council was not able to increase the
appropriations for other purposes by as much as might
of course have been desired. Thus, for example, the
Council had to restrict increases in appropriations for
cooperation with the non-associated developing coun-
tries and for the fight against hunger in the world. In
addition the Council allocated appropriations to the
Esprit programme, which is of importance to the
Community’s electronics industry, to transport infra-
structure, to energy projects and to certain projects in
the environment and consumer fields. These were the
main points in the Council’s decision. They amount to
an increase over the Council’s proposal on the first
reading of about 420 million ECU in commitment
appropriations and about 325 million ECU in payment
appropriations.

I ask Parliament to note that in both instances the
Council has gone beyond the amounts which in the
Council’s opinion automatically become available
under the rules governing the maximum rate of
increase.

The Council is thus accommodating Parliament’s
wishes in respect of both priorities and the proposal to
exceed the maximum rate of increase, but — and I do
realize this of course — not to the extent that Parlia-
ment would have wished.

I will now pass on to Parliament’s draft amendments
on compulsory expenditure. I might point out in pass-
ing here that the Council has adhered to the classifica-
tion of expenditure set out in the annex to the joint
declaration of 30 June.

In regard to expenditure on agriculture, there is no
difference between the Council’s and Parliament’s
views, which are also shared by the Commission. The
Council has taken note of Parliament’s systematic
review of the appropriations for agricultural objec-
tives. The Council was, however, convinced that we
can still have confidence in the Commission’s compre-
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hensive calculations as the best basis for drawing up
estimates of the extent of the expenditure. And for this
reason the Council decided to stand by the appropria-
tions to the EAGGF. The Council has taken note of
Parliament’s proposal to set up a reserve in Chapter 29
and of its comments on the time limits and obligations
which the budget authority should impose on the
Commission.

The Council felt that the relevant proposal was not in
conformity with Article 203 procedure. Neither of the
two arms of the budget authority can take away from
the Commission its right of initiative, even in regard to
proposals for the transfer of appropriations from one
account to another, and for these reasons the Council
rejected the proposal on Chapter 29.

‘On its first reading Parliament adopted three proposed

modifications and one draft involving a transfer of
appropriations from the compulsory to the non-com-
pulsory section of the budget.

As I pointed out at the meeting between the Council
and a delegation from Parliament, the Council does
not consider these proposals to be in conformity with
Article 203, which I have already referred to. The
Council therefore decided to reject the four proposals.

As has also been the case in previous years, Parliament
and the Council disagree on the treatment of loan
transactions. Mr Robert Jackson presented proposals
on this matter. On this basis the Concil reviewed its
position but finally decided to adhere to the existing
procedure with regard to loan transactions.

As Mr Jackson has just said in his speech, Parliament
will be urged on Thursday to raise the appropriation
proposals back to a combined amount of 177 million
ECU in commitment appropriations and 137 million
ECU in payment appropriations. These amounts
represent what Parliament has at its disposal in its own
view. As you know, honourable Members, the Council
does not share this view.

In conclusion I should like to make two comments.
The Council takes the view that it made a considerable
effort on 22 November to close the gap between it and
Parliament. The ten Heads of State or Government
stated in Copenhagen that the fight against youth
unemployment is 2 main priority. As I understand it, it
is also Parliament’s view that the Finance Ministers’
decision on 22 November must be seen as a factor in
this fight.

My second comment concerns the public at large in
our countries. I am sure that it will not be understood
or forgiven if we fail to reach a compromise on the
supplementary budget for 1982 or indeed the budget
for 1983. It would be indefensible and would impair
our capacity to find solutions to the great problems
facing us.

Mr President, I have given the Council’s views of the
issues on which Parliament is to vote on Thursday.
Both our institutions must bear their responsibilities in
a spirit of cooperation. If they do that, I am certain
that this week will end with an adopted budget.

IN THE CHAIR: MR ESTGEN
Vice-President

Mr Tugendhat, Vice-President of the Commission. —
Mr President, I should like to begin by expressing the
same hope as the President-in-Office of the Council
that it will be possible to bring this year’s budgetary
procedure to a close with the adoption agreed by both
arms of the budgetary authority of the budgets which
are at present before the House. I am now approach-
ing the end of my sixth year in the Commission and
not since my first year has there been a completely
agreed budgetary procedure so that I must say it
would be very nice if we could achieve one on this
occasion.

I would also, if I may, before entering into the sub-
stance of my speech, like to pay tribute to the speeches
of both Mr Jackson and Mrs Barbarella. Although, as
will be apparent, I did not agree with everything that
both of them said, I did think that they were speeches
of an exceptionally high and thoughtful order and that
indeed this whole budgetary procedure thus far, how-
ever it may end, has been characterized by a great deal
of thoughtfulness and a great deal of constructiveness
and a great deal of desire on all sides to use the budget
to carry forward the development of the Community.

Mr President, I will start — because it seems sensible
to do so — with the 1982 supplementary budget and
then conclude with the 1983 budget. Mrs Barbarella
explained to the House the basis of her criticism. With
some of it the Commission can agree, at least in prin-
ciple, but on some of the other matters that she
brought forward we are in disagreement and I think it
is important that I should spell out precisely why.

First of all, as has been made quite clear and as every-
body knows — and this it not controversial — the
1982 amending and supplementary budget is the vehi-
cle for giving effect to an agreement reached, and
reached of course after very considerable protracted
difficulty, at the highest level of the Council. The
so-called British budget problem has been the most
acrimonious and seemingly intractable internal issue
with which the Community has had to grapple in
recent times. It has dominated many meetings of the
Council of Ministers and has seemed at times almost
to be bringing the Community itself to a standstill.
That a solution, albeit of a temporary nature, has been
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reached for this problem in respect of 1982, pending
of course what Parliament decides, is in itself an
important achievement.

That solution, which, as I say, depends on Parliament
to be carried into effect, is not the one which the
Commission would have wished nor is it the one
which the Commission originally proposed. In our
mandate report we identified the root cause of the
British problem as the relatively small size of the Bri-
tish agricultural industry and consequently the rela-
tively low level of British financial benefit from the
common agricultural policy, by contrast with the pre-
dominant role which agriculture plays in the Com-
munity budget. We, therefore, proposed a mechanism
in favour of the United Kingdom which would directly
reflect this discrepancy. We chose this approach in
part in order to try to get away from the concept of
net balances and juste retour to which Mrs Barbarella
referred and which has been the source of so much
hostility and criticism in the Community.

"We do not like that principle and we proposed a me-

chanism which would get away from that principle.
As, however, the House knows only too well, the
Council was not disposed to follow the proposal which
we put forward. The solution which the Council even-
tually reached was to apply in effect a third year of the
agreement originally reached in 1980. This, of course,
involves the financing through the Community budget
of supplementary measures, mainly in the regional
field, for the United Kingdom along lines similar to
those followed in respect of 1980 and 1981. It also
involves, for the first time, the introduction of a
special programme of energy measures in favour of the
Federal Republic of Germany. This special pro-
gramme, which is in reality an intrinsic part of the pol-
itical agreement of 25 May of this year, reflects the
strong feelings of the previous Federal Government —
feelings which have been reiterated by the new
government in Bonn as well — that some mitigation
was required of the financial burden which the Federal
Republic would otherwise have to bear.

The agreement reached in respect of 1982 contained a
number of other elements. It was thought right to take
advantage of the fact that surplus appropriations
existed both from 1981 and 1982 because agricultural
expenditure had been lower than anticipated and it
was agreed, as part of the bargain finally struck, that
the United Kingdom should receive its compensation
in the form of advances before the end of 1982. It was
on the basis of the prospect of receiving payments
before the end of 1982 — an idea originally put for-
ward by the French delegation — rather than in the
cdurse of the following year, that the actual amounts
in question were agreed. )

I make these points, Mr President, because they are of
some considerable relevance to the amendments which
Mrs Barbarella has proposed and which I would now
like to deal with in turn.

First of all, the criticism of the Commission for not
having submitted proposals for a lasting solution to the
problem seems to me really quite unfair. As I have
said, we put forward one such proposal in our man-
date report. In our recent communication to Council
and Parliament on the longer-term solution to the
British budget problem, we indicated another line of
approach: namely, in relation to a reform of the Com-
munity’s financing system, which we believe is in any
case needed and on which we shall present our ideas in
the early part of next year. In the meantime, however,
the British problem is not going to go away. The rea-
sons which led to the budgetary arrangements of 1980
and 1982 continue to exist. On an uncorrected basis
the estimated British deficit next year would probably
be of roughly the same order as this year.

Now I wish, Mr President, that I could give Mrs Bar-
barella the assurances she seeks that this will be the last
such temporary agreement. I wish I could say to her
that the Council and indeed the Parliament as well will
be in a position next year to reach agreement on the
far-reaching changes that would be necessary to
obviate the need for these sorts of ad hoc arrangements
and to subsume them into an overall review and rel-
ance of the Community’s policies on the revenue and
the expenditure side. I wish I could give her that assur-
ance, but she must know, as I must know, that not
only are we a long way from being in a position to
reach such agreements within the Council and the
Parliament, but we are a very long way from getting to
the position where the parliaments of the ten Member
States could ratify such an agreement and bring it into
effect by the end of next year. So I wish I could agree
with her, but I fear that in the terms in which she made
her statement it is simply not politically realistic and I
say that with the greatest personal regret.

The criticism about the alleged fragmentation of the
Commission’s proposed amendments to the: 1982
budget which has prevented Parliament from obtain-
ing an overall view of the resources available, to quote
from the resolution, is another criticism which I must
also reject as simply being untrue. We produced a pro-
posal for a first supplementary budget in May this year
and we have throughout the year provided Parliament
with regular and detailed information concerning the
state of implementation of the budget — in particular
the development of EAGGF advances.

Mr President, Parliament has therefore had all the
information about resource availability. And I myself
have explained on numerous occasions in the Com-
mittee on Budgets, and also in fact in the ‘three Presi-
dents procedure’ as well, how the situation looked and
how the situation appeared to be developing.

From my earlier comments the House will obviously
understand why the Commission cannot support some
of the specific amendments made to the draft supple-
mentary budget.
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And T would now, Mr President, like to say a word
about classification. The Commission started in 1980
from the hypothesis that the measures concerned
should be classified as obligatory expenditure because
it is clear that given the political nature of the agree-
ment from which these measures flow the amounts
involved must be considered of a binding nature, Now
Parliament itself has already accepted that the supple-
mentary measures in favour of the United Kingdom
under the agreement of 30 May 1980 should be classi-
fied as obligatory expenditure. It therefore seems to
me difficult in logic to contest the presumption that
the expenditure in respect of 1982, constituting as it
does the third year of that original agreement, should
be similarly classified and this applies both to the sup-
plementary measures for the United Kingdom and to
the special energy programme in Germany.

Similarly, the Commission cannot support the propo-
sal that the advances on the payments of the supple-
mentary measures should take place in two tranches or
that they should be limited to 50%. The effect of these
amendments would be to prevent full payment to the
United Kingdom before the end of 1982. As I have
already explained, such full payment was an intrinsic
part of the political agreement reached in the Council.
To delay part of the payments until 1983 would thus
risk putting the whole basis of the agreement in peril.
And here too I would like to take up a point made by
Mrs Barbarella. She appeared to suggest, if I under-
stood her correctly, that it was not in the Community’s
interest that these payments should be made in 1982
rather than in 1983. I disagree with her. We have had,
as has been agreed on all sides, a surplus on the agri-
cultural funds in 1981 and 1982. We are therefore able
to make these payments at a time when there is rela-
uvely speaking a certain amount of slack in' the
budget.

We can enter 1983 therefore without any further pay-
ments needing to be made on this head during the
course of that year. Now all of us know that agricul-
tural expenditure might very well rise somewhat next
year and all of us, I hope, wish that it will be possible
at the same time to have higher expenditure in the
non-obligatory sector of the budget as well and there-
fore it seems to me in the Community interest to wipe
this particular slate clean and to enter 1983, when we
might be operating very very much nearer the margin
than has been the case in 1982, without having to fulfil
this particular Community commitment as well.

I would moreover add that if the House were to sup-
port the proposal put forward by the Committee on
Budgets for tranches or for a sort of 50% basis,. that
would of course run completely counter to the prin-
ciple of the annuality of the budget which in normal
circumstances the Parliament attaches very great
importance to. I have heard a very great many lectures
from all sides of this House about the sanctity of the
annuality of the budget and I am surprised therefore
to see a suggestion being made from the Committee

on Budgets itself that runs counter to the annuality of
the budget.

I should also add, Mr President, that a similar objec-
tion would of course apply to the idea of introducing a

_new appropriation of 21 million ECU for energy

expenditure in countries other than Germany. Even if
it were thought right on policy grounds to extend the
programme in this way it would in practice be imposs-
ible to commit such appropriations before the end of
the year and Parliament, as I say, in other circum-
stances has always argued very strongly in favour of
committing appropriations in the year in which they
are put in the budget.

Now having said all this, Mr President, there is one
aspect of the draft resolution where the Commission
would certainly be prepared to support Parliament and
this is over the requirements for strengthening control
of the implementation of the proposed measures. Mrs
Barbarella gave the impression that these measures
were somehow not subject to control at all. She
seemed to give the impression that the supplementary
measures — the money paid out by the Commission to
the United Kingdom — had somehow disappeared but
that of course is incorrect; supplementary measures
are already subject to the discipline of control by the
relevant Commission.services, by the Court of Audi-
tors and by Parliament’s own Committee on Budget-
ary Control. The degree of checking and examination
is already as strict as, for example, expenditure under
the Regional Fund. But if Parliament feels that a parti-
cular control effort needs to be made in this area the
Commission would not see any objection.

I must however stress that in order to achieve greater
control it is not necessary to have a new line in the
budget, for the Commission would certainly be pre-
pared to make available to Parliament all relevant
information in addition to that which Parliament
already receives on the procedure for the selection of
the programmes to be financed as well as on the con-
trol of expenditure incurred and the Commission is
prepared to discuss with Parliament’s Committee on
Budgetary Control the methods by which controls
should be carried out. '

Let me say, Mr President, in conclusion ‘on the 1982
supplementary budget that I can understand the dis-
taste which to a great extent the Commission itself
shares. But it js one thing to demand an immediate
long-term solution to the issue, it is quite another mat-
ter to come up with a solution which, while conform-
ing better to Community ideals, has some prospect of
realization in the light of the varying-interests and
constraints which apply in the Member States. Some
may argue that the Commission has not been suffi-
ciently imaginative. To that I would reply that we have
made one proposal and we anticipate making another.
No other feasible ideas for the longer term have come
from any other source. Some Members of this House
may say that the resolution voted by the Parliament in
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1979 calling for a financial equalization mechanism in
the Community might provide the answer.

I do not, Mr President, want to argue now the merits
or realism of such a mechanism for which a good case
might be argued in terms of showing solidarity
towards the Community’s really least prosperous
members. But I must stress that, in the form in which
Parliament proposes it, such a mechanism would do

- nothing, nothing to mitigate the particular budgetary

problem of the United Kingdom since that problem
does not reflect the United Kingdom’s low level of
GDP pér head but rather its low level of agricultural
receipts and such a mechanism as proposed by Parlia-
ment would impose upon the Federal Republic of Ger-
many a budgetary burden whose domestic acceptabil-
ity within that country looks in present c1rcumstances
extremely questionable.

In going along with the idea of an ad hoc temporary
arrangement of the kind which the 1982 supplemen-
tary budget represents the Commission is certainly not
abandoning any hope of a longer term solution. Far
from it. But we are realistic enough to recognize that
such a solution will take time to attain; it has to be
agreed in the Council; it has to be agreed in this
House; it has to be agreed by the parliaments of the
Member States. And until it is.set up, transitional
arrangements of some kind or another will be
required. In our view it is better that such arrange-
ments should be implemented, as is currently envis-
aged, through the Community budget and subject to
the appropriate Community control rather than
through some special compensatory arrangement out-
side the budget which of course we have seen exam-
ples of in the Community in respect of other countries
in the past.

Mr President, to conclude, a few words on 1983. I can
be very brief on 1983 because basically I share very
much the view which the rapporteur of the Committee
on Budgets put forward. I certainly agree with him in
the first place that the Council’s behaviour in, on the
one hand, rejecting a supplementary budget and, on
the other, proposing a transfer and then suggesting
that the transfer should not count in Parliament’s
assiette is quite unacceptable. There is a slight differ-
ence between the Parliament and the Commission on
the arithmetic of this matter but.on the principle Par-
liament and the Commission are on the same side and
I share the Committee on Budgets’ hope that a doc-
trinal quarrel of this sort between the institutions will
not be allowed to bring about a disputed budget. The
Council, I must say, has this year in the field of non-
compulsory expenditure made an important step
towards Parliament’s specific priorities, as Mr Moller
has said, and has gone far beyond its own interpreta-
tion of the maximum rate; but equally the Committee
on Budgets proposes that Parliament should make a
step towards the Council in not going beyond Parlia-
ment’s interpretation of its own margin.

Now the Commission fully shares the view of Parlia-
ment’s Committee on Bydgets that the remaining mar-
gin should be concentrated on measures which help
the fight against hunger in the world and on measures
in the field of energy. We thus firmly endorse the gen-
eral approach which Parliament proposes. As regards
the figures, we hope that the level of commitment

. apropriations which Parliament is seeking can be

attained in order that Community programmes of an
adequate scale can be developed and in order that the
Community budget can move one or two steps up the
‘tree of life’, as Mr Jackson put it. We believe that a -
satisfactory level of commitment appropriations
should be the prime objective. It may be possible, Mr
President, that in practice one could implement the
level of commitment appropriations which Parliament
is seeking on the basis of a slightly more modest level
of payment appropriations. Past experience shows that
there is inevitably a certain time lag between commit-
ments and payments and there is clearly no point in
including in the budget more appropriations than are
actually likely to be needed in order to meet the com-
mitments concerned. Some modest reduction in the
payments field might therefore in practice not be of
any real significance. But if a slight reduction in pay-
ment appropriations were to help to overcome the
remaining differences of opinion between the two
arms of the budget authority and thus to enable an
agreed budget to be adopted for the first time in five
years the Commission would think this.a price well
worth paying.

But to conclude, Mr President, I hope very much that
the Council will heed the moderation with which Par-
liament has expressed its view both in terms of prin-
ciple and in terms of figures; I hope the Parliament
will heed the fact that it is not legitimate, it is not fair
play, it is not in keeping with the Three Presidents
Agreement to conduct this manceuvre over the first
supplementary budget and the transfer and to accept
— implicitly at any rate — the interpretation of the
maximum rate put forward by the Commission and the
Council and to settle an undisputed budget for 1983
within that context.

(Applause)

Mr Pesmazoglou (NI), draftsman of an opinion for the
Committee on External Economic Relations. —
(GR) Mr President, on behalf of the Committee on
External Economic Relations I want to ask Parliament
to support three specific proposals which were also
tabled during the October part-session. At that junc-
ture, following Mr Robert Jackson’s presentation of
his report on behalf of the Committee on Budgets,
these proposals were given approval in substance, but
in the ensuing formulation of the budget by the Coun-
cil of Ministers they were rejected. Mr President, these
proposals are aimed at giving added force to the activi-
ties undertaken by the European Community in con-
junction with the developing countries with which it -
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has cooperation agreements, and also with Japan and
other countries, in the search for ways of increasing
the competitiveness of the Community and thereby its
worldwide exporting potential, particularly with
regard to those countries where it encounters stiffer
competition.

I wish to point out, Mr President, that the total cost of
these proposed modifications would not exceed 6 or
7 million ECU. I think — and this is the view of the
Committee on External Economic Relations — that
this is a very small sum compared with the benefit the
European Community will derive from the enhanced
level of activity which the Committee, in again propos-
ing these modifications, wishes to have funded. There-
fore, Mr President, I ask all the political groups in
Parliament to support these very limited modifications
which do not alter the overall shape of the budget as it
has been presented by Mr Robert Jackson, the rappor-
teur on behalf of the Committee on Budgets.

Mr Enright (S), draftsman of an opinion for the Com-
mittee on Development and Cooperation. — Mr Presi-
dent, first may I join with those who thank Mr Jack-
son for the very hard work that he has put in to this
budget and also for the consideration that he has given
to my committee. .

He has, as he said in his speech, managed to weld
together a number of very differing interests and
among those were development and cooperation. I
cannot say that I am entirely satisfied with the deal
that we have had but I accept that this is the best deal
that we could have had. From the Committee on
Development and Cooperation we have tabled all the
amendments that we put in at the last reading, but we
accept with the greatest reluctance that it is not possi-
ble to get what we ask at this moment. Therefore, we
accept the 92 and 99 million increases which are being
proposed by the Committee on Budgets, simply
because we know that the Council would be even
more brutal than the Budgets Committee and the
Commission have been because the Council at its first
reading, in its first amendments, was really quite
appalling. And that under the leadership of Denmark,
I think, is quite appalling because Denmark itself, has
a very good record on development and cooperation.
As a country it has done some very fine things which I
have seen over the last three years. But in its Presi-
dency of the Council it has been a brutal butcher and I
think it is quite disgraceful that Denmark was not able
to lead the other Members of the Council on a more
progressive path.

Therefore, I do not so much appeal to as demand of
the Council that these minimal expenditures which we
have put into the budget and which we are asking for
be put through. \ '

We must be looking for expansion and the Council, if
it is to show any heart whatsoever, must accept that

what it has done under the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade in terms of development has been
quite disgraceful. That what it has done under the
Multifibre Arrangements has been mean and niggardly
— to put it midly — and has certainly had no concern
for those in the world who are starving, that it has
been totally without planning of any sort in terms of
the North/South dialogue so that whilst it has
accepted all the resolutions that we have put forward
here on hunger in the world, whilst it has congratu-
lated us upon our pragmatic approach to these prob-
lems, it has failed totally and wretchedly and miserably
to do anything practical about them. Therefore, in
terms of the budget, it must do something or be con-
demned utterly. I sometimes feel that the Council is
jealous of the success of the Community as such — as
opposed to the individual member countries — in
what is being done in development and cooperation.

We.can compare by looking at staff. If the Council cut
back then I would be quite prepared to compare in
terms of staff what they are spending as individual
countries — including Denmark which is not the
worst, the United Kingdom is the worst in staff terms
— with what is being done by very few staff in the
Community. If the Council cuts back on the staff pro-
posals for development and cooperation, they cannot
expect the money to be spent. So I warn that if they
cut back in certain areas then we will expose the stark
and naked truth of what they have been doing as indi-
vidual member countries.

* Finally, in particular, I would like to call for the resto-

ration of policies and strategies for food aid rather
than the negation of that particular title.

Mrs Clwyd (S), drafisman of an opinion for the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment. — It worries
me that there is so much back-scratching going on
here this morning. I do not. know how you translate
that into other languages but I notice that Mr Jackson
is scratching the back of Mr Tugendhat and Mr
Tugendhat in turn is scratching the back, not only of
Mr Jackson, but of Parliament as a whole. In fact he
has complimented Parliament for its moderation in
expressing its view. I do not believe that Parliament
should be expressing its view with moderation. In fact
I think the Parliament should be expressing its view
with considerable anger.

Anger because there are 11 million unemployed people
in this Community. Anger that we, as 2 Community,
are failing through our policies and through our
budget allocations to combat the problems of poverty
and unemployment in the Community. There are some
member governments whose own policies are exacer-
bating the situation we are in. Earlier this year we said
that the fight against unemployment was to be the cen-
tral theme of the budget, and it is quite right in a
Community of 11 million unemployed that it should
be the central theme. The Social Affairs Committee




14.12. 82

Debates of the European Parliament

No 1-292/41

Clwyd

fought hard to persuade Parliament to double the
Social Fund and in July, you will remember, Parlia-
ment voted to do so. We have done well on the Social
Fund said Mr Jackson, the rapporteur this morning.
Well of course it is obvious that I cannot agree with
him. If you vote for the Committee on Budgets’
amendments, which are in fact the Council’s package
on the Social Fund, then you are voting for 7-4% of
the total compared with 6% of the total budget share
last year. Hardly a substantial increase or a remarkable
victory.

Yet we have said time after time that the Social Fund is
the main instrument for combating unemployment in
the Community. So I ask you, fellow Members of this
Parliament, is this the right response to 11 million
unemployed in the Community, that we can only
increase the Social Fund’s total share of the budget by
this measly amount.

May I remind you that the total volume of eligible
applications for 1983 is expected to amount to about
3900 million ECU. It is easy to calculate that if Parlia-
ment will not improve on the amount proposed by
Council there will be a disparity between supply and
demand of 2 210 million ECU — 130%. Even if the
relatively generous allocation for young people is
allowed it will, at best, only allow 50% of the eligible
applications to be met. ’

My committee welcomes the Council’s decision on
these particular lines, but it deplores the Council’s fail-
ure to approve any increase for the other lines within
the European Social Fund, on which the committee

_ had tabled amendments. And so, in view of the contin-
uing deterioration of the economic and social condi-
tion of this Community, we see no reason for chang-
ing the position we adopted at the first reading. There
is one option for Parliament and that is to vote for the
amendments of the Social Affairs Committee in toto.
There are two other possible options: may I remind
you that under Article 9(2) of Council Decision
No71/76/EEC at least 50% of the commitment
appropriations of the Fund must be allocated to
schemes which fall under Article 5 of the Fund and
which also take place within areas eligible for support
from the ERDF. This statutory requirement applies
until such time as a new Council Decision overrides it
following the review of the Social Fund.

Now under the Council’s present proposals, under the
Committee on Budgets’ present proposals, this parti-
cular regulation is not adhered to. It is adhered to by
the Committee on Social Affairs and Employment of
this Parliament, if you vote for its amendments. How-
ever, it might be impossible for Parliament to vote for
the whole of our amendments. I am told by my own
country that if Parliament votes for the Council’s
amendments, if Council votes for the Committee on
Budgets’ amendments on the social sector, then it will
be impossible for the Commission to meet the statu-
tory requirements of Article 9(2) and I am told — and

I would like an answer here today — in this case there
is a real danger that the 1983 Social Fund Budget
would be invalid. That is a great problem that this Par-
liament must face. So in order to achieve the correct
balance, there is an option that I would call Option
No 1, which is that the Parliament should vote an
additional 150 million ECU to budget line 6100 —
regions of high unemployment. This line is reserved
exclusively for ERDF areas.

If we take the other option, it is to remove from one
chapter money from the budget line for young per-
sons” schemes. Parliament will not want to do this and
neither will the Council. As I see it, the only options

“open to Parliament this week will either to be vote for

an extra 150 million ECU to be put into the budget
line 6100 for the regions, or vote for the total amend-
ments which the Social Affairs Committee will be put-
ting before you.

I speak with some passion because I believe that we
have a great and worrying problem and that unless we
are able 1o meet some of the aspirations of the citizens
of this Community im our budget this year by a sub-
stantial transfer to the social sector of the budget, then
we as a Parliament will have failed the citizens of this
Community.

Mrs von Alemann (L), drafisman of an opinion for the
Committee on Transport, — (DE) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, I should just like to refer very briefly
to one aspect of the amendmeénts which the Com-
mittee on Transport has again tabled, and my words
are intended principally for the Council.

The Community’s transport policy — as I have said
before in this House — has so far been regarded as the
Community’s piggy-bank, the policy on which money
can always be saved and nothing at all need really be
spent. Until a few years ago there were not even any
Community transport infrastructure measures in the
ttue sense, and we had hoped in the Committee on
Transport that this would change last year.

To our great concern and annoyance, however, we
again find that the Council of Transport Ministers,
which, as I remember, was supposed to meet last week
to adopt at last a regulation on transport infrastructure
measures of importance to the Community, has not
met at all.

We thus find ourselves in a vicious circle from which
we cannot extricate ourselves. There being no regula-
tion on such measures, the Council ¢an go on saying
with impunity that the resources set aside for them in
the budget are not needed and can therefore be
deleted, as they were last time.

Gentlemen of the Council, you cannot seriously
believe that 10 m ECU in payment appropriations and
5 m ECU in commitment appropriations is enough for
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transport infrastructure measures. These amounts are
absurd, and anyone who has anything to do with
transport policy knows that nothing can be achieved
with so little. It is not even enough for the interest sub-
sidies we would like to see granted for major projects
of importance to the Community as a whole.

Gentlemen of the Council, I urge you to ensure that
the Council of Transport Ministers adopts this regula-
tion at long last, when it meets in late December, so
that we can make some progress. I call on the Mem-
bers of Parliament to support the amendments I have
tabled on behalf of the Committee on Transport. They
seek the reinstatement of the appropriations which we
entered at the time of the first reading and were then
reduced or deleted by the Council. :

I should like to emphasize once again that transport
policy is needed for a Community economic policy
and for the fight against unemployment. We also need
specific infrastructural measures. I therefore ask the
Council to waste no more time in adopting this regula-
tion and Parliament to approve our amendments.

Mrs Fuillet (S), draftsman of the opinion for the Com-
mittee on Regional Policy and Regional Planning. —
(FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, in a budget
which is not one of expansion the Committee on
Regional Policy and Regional Planning is obtaining
two-thirds of the requests made by it on first reading;
that is not a miracle but also not a disaster. It will have
to pursue its policy with the available budget. We must
not lose sight of the fact that the Regional Policy
Committee also calls for the implementation of reform
and will be putting bigger demands in the 1983
amending budget.

What were the priorities of this committee?

Firstly, the Mediterranean programmes with the ser-
ious studies which they involve; those programmes
had to be endowed with a revolving fund to restruc-
ture the economy of the Mediterranean countries.
That fund has been the subject of a token entry this
year; I hope that real appropriations will be earmarked
next year, which is fundamental for the constructions
of the Europe of tomorrow. Moreover, our committee
has accorded vital importance to the studies in prepar-
ation for integrated actions.

If, as I hope, ladies and gentlemen, you adopt the
amendments submitted to you by the Committee on
Budgets, I believe that you will be taking a political
step towards a reduction of unemployment in Europe.

That was our aim in the Committee on Regional
Policy and that remains our conviction. I therefore
hope that the amendments which will be put to you by
the general rapporteur, Mr Jackson, will be accepted
by the whole House to enable the Committee on
Regional Policy to pursue a policy for the elimination

of unemployment and expansion towards the Mediter-
ranean countries.

Mr Arndt (S). — (DE) Mr President, your rappor-
teur — my friend Robert Jackson — chose an image
from the animal kingdom to compare previous budgets
with the 1983 budget. This prompts me to make a
comparison with regard to whether the Council is now
moving rather more quickly or not. If you compare a
snail and a tortoise, the tortoise fairly races along. But
we are not, of course, satisfied with the speed of a tor-
toise, even if it is quicker than a snail.

To keep to the images from the animal kingdom, what
our rapporteur proposed in spring, particularly as
regards the social budget, had the speed of a grey-
hound. He should really have known that such speed
cannot be maintained. In all these budgetary ques-
tions, including the fulfilment of the 30 May mandate,
I would plead for the speed of a team of oxen. When I
use the word ‘ox’, I am not, of course, making any
kind of comparison with Members of the House; I am
merely thinking of how much of our budget goes to
agriculture.

This brings me to one of the basic evils of our budget.
One of the main reasons why this Parliament rejected
the 1980 budget after the first direct elections was that
it was unbalanced, that is to say, the proportion ear-
marked for agriculture was too high compared with
what was to be spent, for example, on the social
policy, the Regional Fund and development aid. We
refused to accept that a certain financial policy should
be allowed to increase the structural surpluses in cer-
tain products even further in the future. But this is
where we find the House becoming schizophrenic:
during the debates on the budget we always call for
moderate guaranteed prices for agricultural products,
and yet whenever we consider the agricultural policy
under the guidance of the Committee on Agriculture,
the highest possible agricultural prices are demanded.
There is a group of Members in the House who,
despite all we are trying to do for Europe, obviously
think only of the highest possible guaranteed prices for
agricultural products and who, if they happen to be
outvoted, try to get their way through the ruthless
application of the Rules of Procedure. One of the
most important points in this as in other budget
debates is consequently that Parliament should at last
adopt a clear and constant line on the question of the
elimination of the surpluses, of reforms of the agricul-
tural policy.

I should therefore like to reiterate the Socialist
Group’s aims in this context. It is our aim to maintain
and increase jobs in agriculture. The present agricul-
tural policy has destroyed and is continuing to destroy
countless jobs in agriculture. It is our aim to reduce
the structural surpluses. The present agricultural
policy encourages the production of surpluses, and it
encourages them in an increasing number of sectors,
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partly as a result of decisions taken by this House. It is
our aim to integrate agriculture into our environment
with due consideration for environmental protection.
The present agricultural policy leads to soil erosion
and the destruction of the environment. It is our aim
o ensure that small and medium-sized farmers in
particular earn reasonable incomes. The present agri-
culwural policy has steadily reduced the incomes of
small and medium-sized farmers and only increases
the incomes of the large and wealthy members of the
farming community.

This shows, I believe, that in this budget we again
need to make a start on bringing about change in these
areas of the agricultural policy. Otherwise, it will not
" only be the reputation of the agncultural policy that is
destroyed, but also the reputation of the European
Community and of the European Parliament.

And now to the positive aspects. One of the positive
aspects of the 1983 budget deliberations is that Parlia-
ment has pinpointed target areas and that a wide mea-
sure of agreement has been achieved in this respect.
One such rarget area — as Mrs Clwyd of the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment stated very
impressively just now — is the fight against #nemploy-
ment. But we of the European Parliament must realize,
and we must say so in public, that we cannot, of
course, achieve a great deal with the limited European
resources we have for this purpose. We must not pre-
tend that we can do anything decisive about unem-
ployment with our financial measures alone. All we
can do is point the way. Unemployment certainly can-
not be combated with budgetary resources alone; res-
tructuring measures are needed. I would remind you
in this context that the Socialist Group suggests you
cannot avoid taking a stand on a reduction of working
hours.

If ‘Europe is to point the way in the fight against
unemployment, then it should emphasize that efforts
must first be concentrated on unemployment among
young people and women. Parliament is beginning to
realize that this is where the emphasis must lie.

Another target area is hunger in the world 1 am
pleased to see that the Committee on Budgets fully
appreciates this and has tried to draw the logical con-
clusions from the resolutions we have adopted in the
past. I hope that here again the Council will build up
more speed than that of a tortoise.

In this connection, I have two requests to make of
Members. As we have not, in our opinion, fully
exhausted our margin, we should be grateful if the
modest amendment tabled by the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment seeking additional resources
for the fight against poverty — all that is involved is
0-5m EUA — found the approval of the majority of
the House, of 218 Members, and if the other amend-
ments tabled by the Committee on the Environment,
Public Health and Consumer Protection on environ-

mental protection, on which we have also proposed
numerous amendments, were also approved.

In future it will be important for Parliament to make
an even greater effort to perform the tasks we have
entered under the general heading of ‘the mandate of
30 May’ than it has been able to do with this 1983
budget. All we ever hear these days is ‘the mandate of
30 May’: the year 7980 is coyly forgotten so as not to
remind people that almost three years have passed
without anything being done. We have, however,
made some progress in this direction: the reapportion-
ment of resources not needed in the agricultural sector
through the formation of a reserve fund, and the Med-
iterranean programme.

What distinguishes us from most other parliaments —
and this is due to the Treaties — is that we are in fact
condemned to agreement. If, therefore, we want to
achieve something as a Parliament, there is no point in
our pretending we have government and opposition
parties: we have to have a majority of 218 votes. I
believe there has been a very positive development in
the last three years, which has resulted in Parliament
grasping that this budgetary majority is a basic factor
in our demand for more rights. As a budgetary major-
ity can be found for the amounts we consider must be
included in the 1983 budget, Europe is being given a
clear sign that the European Parliament knows how
we can get out of the crisis.

A final word to the Council’s representative: I under-
stand much of what he reads into the Treaties, one
way or another. But it simply does not make sense for
him to say that resources which are transferred to
non-compulsory sectors and used as non-compulsory
expenditure are still compulsory. Surely nobody will
try to tell me that each European unit of account
should bear an inscription to say whether it is compul-
sory or non-compulsory if it is being spent for one and
the same purpose. That must be decide