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SITTING OF MONDAY, 6 JUNE 1983

Contents
1. Resumption of the sesson . . . . . ... .. 1 Myr Narjes (Commission); Mr Prout; Mr
. Sieglerschmide . . . . . ... ... .. ... 6
2. Tribute . . . ... .. ... ..., ... 1

3. Agenda
Mrs Squarcialupi; Mrs Veil; Mrs Vays-
sade; Mrs Scrivener; Mrs Seibel-Emmer-
ling; Mr Collins; Mr Jobnson; Mr Pearce;
Mr von der Vring; Mr Bangemann; Mr
Klepsch; Mr Patterson; Mr Sherlock; Sir
Fred Catherwood; Mr Dalsass; Mr Grif-
fiths; Mr von der Vring; Sir James Scott-

Hopkins; Mr Seefeld . . . ... ... ... 2

4. Speaking time
Mr Patterson ; Mr Pearce; Mr Bangemann ;

Sir Fred Catherwood . .. ... ...... 5

5. Action taken on the opinions of Parliament
Mr Glinne; Mr Narjes (Commission); Mr

Fernandex ; Mr Narjes; Mrs Fusllet . . . . 6

6. Votes

IN THE CHAIR : MR DANKERT

President
(The sitting was opened at 5 pm.)

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament adjourned on 20 May 1983 (})

(") Approval of the minutes — Implementation of the Rules
of Procedure — Motion for a resolution (Rule 49) — Peti-
tions — Transfer of appropriations — Authorization to
draw up reports — Referral to committees — Documents
received — Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council :
see the miriutes of this sitting.

7. Lead in petrol — Report (Doc. 1-279/83) by
Mr Ceravolo

Mr Ceravolo; Mr Beazley; Mr Gallagher;
Mr Collins; Mr Alber; Mr Sherlock; Mrs
Scrivener; Mr Gauthier; Mr Eisma; Lord
Douro; Mr Calvex; Mr Pearce; Mr Narjes
(Commission) . . .. ............ 7

8. Shipment of hazardous wastes — Report
(Doc. 1-370/83) by Mrs Van Hemeldonck

Mrs Van Hemeldonck; Mr I Friedrich;
Mrs Seibel-Emmerling ; Mr I Friedrich; Mr
Donnez ; Mrs von Alemann . . . . .. ... 16

Annexes

Mrs Pantazi; Mr Del Duca; Mrs Squarcia-
lupi; Mr Patterson; Mr Pearce; Mr Provan;
Mr Collins; Mr Geronimi; Mrs Lentx-
Cornette; Mr Lalor . . .. ... ....... 21

2. Tribute

President. — I should like to pay tribute to Mrs
Louise Weiss.

(All the Members present rose)

She was the oldest Member of our Assembly. She died
at the age of 90 years, but we all recognized in her the
qualities which make youth such a splendid thing:
enthusiasm, a love of ideals, particularly that of liberty,
an abhorrence of prejudices and a smiling willingness
to help in every good cause, which impressed all who
had the privilege of knowing her.

She lived a long life, and right throughout that life she
was a fighter. The causes she championed were
extremely ambitious : the emancipation of women
and the achievement of union between the peoples of
Europe.



No 1-300/2

Debates of the European Parliament

6. 6. 83

President

The success of her work as a journalist and writer
needed no laurels to gild it. Nevertheless, her election
to the European Parliament in 1979 was without
doubt a kind of symbolic consecration for her,
because ever since the end of the First World War she
had determined to ‘point the human spirit towards
better solutions than bombs and bullets’.

The achievements of one who had always fought to
bring about a better world culminated in the crowning
joy of the latter years of her life, namely, her election
by universal suffrage to the Buropean Parliament, a
parliament that could embody the aspirations of men
and women from its ten member countries. The death
of Louise the European — this is how she styled
herself when writing her own epitaph — has brought
to all of us a2 moment of deep emotion.

I hope that this moment will be for all of us an occa-
sion to gird ourselves to face the enormous difficulties
that lie in our path today and to take up once more
the task — which is far from being accomplished —
of uniting the peoples of Europe in the preservation
of their identity. The former difficulties can undoubt-
edly be overcome if we are prepared to bring enough
resolve, energy and material sacrifices to the task. The
second task calls for a more deep lying commitment
and a degree of spiritual force that is difficult to
measure.

Louise Weiss’ life and work were a mighty impulse
launching her fellow Europeans along the right path.
Let us pay tribute to her clearness of mind and to her
beautiful spirit that might serve as models for all of us
to imitate. Let us keep her memory green.

(The House stood and observed a minute’s silence)

3. Agenda

President. — At its meeting of 18 May 1983 the
enlarged Bureau drew up the draft agenda which has
been distributed to you.

At their meeting this morning the chairmen of the
political groups instructed me to propose to the
House a number of changes to the agenda.

On Monday’s agenda :

— the Legal Affairs Committee asked that the report
(Doc. 1-117/83) by Mrs Vayssade, the vote on
which is down on today’s draft agenda under No
97, be referred back to committee.

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM). — (IT) Mr President, it is
undoubtedly a very fine thing that we can vote during
Monday’s sitting on the motions for a resolution on
which discussion has been closed ; however, we are
faced with a hundred or so amendments, some of
which require careful thought. I therefore consider
that it would be more reasonable to allow Groups and
individual Members the time to assess these amend-
ments.

President. — Mrs Squarcialupi, it is true that there
are sometimes problems on the Monday, but if you
want to change the way things are done, you have to
submit your request one hour before the beginning of
the sitting. The only request that has been submitted
to me is that from the Legal Affairs Committee.

Mrs Veil (L), chairman of the Legal Affairs
Committee. — (FR) Mr President, the report was
discussed at the last sitting, and after the discussion
Commissioner Burke said that a number of amend-
ments put forward by the Legal Affairs Committee
could not be considered, and that if they were to be
adopted the draft directive adopted by the Commis-
sion would be very different from what had been
proposed by the Legal Affairs Committee. There was
almost nobody remaining in the Chamber when Mr
Burke said this. Mrs Vayssade, the rapporteur, asked
Mr Burke to express this point of view again today,
before the vote.

Finally, the Legal Affairs Committee considered that
it was undoubtedly preferable for Mr Burke to be
heard in committee so that we could study Mr Burke’s
proposal there, and that a final vote should only be
taken on this question when the Commission had, if
necessary, been able to prepare new proposals.

Mrs Vayssade, (S), rapporteur. — (FR) Mr President,
I will only confirm what Mrs Veil has just said, with a
reminder that, in the case of this report, all the amend-
ments except one — a rare occurrence — come from
the Legal Affairs Committee, and it therefore seems to
us more effective, for Parliament as a whole, to allow
the Legal Affairs Committee to review this question
with the Commission, so that a text can be prepared
that will be easier for Parliament to vote on.

(Parliament decided to refer the Vayssade report
back to Committee).

President. — Still on Monday’s agenda, I have a
request from the Group of the European People’s
Party (Christian-Democratic Group) that the report
(Doc. 1-371/83) by Miss Hooper, which is entered on
today’s draft agenda as Item No 111, be referred back
to committee.

Mrs Scrivener (L). — (FR) Mr President, I think that
this report must in fact be referred back to committee
because the vote in the Committee on the Environ-
ment did not take place entirely as it should ; because,
in addition, the text is quite incoherent, and because
there is no point in presenting such a text to Parlia-
ment without having revised it. You are aware that
these texts concerning the environment are particu-
larly complex. They can very rapidly become unintel-
ligible, which is what would be the case here. In addi-
tion, therefore, to reasons regarding form and proce-
dure, there is thus a basic reason justifying this referral
back to committee.
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Mrs Seibel-Emmerling (S). — (DE) Mr President, I
am totally opposed to this proposal. I would like to
remind the House that this report was on the agenda
once before, on 10 March 1983, and that it was
referred back to committee. It is not my place to
comment on the logic of the report as it stands at
present, but I would like to comment on the reasons
why some members want to have it referred back to
committee. Parliament ought not to respond to the
type of massive lobbying that has gone on in the case
of this report by giving in to it.

The Environment Ministers will be discussing this
important subject next week, and they are waiting for
the European Parliament’s decision. We must vote on
it today; there is no reason whatsoever for not
debating the Hooper report.

(Parliament decided to refer the report back)

Mr Collins (S). — I wonder if we could have some
clarification on this, Mr President, because normally,
as I understand the Rules — although I do not have
my Rules with me at the moment — there is a time
limit set for a committee to report back to the
plenary. I wonder if you could enlighten us as to this
time limit. It seems to me to be significant.

President. — When 2 report is sent back to the
committee concerned, Mr Collins, it is up to the
committee to decide when it should be reintroduced.

Mr Johnson (ED). — Mr President, will you clarify
that the delay is merely intended to enable the text to
be put in order and the amendments to be properly
prepared. Would you clarify that that is the only
reason it is beinyg referred back ?

President. — Correct, but I cannot decide what the
time limit should be. That is up to the committee.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Before you leave Monday’s busi-
ness, I would like to express considerable disquiet
about the time available to us for the Ceravolo report.
There are many views on this subject, both in my
group and across the House, and the way it is working
out I will not be able to speak on it because of the
allocation of speaking time in my group. Yet it is in
my constituency in the UK that 3 000 people stand to
lose their jobs because of this regulation. I therefore
propose that some means be found to extend the
speaking time, either by letting the debates continue
over until tomorrow or by switching speaking time
between groups so that those of us that have a direct
constituency interest in this have a chance to put their
point of view forward. Otherwise it makes a mockery
of Parliament.

President. — I do not think we have arrived at that
point yet.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President,
Monday’s agenda, includes two other reports to be

followed by a vote. We may have to continue debating
one of these on Tuesday, in which case I would like to
make it clear that the note ‘to be followed by a vote’
does not apply and that any reports that cannot be
debated on Monday will be voted on at the next avail-
able opportunity.

Mr Bangemann (L). — (DE) Mr President, I
disagree with my British colleague’s proposal. I don’t
know whether you will put it to the vote, but if his
own group is unable to allocate him any speaking
time on a subject of such importance to his constitu-
ency, why should he expect other groups to? His
group app-rently doesn’t regard the matter as all that
important ! Incidentally, this just goes to show yet
again that the British electoral system is in need of
reform ; then he wouldn’t have these difficulties.

(Applause)

President. — With regard to Tuesday’s agenda:

— I have a request from the Political Affairs
Committee that the debate on the Schieler report
(Doc. 1-160/83), entered as Item No 118, be held
over until Thursday.

(Pariiament agreed to this request)

Mr Klepsch (PPE). — (DE) Could you please tell us
when this report will be debated on Thursday ?

President. — At 3 p.m.

Mr Patterson (ED). — Mr President, when Mr
Pearce, my colleague, asked you about the Ceravolo
report you said we had not come to that yet. I was
wondering whether we can now come to it because
Mr Bangemann chose to make a party political point
about a serious procedural problem. It is because the
proposal in front of us allocates speaking time by days
and not according to the Rule 65 by debates that we
arrive at the situation where a large number of impor-
tant debates have to be crammed into this Monday ...

President. — Mr Patterson, may I ask you, as I have
already, to wait a moment because the allocation of
speaking time generally comes at the end, after we
have fixed the agenda because then we know better
how to go about it. So we will come back to that point
and if you then raise your hand you will be called to
speak.

Mr Sherlock (ED). — If I could follow up Monday’s
agenda and refer to the Van Hemeldonck report
which I am sure a majority of this House would like
to see helped through the Parliament to help the
meeting of the Environment Ministers later this
month. But is the material — as I think Mrs Squarcia-
lupi feared — ready for us to proceed both to debate
and vote upon this tonight ? I am sure it is the wish of
the House so to do if we can.
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President. — Yes, it seems that everything is in
perfect order for consideration of the Van Hemel-
donck report today.

Still on the Tuesday sitting :

— At 3 p.m. the Council intends to make a statement
on the date of the 1984 European elections and on
the right to vote. This statement will not be
followed by a debate.

Sir Fred Catherwood (ED). — My group would
rather like to make room for a debate under Rule 40
because we do not like the idea that the Council
comes out with something and no one can comment
upon it at all. It may be that no one wants to
comment and that it is absolutely clear. But until they
make a statement we do not want to say that we have
no comment to make on the statement. We would
just like to make the time available.

President. — You are fully entitled to invoke Rule
40 for that purpose, so I have to accept your request.

The oral question to the Council by Mr Maffre-Baugé,
on behalf of the Communist and Allies Group, on the
regulation for fruits and vegetables originally included
in the Colleselli report, has now been transformed
into an oral question to the Council because the
Council was not able to reply during the Colleselli
debate. I hope there are no remarks on that proposal.

Wednesday :

The European Democratic Group demands the with-
drawal of the second Dalsass report (Doc. 1-240/83)
on ethyl alcohol, Item No 92.

Sir Fred Catherwood (ED). — Mr President, I
would not like to say to colleagues in this Parliament
that our group demands anything. We simply put the
case to our colleagues. We do ask them to consider
the Dalsass report and see whether it could not be
postponed, first of all because we understand from the
rapporteur that he did not feel that there was any parti-
cular urgency. That was the reason it was postponed
until this time. If it was not urgent last month, it is
not all that urgent this month.

Secondly, we do also understand that there are some-
substantial legal objections by the Legal Affairs
Committee which we feel should be discussed further
by the Committee on Agriculture before this is
brought up.

Thirdly, we would like to make time for a debate on
the Williamsburg Summit. We do think that that is
urgent and if this takes two hours to vote — as we
understand it will — we think that that two hours
would be better spent on the Williamsburg Summit
which matters a great deal more to anyone than the
Dalsass report.

President. — Thank your Sir Fred. But if you do not
actually demand it, it will simply remain on the
agenda, I understand.

Sir Fred Catherwood (ED). — Mr President, we
would like to propose in a polite way to colleagues
that this be removed from the agenda not to make a
demand. That is all.

Mr Dalsass (PPE), rapporteur. — (DE) Mr President,
I don’t know where Sir Fred got the idea that I do not
feel there is any urgency about my report. I would
have liked Parliament to have debated it in March, but
it was unfortunately postponed at the Conservatives’
request. [ agreed at the time because I wanted it to be
referred back to the Legal Affairs Committee. In the
three months that have elapsed everyone has had time
to read it. There is no reason why we should not vote
on it now and I would greatly appreciate it if we
could.

It will not take long to deal with the amendments ; all
but five of the 119 proposed amendments have been
reviewed by the Committee on Agriculture, so they
are now clear. Please can this item therefore be left on
the agenda?

Mr Griffiths (S). — Mr President, I would like to
speak in favour of referral back of the Dalsass report
particularly in view of the opinion of the Legal Affairs
Committee. The Legal Affairs Committee has looked
at the Commission’s proposals and the amendments
to the Dalsass report and they have said that is still
not a legally acceptable proposal.

What 1 would like to see is the rapporteur of the
Committee on Agriculture, the draftsman of the
opinion for the Legal Affairs Committee and the staff
of the Commission meeting together to hammer out
this problem, so that a report can come to Parliament
which is within the legal terms of the Treaty. I think
it is ridiculous that we can be voting on the Dalsass
report when one of Parliament’s committees says that
it does not have legal validity.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President, if I
understand Sir Fred correctly, he is not demanding
that the report be referred back but merely asking
other members of Parliament to request its referral
back, which no one has done. Please could we there-
fore get back to the agenda?

(Parliament rejected the request by the European
Democratic Group)

President. — Still on the Wednesday sitting : at 9
am. the Commission will make a statement on the
outcome of the Williamsburg Summit. This statement
will be followed by a debate which will last a
maximum of one hour.

An oral question by Mr Meller, on behalf of the Euro-
pean Democratic Group, on protectionist measures
taken by Sweden has been converted into a question
to the Commission for Question Time and will be
taken as the first of the questions to the Commission.



6. 6. 83

Debates of the European Parliament

No 1-300/5

Sir James Scott-Hopkins (ED). — I was
wondering, Mr President, following the remarks of Sir
Fred Catherwood, whether or not there would be an
opportunity to debate the Williamsburg meeting and
its outcome. It looks as though our agenda is so full
that we shall not have time to do it, which I regret
deeply.

Have you got a proposal to put before the House, Mr
President, as to how we can encompass that particular
objective ? I hope you have.

President. — Sir James, I made a proposal, which
has already been accepted, that Mr Thorn would make
a statement on Wednesday morning at 9 am.,,
followed by a debate with a maximum speaking-time
of one hour.

(The President read the changes to the draft agenda
for the Thursday and Friday sittings)(1)

Mr Seefeld (S), chairman of the Committee on Trans-
port — (DE) Mr President, item No 67 on Thursday’s
agenda is Mr Martin’s report on a pilot infrastructure
programme. A little further down, item No 132 is Mr
Vandewiele’s report on the funding of a fixed link
across the Channel. Since this is a related topic it
might be a good idea to debate it immediately after
Mr Martin’s report. Mr Vandewiele is in agreement
with this suggestion, by the way.

(Parliament agreed to this request and adopted the
draft agenda thus amended)(?)

4. Speaking time

President. — Pursuant to Rule 65 of the Rules of
Procedure, I propose to the House that speaking time
be allocated as set out in the Bulletin.

Mr Patterson (ED). — Mr President, I would oppose
that proposal as far as Monday is concerned. I will
explain to you why. Rule 65 of the Rules of Procedure
says that speaking time shall not be divided up by
days but by debates. Now it is convenient on most
days to divide the day up broadly between the groups
and allow them to decide how to allocate their
speaking time for the debates. This goes badly wrong
on Monday when, as today, we have controversial
items on the agenda like the Ceravolo report. It
means that the groups are put under pressure on these
matters. In this case my group has only 7 minutes to
allocate among highly contentious and important
matters. The fact that we have tabled 34 amendments
to the Ceravolo report indicates that it is a controver-
sial item. I would suggest that it would be much
better if the Bureau actually adhered to the Rules of
Procedure and allocated speaking time by debate
when it comes to Monday.

() See Minutes.
(%) Deadline for tabling amendments : see Minutes.

I would suggest, in fact, that the speaking time
provided for Monday’s agenda be allocated in toto to
the Ceravolo report and that if it is not possible for
groups to use up their speaking time today, they be
allowed to continue tomorrow. In other words, I
propose that Mr Pearce’s suggestion that the debate be
allowed to carry over to tomorrow be adopted. I think
my proposal is more in accordance with Rule 65 of
our Rules of Procedure and certainly more in accor-
dance with having a proper debate on what is an
important and controversial matter.

President. — Mr Patterson, I would like to make a
number of observations. First of all, the agenda for the
rest of the week has been accepted. That means that
the groups have agreed to the reports proposed by the
enlarged Bureau for today’s, tomorrow’s and the other
agendas.

Apart from that, we have removed from the agenda
the vote on the Vayssade report as well as the Hooper
report. That means that, as against what was originally
decided, there is now additional speaking time avail-
able. Whether you get it from your group or not is
your problem, not mine. I think that is the way to
solve this problem. In the light of the decisions taken
there is sufficient speaking time for the reports now
on our agenda, and I would not propose any other allo-
cation than the one provided for at the moment.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President, I suppose you are
saying that the speaking time allocated to the groups
in the draft agenda would be increased to take up the
time saved by the absence of one of the votes and by
the fact that Miss Hooper will not be making a rappor-
teur’s statement.

I support what Mr Patterson said. Further, I must just
say to Mr Bangemann, in view of what he said about
me, that the virtue of our electoral system is that we
are able to support local interests in a way which his
system denies to people from his country, and I
intend to exercise that right.

President. — Mr Pearce, first of all, as we have
deleted a few reports, the rapporteurs need less time
because there are fewer of them. The Commission
also needs less time, so as a consequence of our deci-
sion, the original speaking-time of 60 minutes will be
increased to approximately 90 minutes. That means
that you have 50 % more time than originally
proposed, so there is no difficulty at all.

Mr Bangemann (L). — Mr President, I wanted first
of all to address a general remark to the Honourable
Member from Cheshire West, because I do believe
that he is wrong. The present system gives every
group the opportunity to choose freely between the
items on the agenda. If we were to allocate speaking-
time on each item we should force a group to speak
on issues which perhaps were not important to that
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group. So his group has the opportunity to choose the Mr Narjes. — Let me assure you that you will

Ceravolo report and to use all the speaking-time of
the Conservative Group for that issue.

Secondly, I am not against representing local interests
and issues. All 1 was saying, my dear colleague, was
that if you do not succeed in convincing your group
that your local interests are so important that your
group has to give you some speaking-time, why do
you expect others to do so ? This was my point, and I
believe that it is right.

Sir Fred Catherwood (ED). — I simply wanted to
say that the position of our group was, as explained,
that we thought that the total time allocated to these
reports was rather short and we much appreciate the
fact that you have extended it. We see no reason why
Mr Bangemann should bring electoral systems into it
except that his party is about to be defeated on
Thursday.

(Laughter and applause)

5. Action taken on the opinions of Parliament

President. — The next item is the statement by the
Commission of the European Communities on the
action taken on the opinions and resolutions of the
European Parlament (?).

Mr Glinne (S). — (FR) Mr President, with regard to
urgent aid granted in cases of disaster, the text
received from the Commission is very laconic:
‘Nothing to report’. Now, several countries and
regions in the Community have been hit by very
serious flooding, not only on the occasions that we
have discussed — that is to say, at the time of the
April and May part-sessions — but again
subsequently. I should therefore like the Commission
to tell us something more about this.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, if my interpretation is correct, the statement to
which my colleague Mr Glinne objects relates only to
decisions on amounts and not to the circumstances. I
am perfectly willing to ask the people concerned to
review the way in which these circumstances have
come about.

Mr Fernandez (COM). — (FR) Mr President, on 24
May I sent a letter to the Commission regarding the
flooding in the Burgundy region and requesting
urgent aid. The European Parliament also adopted a
resolution on this subject during the May part-session.
Since then, the situation has become even worse, espe-
cially for the farmers. My question to the Commission
is as follows : has the Commission granted this urgent
supplementary aid, as provided for by the Regulations
of the Community ?

(1) See Annex IIL

receive a written reply.

Mrs Fuillet (S). — (FR) Mr President, I should also
have hoped the Commissioner could draw up for us a
list of the stricken regions, since it seems to me that
since the last part-session, new areas have been hit.
Out of fairness, I should like all regions to be
included in the distribution of funds.

President. — As we always have rain, I think that it
would be better to wait for the Commission’s written
answer on this subject.

6. Votes (1)

SECOND PROUT REPORT (DOC. 1-1180/82 —
CONSUMER CREDIT)

President. — I would remind the House that in its
sitting of 11 February, having adopted the amended
proposal for a directive on the harmonization of the
laws, regulations and administrative provisions of the
Member States on consumer credit, the directive
which was the subject of the Prout report, Parliament
decided, on a proposal from the rapporteur, to hold
over the vote on the motion for a resolution until
such time as the Commission would have delivered its
opinion on the amendments made by Parliament to
this directive.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) Mt
President, I have pleasure in informing the House that
the Commission has accepted all Parliament’s amend-
ments with one exception, and that relates to the legal
form of the method of calculating the annual interest
rate laid down in Article 1, paragraph 2 (d). We hadn’t
settled this question because it was going to be
reviewed by legal experts who have now established
that, contrary to the opinion on which Amendment
No 2 is based, a Commission decision is out of the
question, and that a directive would be legally in
order.

Their explanation is that the proposal on consumer
credit is designed to harmonize Member States’ legal
and administrative provisions, and as such has to be
based on Article 100. The only legal instrument
provided for by this article is the directive ; anything
else is out of the question.

If the powers for calculating the annual rate of interest
are really to be assigned to the Commission, our legal
services say, this can only be done on the basis of
Artticle 100. In other words, the annual interest calcula-
tion method also has to be established by a directive.

(3) See Annex L
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I wrote to the committee chairman, Mrs Veil and Mr
Prout on May 30 saying that the Commission did not
yet wish to commit itself regarding the legal form of
the method of calculating the annual interest rate.
This question has now been answered for us by a state-
ment from our legal services. Let me emphasize that
we are in complete agreement concerning the desira-
bility of settling this matter.

The Commission’s concrete suggestion for this part of
the directive, i.e. Article 1, paragraph 2 (d), is, and I
quote : ‘Within one year after the adoption of this
directive the Commission shall establish a uniform
method’ There would not otherwise be any changes.
Measures would also have to be taken to ensure that
Member States adopt this method. Article 6, paragraph
3, would have to contain a clause to this effect, such
as: ‘The annual rate of interest and the annual rate
of charges referred to in the previous paragraph shall
be established in conformity with the method laid
down on the basis of article...! This is our only
amendment, and we are compelled to make it for
legal reasons, I must stress again.

Mr Prout (ED), rapporteur. — Mr President, I am
afraid that both Commissioner Narjes and myself
have been put in an impossible position. At the time
we discussed these amendments with the Commission
in the Legal Affairs Committee last month, the
Commission was of the opinion that a Commission
decision under the Directive would be legally in order.
Both of us have learnt this morning that the Commis-
sion legal services have now changed their mind.

Now in my view the substitution of a directive for a
Council decision would substantially reduce the
harmonizing effect of this directive and would also
contradict the intention firmly expressed by this
House at the time we voted on the amendments. It is
therefore with great regret, Mr President, that I must
once again ask you — this time under Rule 36 (2) —
to remit the matter to the Legal Affairs Committee
where we would wish to debate with the Commission
legal services their interpretation of Article 100.

Mr Sieglerschmidt (S). — (DE) Mr President, while
being in favour of referring this matter back to
committee, I would like to add that it is regrettable
that the Commission could not come up with these
finer points of legal detail during the lengthy delibera-
tions, which went on for many months, instead of
after Parliament had debated the matter. 1 agree to the
report’s being referred back but expect the Legal
Affairs Committee and the Commission to put a prop-
osal before Parliament in the near future so that we
can vote on it at last, this issue being an important
one for consumers.

(Parliament agreed to the request for referral back to
committee)

7. Lead in petrol

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-729/83) by Mr Ceravolo, on behalf of the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection, on lead in petrol.

Mr Ceravolo (COM), rapporteur. — (IT} Mr Presi-
dent, this proposal, on which I am reporting to the
Assembly on behalf of the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection, may
be considered exemplary. In fact, both Parliament and
the Council are called upon to recognise a problem
concerning health and the protection of the environ-
ment, as having precedence over other special consid-
erations.

In regard to this problem there is recognition first and
foremost that a state of danger exists to public health.
I do not think there are any doubts about this, and
this fact underlies all the directives that have so far
been approvéd by the European Patliament, as well as
the legislative measures that have been adopted by all
Member States.

Every time an effort has been made by law to reduce
the lead in petrol there has been this awareness of the
very harmful effects of lead in the blood. In the
United States, also, and in Japan, where there is a
decided move towards lead-free petrol, they are aware
of the health risk that lead presents. Some people may
say that in Japan and the United States the reasons
are of a technical nature, but it is still true that, indi-
rectly, the point from which it all began is to do with
health. The technical considerations may spring from
a concern to avoid the damage caused to petrol filters
by the lead in the petrol ; but the filters were fitted for
the very reason that atmospheric pollution, in some
Japanese and American cities, had already reached
intolerable levels, so that, in the end, these ‘technical’
reasons still owe their origin to a concern for public
health.

The investigation carried out by the Ispra Centre,
which is quoted by many of those who are against the
call for a reduction in the lead in petrol, was carried
out as part of the biological monitoring of the popula-
tion against the danger of Saturnism and, at best, left
things pretty well where they were before. At all
events it recognises that the lead content of motor
vehicle exhaust gases accounts for 30 % of the lead in
the blood : about the remaining 70 %, nothing is said.
We know, however, that sufficient research was not
carried out, since the lead falling in rain could,
through the intake of food and drink, also account for
the remaining 70 % of the blood lead level.

At all events, the medical profession throughout the
world is now very worried, and this concern has
recently been increased by the publication in Great
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Britain of the report of the Royal Commission on
Environmental Pollution, which emphasises the
special danger to which certain sectors of the popula-
tion — children, the newly-born and pregnant women
— are exposed.

It should be remembered that when reference is
made, in the findings of the Ispra investigation, to a
level of 30 %, this is an average figure. Now we are
responsible politicians, and as such we must be
concerned with public health and not with averages. It
is necessary to pinpoint the areas of high lead precipi-
tation and to endeavour to defend the population.

I think we have no need to hesitate. Doubt alone
should be sufficient grounds for excluding lead from
petrol. You know that one of the strategic criteria of
environmental policy is precisely that where there is
doubt, the cause of the harm should be eliminated.
We must not allow a ‘doubtful’ product — doubtful,
that is, where public health is concerned — to remain
in circulation until the harm it causes cries out for
attention. We must ensure that only those products
with a reputation for being harmless are allowed to
remain in circulation.

Amongst other things, as I have already said, almost
all the major countries in the world are moving
towards lead-free petrol. Japan and the United States
of America lead this trend: sales of lead-free petrol
are already higher than those of petrol with lead in it.
From a technical standpoint, I think that all the neces-
sary conditions are now present for resolving the
problem. It must also be borne in mind — and I want
to remind those who oppose petrol reform of this —
that, for example, the Community has issued a direc-
tive on the addition of alcohol to petrol, which is a
step forward in the research for lead-free petrols with
the same efficiency as those that contain lead.

Both the technical conditions and the health reasons
are therefore present for progress to be made towards
solutions of this kind. In addition, the Community is
in danger of building up a handicap for itself, when
competing with the Japanese and Americans — direct
competitors in the car industry— for the simple fact
that cars that run on lead-free petrol are classified as
‘non-pollutant’. Japanese and American cars will there-
fore have an advantage when competing with those of
the Community which, on the other hand, are ‘pollu-
tant’. Nor is it beyond the bounds of possibility that,
sooner or later, imports of ‘pollutant’ cars may be
banned by law.

I think therefore that we have to look at the problem
very realistically. The proposal that we are putting
forward is very reasonable. First of all, it calls for the
introduction, by 1985, of a type of petrol that contains
no lead, for sale alongside leaded petrol, and for cars
running on lead-free petrol to be type-approved. In
addition it asks for the abolition of the 0.15
minimum, which is an absurdity from the standpoint

of Community law. Finally, it asks the Commission to
make an overall appraisal — taking account, that is, of
economic as well as health factors — and put forward
a final, radical solution to the problem, within a reaso-
nable time and in a reasonable manner, so as to recon-
cile the adaptation needs of the refining industry with
those of the car manufacturers, and at the same time
to alleviate the very widespread concern felt by public
opinion.

We must not ignore the fact that two large organiza-
tions — the Consumers’ Protection Organization and
the Environmental Organization — are at present
conducting a campaign that is meeting with growing
support, not only from public opinion — which
might be called technically unqualified — but also in
scientific and medical circles, where there is an
increasingly strong conviction that lead discharged by
cars is dangerous to public health.

We must also see to it that the directive on alcoholic
additives and oxygenates is issued without delay, since
it can be a help on the technological side to the fuel
manufacturing industry and the car industry, to enable
them to reach and maintain a standard.

It is important, however, to emphasize that what we
are talking about here is the health of the public.
When talking about costs and benefits we have also to
consider health — all the more so, since we are faced
here with an ‘imponderable’ that has not yet been
fully assessed. Conservative members usually place too
little value on the health factor. This happens regu-
larly : every time, the health factor is almost strangled
by other, economic considerations. We, on the other
hand, believe that conditions are right for a change of
course. Cars are changing very rapidly: a change is
taking place in the way cars are made and, as a result,
cars themselves are changing.

Now, if other world factors, such as the energy crisis,
have forced us to discover ways of saving energy that
were previously ignored, why should we not hasten
technological change in response to urgent health
considerations ? I think this is a very fitting task for
our European civilization. If there is sufficient incen-
tive, science and technology can help us, within a reas-
onable time, to solve this problem. It would be a
symbolic solution, because atmospheric pollution is
having harmful effects even on the natural environ-
ment — on the German and Swedish forests, for
example. Well then, we have the means of abating,
once and for all, one element — I do not say all of
them — which is harmful to the environment and
harmful to public health.

We leave it to the Commission to assess the ways and
means of achieving this result, and the timing of it.
We do not wish to go to extremes, nor to excess. I
think that all the points that we have put forward are
wise, reasonable, and weighed up politically : that is,
they have no disadvantages in one direction or the
other.
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I therefore think it a responsible political action to
approve this motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR : MR ESTGEN

Vice-President

Mr Beazley (ED), draftsman of an opinion for the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. —
Mr President, I speak as the draftsman of the opinion
of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.
In a field where much technical argument has been
combined with much emotion on both sides of the
argument, I considered that it was the duty of our
committee to present an objective report dealing with
those aspects of the subject which fall within the
remit of our committee. Therefore, I proposed that we
should take a neutral position on the health problem
because, firstly, it falls specifically within the remit of
the committee responsible for public health and
secondly, having read all the available evidence, it was
clear that a genuine health hazard arose whose exact
size and effect appeared to require continuous and
detailed investigation — to which our committee
could add nothing — by highly specialized experts in
that particular field.

The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
therefore conceived its task to be to concentrate on
the costs and timings of whatever changes might be
deemed to be necessary. Detailed estimates in both
these areas were available in the case of the UK a few
years ago from the submissions of all interested
parties to the UK Government with regard to the
investigation which led to the decision to reduce the
lead content of British petrol from 0.4 grammes per
litre to 0.15 over a period of 5 years. No up-to-date
report was available for the Community as a whole,
either regarding the reduction on a Community basis
to a maximum level of 0.15 grammes per litre or of a
direct change to leadless petrol. It was known that the
Commission’s ERGA report, that is the Emissions
Research Global Approach Report was due to be
published by 30 June 1983 and parts of its content
were also known.

The committee, therefore, decided that insofar as the
Commission has a responsibility for proposing all
Community legislation, it should be required to draw
up a plan including costing and timings to cover all
aspects of this problem. Insofar as four Member States
have not yet indicated an intention to reduce their
standard levels to 0.15 grammes per litre, it is clearly
necessary that the attitude of these Member States
should be solicited at the start. The committee
thought it eminently desirable to have a single
minimum figure in order to create uniform conditions
throughout the Community which would be essential

for oil refiners and motor manufacturers to plan their
forward investments. It therefore recommended that
the alternatives of a minimum of 0.15 grammes of
lead per litre and the direct move to leadless 92
octane petrol should be evaluated, in regard to their
costs and timing, opposite the health factor. At the
same time, other means of overcoming the health
hazard, whereby catalytic filters plus lead traps or by
the use of other types of fuel whether diesel oil or
petrol with other additives or extenders should be
costed and timing provided for its achievement.

It was significant to the Committee’s thinking that
different decisions would have a considerable affect on
the size of the cost increase and the energy penalty
involved. Whilst low-octane, leadless petrol involved
limited, although significant investment in the
refinery sector which is, of course, already in heavy
over-capacity and only limited cost in motor engine
design, nevertheless high-octane petrol represented
both a very high investment and a very high energy
penalty at the refinery stage. High compression motor
cars have been the feature of efficient low-cost
motoring in Europe compared with the less efficient
use of fuel in the USA. Even so, in the USA high-oc-
tane leaded petrol still represents approximately 50 %
of the fuel used for the private motor car which very
much increases the health risk compared with the
low-octane leadless petrol in lower compression
engines.

A decision therefore has to be made on the future of a
high-compression engine in Europe which has been
the trend of efficient fuel usage and modern design of
European motor cars.

Since the combinations and permutations in this
matter are considerable, the committee considered
that the Commission should set out all the options
clearly and make positive proposals on cost and
timing to the Member State governments through the
Council of Ministers. The committec doubted that it
would be possible to achieve a position by 1 January
1985 whereby all new cars could take leadless petrol
as called for in one of the resolutions which gave rise
to the Ceravolo report. After consultation with the
Commission, it appeared that 1988 would be the
earliest date for all new cars to run on leadless petrol.
Nevertheless, the committee recommended that the
words ‘or earlier if possible’ be added to that date.

In conclusion the opinion of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs emphasized the form
in which this important matter should be investigated
without prejudice to the final decision.

Mr Gallagher (S), draftsman of an opinion for the
Committee on Energy and Research. — Mr President,
the Ceravolo report is important because it adds the
weight of the European Parliament to the momentum
which has been gathering in Europe for the abolition



No 1-300/10

Debates of the European Parliament

6. 6. 83

Gallagher

of leaded petrol. There is a pledge — I would remind
you — in the Treaty of Rome to improve the living
and working conditions of the people of Europe. So
every time Parliament encourages the Community to
take up an issue like this, it is doing something posi-
tive to live up to that particular pledge.

Now there is no doubt that lead is a poison — that
has been established quite clearly — and this is some-
thing that everyone now knows. But the complexity of
our modern society, being what it is, we cannot always
say that we will never allow poisons to be emitted into
the environment because there are times when we are
emitting them unknowingly. But it must be accepted
as a general rule that polluting the environment with
known poisons, such as lead, is something that must
be avoided and that we cannot possibly tolerate.
Because if we think that we can go on poisoning
ourselves indefinitely, then we are making a mistake,
Mr President, which no doubt will be brought home
to us at some time.

If a time limit is to be placed on the use of lead in
petrol, the question arises as to what that time limit
should be. It is when one comes to consider the ques-
tion that one perhaps begins to regret the black and
white way in which the issue of lead in petrol has too
often been presented. Beyond the primary question of
whether you are for or against its abolition there lies a
whole series of technical and economic problems
which are much too important to be overlooked. You
cannot escape the fact that by eliminating lead from
petrol, you will increase the amount of energy used in
the refining process. I do not want to go into details
of that problem. It may be that we are willing to pay
that price, but we must not delude ourselves or
attempt to delude other people that there will not be a
price because there certainly will be and that price
will have to be paid if we do adopt this report.

Now the changeover to lead-free petrol will also
require changes in the way in which motor car
engines are made. Design and development problems
have to be overcome. I believe they can be overcome.
But we must try and see that the changeover is carried
out in such a way that it does not impose a crippling
burden on the European motor manufacturing
industry but offers it new opportunities. The fact that
other industrialized countries have been changing
over to lead-free petrol has been changing the charac-
teristics of the world car market. We must help our
own European car industry to be fit to trade on that
market on equal terms.

Mr President, these are considerations which have
weighed heavily with the Committee on Energy and
Research. But there is another, namely, that lead is
not the only poison emitted by car engine exhausts.
Our committee considered that it was not sensible to
consider lead in isolation from the others. The
Commission told us that it intended to bring out a

document in June which would deal with all exhaust
emissions. It was our opinion that Parliament should
have waited until that document was available before
proceeding with the Ceravolo report. We have not yet
received the document which the Commission prom-
ised us and I take this opportunity of asking the
Commission how soon it will be ready, what its scope
will be and what form it will take.

In the event, Parliament has rightly decided to press
on with its consideration of the Ceravolo report
without delay since adopting the report will demons-
trate the European Parliament’s concern over this
question.

This haste may not be altogether bad, but I think it is
largely due to the impetus given to the movement for
the abolition of lead in petrol by the recommenda-
tions of the Royal Commission on Environmental
Pollution which were published in London on 18
April. The Royal Commission did not in fact make
the mistake of looking at the lead in petrol in isola-
tion. It examined it in the context of lead pollution in
general. I think the impact of its report is all the
stronger for that.

Mr President, it is possible in Europe, even at the
present time, to drive a car on lead-free petrol because
diesel engines use lead-free fuel. But if you have been
forced to sit behind large lorries at traffic lights, when
they are giving out their exhaust fumes, you will know
that they have plenty of polluting ingredients of their
own. If we reach the stage where we take out the lead
and add in fact more injurious substances, we would, 1
think, be taking a retrograde step. I am certain that all
the members of the Committee on Energy and
Research will in fact vote for the abolition of lead in
petrol. I think it would be a great pity if after the
campaigners against lead in petrol have obtained their
goal, and public attention is diverted to some
completely new topic, there were not sufficient polit-
ical will left to give the general question of exhaust
emissions, which is the important matter, the careful
and sustained scrutiny which it deserves.

Those are the views of the Committee on Energy and
Research and I thank you for allowing me to express
them.

Mr Collins (S). — I would like to thank the rappor-
teur of the Committee on the Environment, Public
Health and Consumer Protection and the rapporteurs
of the other committees for their work and for the
reasoned arguments they have presented to the House.

I think this is a classic case where a common problem
affecting all the European Community countries has
been identified. The European scale has properly been
appreciated and a campaign has been organized to fit
in with all the complexities of the organization of the
Community. This campaign has transcended any one
Member State or any one organization.
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So far as we are concerned in the Socialist Group we
are motivated by a concern for the immediate health
and safety of consumers, and in particular children.
That is to say, we accept the evidence which is
presented to us which would appear to suggest that
lead is a potent neurotoxin which, when taken in by
humans, gives rise to or exacerbates deviant behaviour,
reduces intellectual performance and possibly gives
rise to foetal abnormalities as well.

Now it is true that various studies have shown that
social factors as well as lead-related biological factors
are important, but very few people appear to have
suggested that lead is anything other than dangerous.
I refer, however, to Mr Pearce’s amendment — No 28,
I think it is — which actually suggests taking out the
word ‘harmful’. Presumably Mr Pearce thinks that lead
is not harmful at all. I find that a quite remarkable
conclusion from anyone who has read any of the litera-
ture whatsoever. But the balance of evidence would
appear to suggest that about 90 % of the lead in air
comes from petrol. Since lead can be ingested from a
variety of sources, it is necessary to see which of these
sources are the most dangerous. We notice that a
number of studies have been done in the United
States and in Europe and we accept the evidence that
about as much as 30 % of blood lead can be traced to
petrol. If we accept all of these pieces of evidence —
and of course there are people who do not — then we
have certainly identified a problem of some consider-
able concern to every citizen of the European Commu-
nity, and obviously consumer interest and environ-
mental interest is bound to be very high. It is not just
the adult population because pollution of our environ-
ment is a major problem for the long-term survival of
our planet and lead is one of the most sinister pollu-
tants and health hazards and has therefore attracted
the attention of a great many people. In the United
Kingdom alone we are told that some 2 500 tonnes of
lead are emitted into the air every year from car
exhausts and there are many areas where the typical
blood-lead levels are already about a quarter of those
needed for classical lead poisoning. So there is a long-
term interest, too.

As far as the scale of government intervention is
concerned, we need to amend the 1978 directive ; we
need to extend our activities right across the Commu-
nity — no question at all that Community action is
preferable to individual Member State action in this
area. We reckon that the European Parliament’s view
on this is crucial because we need to express political
will and we need to express it in all of the Member
Srates. Therefore, the Socialist Group believes that the
Committee on the Environment and the rapporteur
have listened very carefully to the evidence ; they have

pondered it ; they have assessed it and debated it and
we believe that taking lead out of petrol is an idea
whose time has come, right across party boundaries
and right across national boundaries, and we believe
that the European Parliament is entirely justified in
taking a very important initiative on this point.

Mr Alber (PPE). — (DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, everyone in Europe is horrified at the way
our trees are dying and the tremendous damage
caused to our woods. There is general agreement that
action must be taken to stop air pollution and that
lead-free petrol must be introduced. Everyone knows
that this problem can only really be solved at Commu-
nity level. When I say ‘everyone’, I am even including
the national politicians who appear to have grasped
this at long last. We recognized the problem long ago.
What surprises me now is that the national politicians
are suddenly in such a hurry. They are calling for regu-
lations on a Community basis, but they might care to
remember that actions speak louder than words ! Had
they transferred the necessary powers to the European
Parliament earlier, we could have turned our attention
to this and other problems by now.

I must also say that I object to Europe being treated
like a menu, i.e. when it is convenient matters can be
dealt with on a Community basis, but when it is not
they are deemed to be subject to national sovereignty.

Of course this problem can only be resolved at
Community level, but we must try to prevent it from
becoming a fashionable, headline-hitting topic like
the baby seals did. There are still so many issues to be
clarified.

What about the costs, for example ? Does a catalytic
filter cost DM 600 or 2000 ? How much will petrol
consumption go up ? What about motorcycles ? What
about aircraft ? What happens until such time as every
vehicle can run on lead-free fuel ? This could take 15
years, it is said. Answers still have to be found to so
many questions. Nonetheless my political group
agrees that leadless petrol should be introduced as
soon as possible. We cannot wait until all the studies
have been completed because if we go on investi-
gating the matter too long we may find out what has
killed the trees, but there won’t be any of them left.
We want to look at the facts here and now and not to

call an inquest afterwards to determine the cause of it
all.

But if we are to tackle the problem on a Community
basis we must provide the industries concerned with
the necessary technical data. It is regrettable that tech-
nological innovation is invariably born of necessity
and compulsion. How nice it would be if for once
research efforts could be undertaken for more
altruistic motives.
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My political group relizes that in view of its European
dimensions this problem can only be tackled on a
Community basis, and we are therefore in favour of
the Ceravolo report. We would like at the same time
to thank the rapporteur for the good work he has
done.

(Applause)

Mr Sherlock (ED). — I must begin by protesting
again that 7 minutes’ total speaking time for my
group on an environmental matter of this importance
is quite inadequate. We have been used to being stuck
up the chimney of Thursdays and this is jolly nearly
as bad.

But here we have a chance to support an admirable
report by Mr Ceravolo which, in my opinion, is a
sound political decision based upon scientific grounds
of increasing certainty. We have a chance to reduce
the total body-lead burden. That is beyond any doubt
and is shown by the Ispra experiments. We have a
chance to take one step which can be done on a
Community basis and can effectively only be done on
a Community basis. We also have a chance to take a
step which in the whole story of an increasing lead
burden is one step which the individual can in no way
take for himself. No individual can order or ordain
the cessation of the addition of lead to petrol. He may
do something about his plumbing; he may stop his
wife using lead-bearing mascara; he may remove all
the lead paint from his household but only govern-
mental decision at governmental or preferably
Community level can take this step. It may well be
that we shall never reach the standards of scientific
proof in this particular matter that could be held to be
desirable.

But the balance of evidence is shifting and is shifting
continuously in one direction which shows we must
take action.

Also I have been impressed, not by the campaigning,
but by the quality of the witnesses who have added
their voices to these pleas. Having sat and listened to
evidence, very often you find yourself ultimately
convinced by the quality of the witness and the
evidence he gives.

We began in my group a long time ago on this
problem. My colleague Stanley Johnson put down the
original work which led us to the decision we reached
many months ago in that group. We shall not depart
from that decision as a group. I would ask you to
support two small amendments which make the
matter a little clearer and, if anything, a little tighter.
They again are offered in the name of the group by
Mr Johnson. I would beg you not to be led astray by
any other amendments or by any other solutions
which seem to offer cheaper, quicker, easier, simpler
ways. They all end up by being environmentally
equally unsound.

(Applause from the right)

Mrs Scrivener (L). — (FR) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we are entirely in favour of the removal of
lead from petrol. We have to say this, frankly. It
remains to be seen, of course, how that is to be
achieved in fact.

If we are in favour, it is because it is quite obvious,
without having any absolutely certain proof of the
fact, that the lead in petrol is undoubtedly a danger to
health.

It is in fact regrettable that, at present, only a minority
of Member States are applying the minimum level of
petrol as laid down by the Community directive,
namely, 0.15 grammes per litre. If things had been
done correctly, and everybody had applied this
minimum level, we should not be in the position that
we are in today. I think that to protect the environ-
ment properly, and to protect health, we have to find
a midway solution that takes account of the diffi-
culties facing manufacturers in the application of such
measures. For this reason we think it is reasonable to
ask that, as quickly as possible, the level of 0.15
should be enforced, and that, within a reasonable
time, which ought to be somewhere in the region of
1988, lead-free petrol should be on sale. It should be
known that in certain countries — this has never been
said — particularly the United States, lead-free petrol
is on sale. The manufacturers should therefore give
this question some thought. They are quite capable of
doing it.

We therefore look to the Commission for proposals
that take account of both the medical and the
economic aspects of the problem. For our part, we
must stand firm as regards the target, which is to
abolish lead in petrol, and we must be realistic
regarding the time by which this has to be brought
about. That, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, is the
Liberal Group’s position.

(Applause from the Right)

Mr Gauthier (DEP). — (FR) Mr President, I should
like first of all to explain that I am not speaking on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive Democ-
rats — this is a personal speech.

If it had been established with certainty that lead from
motor cars has effects on health, then, regardless of
the consequences in terms of cost, I should call — as
should we all, unanimously — for lead-free petrol to
be available at the pumps as soon as possible. But this
is a sphere in which nothing is certain, and Mr Cera-
volo’s report, which sets out with good intentions,
represents in my view a step in the wrong direction, if
not a complete mistake.

I see no need, in fact, to go along with the rapporteur
when he proposes the sale of lead-free petrol by 1985.
Why not ? For four fundamental reasons.
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First, from the legal point of view, the present direc-
tive in no way prevents Member States, if they so
desire, from introducing lead-free petrol on the
market alongside existing types of fuel. Why, then,
alter it ? Secondly, as regards the environment and
health, the rapporteur justifies his intervention by
stating that atmospheric pollution due to the
discharge of lead in motor vehicle exhaust gases is
very harmful to the health of children and pregnant
women in particular. In fact, atmospheric pollution is
estimated to account for a minimum of 10 % and a
maximum of 27 % of the level of lead in the blood.
This means that, in essence, the main sources of lead
in the blood have not been determined. And I will
quote some examples. Professor Rutter, chairman of
the symposium held in London in May 1982 by
CLEAR, which is carrying out a campaign for the
abolition of lead in petrol, said in his concluding
remarks that it had to be stated clearly that, on the
available evidence, the abolition of lead in petrol
would not bring about any significant improvement in
the heaith of British children, and that any assertion
to the contrary would be raising false hopes.

Professor Gething, a hospital departmental head,
declared in his report that it seemed that the main
sources of lead in the human body were foods, lead-
based paints, lead piping and drinking water. The
available evidence proved that lead in petrol was not a
main source of lead in the blood.

Nor does recent research justify the belief that present
blood lead levels may have any effect whatever on the
IQ of children, or on their behaviour. The abolition of
lead in petrol cannot therefore be justified from the
public health standpoint.

Finally, Professor Neebleman, in the United States,
and Professor Winneeke, in Germany, who had pre-
viously concluded that lead emitted from motor
vehicle engines was a health danger for children, have
reversed their views and declared recently that it was
improbable that the low levels of lead would have any
effect on the IQ of children.

Here, ladies and gentlemen, is clear proof that the
Ceravolo report constitutes a poor case to bring
against lead emission from motor vehicles. Even the
conclusions of the British Royal Commission empha-
size that the abolition of lead in petrol would not
show any beneficial effect on health.

Thirdly, from the energy standpoint, the use of lead-
free petrol raises fuel consumgtion, which means
bigger oil imports, which is contrary to the aims of
the Community’s energy policy. Lead-free petrol, with
the octane level reduced to 92 %, would mean, for
France, an increase in consumption equivalent to 1
million tonnes of imported crude oil a year. In the
case of 98 % octane lead-free petrol, the increase is
even more : 1.8 million tonnes and, in addition, enor-

mous additional investment costs for the refining
industry, which is already in difficulties.

And, fourthly, from the standpoint of technology and
automobile research, lead-free petrol represents a coun-
ter-blow to technological advance in the Community’s
car industry. Lead-free petrol, in fact, involves a reduc-
tion in engine compression ratios, with higher petrol
consumption, whereas all European technology is
directed to producing high compression engines, of
small capacity, with very low consumption yet high
performance. In addition, and this is very important,
the European car industry is perfecting lead-resistant
catalytic exhaust pipes, which neutralise the effects of
lead emission but use the present type of petrol. We
cannot take the risk of compromising this sector of
European industry, with its hundreds of thousands of
jobs.

We can therefore propose to Member States a progres-
sive reduction from 0.4 to 0.15 grammes of lead per
litre in petrol, but, in the present state of the art, to
ptopose the abolition of lead in petrol, by 1985, would
not only be a highly dangerous measure vis-a-vis
industry — it would also be a mistake. I would go
further — it would be a useless mistake.

Mr Eisma (NI). — (NL) Mr President, you will soon
appreciate that my opinions differ considerably from
those of Mr Gauthier, who incidentally was not
speaking on behalf of all of his group — fortunately, I
am tempted to say, because his priorities are quite
different from those of Mr Ceravolo, rapporteur for
the Committee on the Environment.

We in this House welcome the fact that it has been
left to us in the European Parliament to take the lead
in clarifying the Council directive of 1978. But we
condemn the Commission’s lack of action in failing
to do anything to reduce the maximum content from
0.40 grams per litre to 0.15 grams per litre. There is
incidentally some confusion on whether the present
minimum content of 0.15 grams per litre means that
Member States may not allow a lower content. This is
what the Ceravolo resolution maintains, but in a
recent symposium on lead in Brussels that I and some
colleagues from this House attended the representa-
tive of the Commission said the opposite. I request
the Commission to clarify this point in the debate
too, namely, that the 1978 directive does not allow
Member States to reduce the lead content of petrol
below 0.15 grams per litre.

The maximum permitted amount of 0.15 grams lead
per litre of petrol must be introduced in all Member
States by the end of 1985. It should not be too diffi-
cult for the oil companies to market petrol which
meets those requirements long before that date, es-
pecially as ordinary petrol in Germany and Denmark
already contains no more than 0.15 grams lead per
litre.
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We would appreciate it if the Commission would take
the initiative here; waiting for the results of new
studies is unnecessary and simply holds up the deci-
sion-making process.

Furthermore, we consider the maximum content of
0.15 grams per litre insufficient. So much information
has become available on the harmful effects of lead in
petrol fumes that lead should be removed completely
from petrol.

The United States and Japan are able to sell lead-free
petrol, and close consultation between the Commis-
sion and petrol producers, engine builders and
manufacturers could also result in lead-free petrol for
Europe.

Lord Douro (ED). — Mr President, I am completely
in favour of this report prepared by Mr Ceravolo. I
believe it would be irresponsible of this House not to
support this very worthy resolution.

Like other Members of this House, I live at the centre
of a large city. I have had the air in my flat tested by
the Westminister City Council. The results showed
that over a 3-month period the lead content per cubic
metre of air was 21 % above the Greater London
Council’s guide value. The lead in dust from the
surface of the garden was 2.5 times the GLC's target
value. These results were sufficiently worrying for me
to have my children’s blood tested. The elder one,
who is five, had a lead content in his blood 2/3 of the
level which, according to the Royal Commission on
Environmental Pollution, is a warning signal. This
margin, Mr President, is too close to be comfortable or
sensible.

High lead content in blood is particularly dangerous
to pregnant women and children, Given that fact, it is
the duty of all of us representing the population of
the European Community to bring Europe into line
with the United States and with Japan. We rnust
require all new cars to run on lead free-petrol.

The chairman of the Ford Motor Company of Britain
said here in Strasbourg quite recently that car manu-
facturers need only S years to produce cars which will
run on lead free petrol. I therefore urge the Commis-
sion to come forward within a few months with propo-
sals for making it mandatory for all cars sold in the
European Community after 1988 to run on lead-free
fuel. Our vote today, Mr President, is a major step in
that important direction.

Mr Calvez (L). — (FR) Mr President, although I
share the concern of all those who emphasize the
dangers that atmospheric pollution presents to public
health, I must say to our Parliament that I consider
the conclusions contained in the opinion of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs to be
more realistic than the report of the Committee on
the Environment.

We must, in fact, satisfy ourselves that the resolutions
adopted by our Parliament can in fact be applied. This

is essential and I wonder whether the time limit set
— before 1985 — for reducing the maximum lead
content to 0.15 grammes per litre can be adhered to.
That is why I have submitted an amendment post-
poning until 1988 the date by which lead-free petrol
should be on sale in the Community, since what we
decide has to be based on concrete facts, and not
merely statements. Can the Commission tell us to
what extent a lead content of 0.15 grammes per litre
represents a genuine health hazard ? Can the Commis-
sion inform us what the cost will be of the necessary
investments in the refining industry and in the manu-
facture of engines that can run on lead-free petrol ?
These investments add up to thousands of millions,
and that is also sumething you must know.

Has any thought been given to what will happen to
the workers in firms producing lead tetraethyl, which
are in danger of being forced out of production ? Has
any thought been given to what will become of the
workers who make carburettors that will have to be
replaced by catalytic devices ?

The owners of cars at present in circulation will try to
keep their cars, and the cars will have to be converted
in order to use lead-free petrol; who will pay, and
who can answer this question ? The new fuel injection
cars will be dearer : will there be enough buyers ? And
before taking a decision, we have to be satisfied that
several hundred thousand jobs are not going to be
threatened, direcily or indirectly.

Prudence would suggest that the Commission should
be asked to have a complementary study made, which
we seem to lack. Undoubtedly the basic problem
remains : the fight against pollution has priority, but 1
think that the problem calls for a certain amount of
time, so that this politico-industrial battle that we are
witressing can be settled without passion and, above
all, completely objectively.

Mr Pearce (ED). — Mr President I accept that in due
course there must be a move towards lead-free petrol.
It is a question of when and how. We are faced with a
sophisticated big money campaign designed to stam-
pede the people of Europe into accepting the move to
lead-free petrol at a speed which will cause great
damage to certain sections of our economy.

I am a little surprised that Mr Collins of all people
should be expressing his consideration for the
problems of citizens and of children. 1 express my
concern for them too, but there is not a word from
him about the people whose jobs are at risk. I would
like him to know that there are plenty of people who
live where I live, many of them currently Labour
voters, who have been noting what kind of support for
the safeguarding of employment comes from his part
of the British Labour Party, and they will be disap-
pointed to find that the money they put behind that
party is not getting better results for them.
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I say that we should put off the implementation of
this legislation, Mr President, until a proper study of
the effects of it has been made — a proper study of
the cost at the pump, a proper study of the effect on
the balance of payments and a proper study of the
effect on employment in the factories that make the
lead for petrol and in the motor industry.

None of these things have been done properly so far.
I have tabled amendments which would have the
effect of postponing implementation until a proper
study of these things has been made. That, I believe,
would be a rational way of going about this — to
consider all of the facts and not just some of them,
and not just to go along with a high-powered PR band-
wagon.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) The
Commission would first like to join all the other
speakers in thanking the rapporteur, the draftsmen of
opinions and the members of the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion for this thorough and informative report. I would
also like to thank all those who have taken part in this
debate for their thoughtful and well-informed contri-
butions on individual points. We are extremely
pleased that Parliament has taken the initiative in
debating this important matter.

Reducing lead pollution has been a priority concern
of Community environmental policy, as Mr. Alber has
pointed out, for over 10 years, and the Commission
feels the time has come to take further forceful action
on it. The Commission believes that the many
members who have spoken on this subject today
expect us to present a comprehensive plan of action,
and it therefore resolved some time ago to direct its
efforts with regard to the development of Community
legislation for the automobile sector as a whole
towards the complete elimination of lead from petrol.
Our work on a global approach to environmental
problems will soon be completed. As I have already
said a number of times, we are aiming to draw up a
whole set of regulations dealing with noise pollution,
fuel consumption, passenger safety and exhaust emis-
sions. These have to be closely co-ordinated with one
another because they are all interconnected.

We are aware that the introduction of lead-free petrol
will create problems not only for automobile manufac-
turers but also for oil refiners. Let me just give a brief
report on our progress to date. A technical report on
the problems facing car manufacturers as a result of
the reduction of lead levels is being prepared by the
ERGA group — that is the abbreviation for this
working group — which will be published soon and
made available to Parliament. At the same time as this
technical report is being analysed a study must be
made of the effects on the oil refining industry. This,
I hasten to add, may not cause any significant delay in

the elaboration of extensive proposals for both sectors,
i.e. the development of exhaust emission standards for
vehicles and the amendment of the directive on lead
in petrol.

A whole series of technologically feasible methods of
reducing carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons and
nitrogen oxide in exhaust gases were studied in
connection with the ERGA report, the object being to
establish medium and long-term vehicle exhaust emis-
sion levels for the Community. These tests included
methods based on catalytic filters using either low-
lead or lead-free fuel. In each case the reduction in
emission levels was critically assessed as were the
effects on petrol consumption, manufacturing and
running costs, and safety. Special attention was paid to
the effect on the atmosphere and the associated public
health and environmental aspects. It is, however,
important for both the industries concerned to make a
close study of the general conditions governing the
transition to leadless petrol. Reference can be made to
American experience, inasmuch as it is applicable.

I would like to remind you that the majority of vehi-
cles in Europe are currently fitted with high compres-
sion engines and consequently require high-quality —
ie. high-octane — fuel. Although oil refiners are able
to produce lead-free low-octane petrol in sufficient
quantities at the moment, they would have to build
some new installations to produce high-octane fuels.
This poses the fundamental questions of whether low-
octane petrol should be made mandatory at the
expense of improved engine design, which would of
course cause a substantial loss of investment, or
whether, alternatively, the oil-refining sector should
be called upon to produce high-octane leadless petrol
while automobile manufacturers maintain their high
standards of engine design.

Once these issues have been decided in principle
interim and provisional measures could be taken. In
any case further studies will have to be carried out
before any such far-reaching decisions can be taken.
For this reason and because legislation would have to
be passed affecting major aspects of production in
both the oil refining and motor vehicle industries the
request in paragraph 6c for the elimination of lead
from petrol by 1985 is unrealistic. Before this conflict
of goals can be resolved we shall have to consider
various alternative timetables for the introduction of
legislation in order to assess the impact of these dates
on the partial transition to leadless petrol.

Of special relevance to the introduction of lead-free
petrol is Article 3 of Directive 611/78, which stipu-
lates that Member States must take all due steps to
ensure that the reduction in lead does not lead to a
substantial increase in other pollutants. The oil
refiners’ proposals for producing leadless fuel would
also have to be reviewed in this light.



No 1-300/16

Debates of the European Parliament

6. 6. 83

Narjes

May I comment on specific paragraphs of the motion
for a resolution as follows. Re 6a, abolition of the obli-
gation on Member States not to go below 0.15 g/l:
this proposal is not acceptable as it stands, because it
could cause the quality of petrol in Member States
which ban lead in petrol to fall below the present
Community standard. This would force car manufac-
turers to produce two types of engine for Common
Market countries, one type for Member States which
continue to permit high-octane, leaded petrol, and
another type for Member States which decide to intro-
duce low-octane, lead-free fuel. Dividing up produc-
tion in this way would, however, thwart the Commis-
ston’s efforts to create uniform market conditions for
standardized Community products. Moreover, the
considerable degree of harmonization achieved on the
car market by numerous Community directives would
be destroyed. A directive of this kind would interfere
with motor manufacturers’ long-term production plan-
ning, because they would not know which Member
States would decide to legislate for lead-free petrol,
and when. In the interests of market uniformity and
to prevent divergence among Member States I there-
fore disagree with this proposal.

Re 6b and c: reduction of the maximum permitted
lead level to 0.15 g/l by 1985 to be followed by the
introduction of a lead-free grade of petrol. Apart from
the fact that some Member States could not meet
these deadlines for technical reasons related to oil-re-
fining capacity, these proposals could only be imple-
mented in the light of the foregoing arguments
provided that Community standards for petrol grades
were established at the same time. Article 3 of Direc-
tive 611/78 referred to above stipulates that the elimi-
nation of lead from petrol must not affect its quality.
In view of the report’s proposals it seems advisable to
formulate a precise definition of the type and grade of
petrol envisaged, in order to avoid partitioning the
market. Regarding the timetable for reducing the
maximum permitted lead level to 0.15 g/l the
Commission thinks that any measures must apply to
the whole Community and be enforced simultane-
ously, and that they will probably entail Community
regulations on petrol grades. The Commission will
call on those Member States that have not already
done so — and I think this answers a number of your
questions — to cut their lead levels to the region of
0.15 g proposed in the present Community recom-
mendation. This will have the immediate effect of
reducing lead emission from this source by about
60 %. I know that this will satisfy most speakers ;
only one regarded 0.15 g as an absurd level. I think
that, as a temporary solution — not the final one —
this roughly 60 % reduction in lead levels from 0.40 g
represents a realistic and worthwhile goal until further
action can be taken.

That brings me to paragraph 7. As I have already said,
both vehicle exhaust legislation and the amendments
to the directive on lead in petrol will have to consti-

tute part of our global approach. They are intercon-
nected, and that is why the problem of air pollution
from vehicle exhausts cannot be resolved before the
end of this year, as demanded in paragraph 7. The
same goes for passing regulations stipulating that all
new vehicles must run on lead-free petrol. We believe
that motions to this effect could be tabled and voted
on next year. We naturally feel that this issue should
be discussed with prospective Member States so that
they can bring their legislation into line with the rest
of the Community before joining.

Before closing I would like to comment on some
aspects of the debate. It has been said, quite rightly,
that blood lead levels caused by air pollution, which
are largely due to vehicle exhaust, can be in the
0.2-0.3 range. We are in possession of scientific data
showing that there are substantial differences between
town and country-dwellers ; we also have material indi-
cating that blood-lead levels are also dependent on
other sources and factors. We agree, however, with the
Royal Commission’s recent report on this subject in
Great Britain, which recommends concentrating first
and foremost on reducing and eliminating lead from
petrol, because of all the known sources of pollution it
is the one that can be dealt with most quickly. This
does not relieve us of our obligation to study other
sources of pollution methodically and scientifically,
e.g. differences in the water solubility of lead
depending on the nature of the water in different
parts of the Community, but we do consider it essen-
tial to begin with lead in petrol because this is the
factor we can control fastest. To recapitulate : we hope
to be able to let you have the technical ERGA reports
soon, probably before the summer recess, and to be
able to bring this important debate to an early and
constructive conclusion in committee and in the
plenary following calculations of how to obtain
optimum results and analysis of the available tech-
nical data.

President. — The debate is closed.

Votel
8. Shipment of hazardous wastes

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-370/83) by Mrs Van Hemeldonck, on behalf of the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection, on the

— proposal from the Commission to the Council
(Doc. 1-1208/82 — COM(82) 892 final) for a direc-
tive on the supervision and control of transfrontier
shipment of hazardous wastes within the European
Community.

1 See Annex L
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Ladies and gentlemen, the Committee on Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection
examined the supervision and control of transfrontier
shipment of hazardous wastes within the Community
against a background of the odyssey of the 41 drums
of dioxin. We therfore had the dubious advantage of
being able to check our work against a specific
striking example. This confrontation of theory and
practice was present with us in determining clear-cut
guidelines for an urgent solution to this problem.

The first guideline is that for transfrontier shipment a
strict definite uniform legal instrument is necessary, a
legal instrument that is applicable in the same way
and in the same form in all Member States, thus a
regulation which is applicable three months after
publication of the texts in the Official Journal of the
European Communities.

Secondly, we wanted to extend the regulations to
dangerous wastes and hazardous substances. A distinc-
tion between waste and hazardous substances is often
theoretical. Remember what happened in Seveso : the
waste from an industrial manufacturing procedure
became a hazardous substance called dioxin. Whether
it is a dangerous waste or hazardous substance, ie.
hazardous to public health and the environment, the
only important thing is that the hazard remains the
same. Whatever you want to call it, whether waste or
dangerous substance, we want to ensure that no one
can suddenly re-name dangerous waste as substances
or products and thus escape supervision and control.

Thirdly, your committee has decided that two things
must be avoided, firstly, that shipments disappear
without trace and secondly, that the authorities do not
even know where dangerous substances are to be
found. That is why we propose a procedure of permits
being granted firstly by the country of origin, then by
the country of transit and finally by the country of
destination. All these documents accompany the ship-
ment until the final dumping, elimination or treat-
ment. This will put an end to all phantom shipments
of dangerous wastes or hazardous substances in the
European Community.

Fourthly, the regulation is not only applicable to trans-
frontier shipments within the European Community
but also to transport through third countries. So we
guarantee equal treatment of all traffic inside and
outside the Community and at the same time avoid
all risks.

Then the committee turned its attention to the ques-
tion of packaging and labelling. The packaging must
be safe and guard against the risks of transport and
must specifically state the type of hazardous substance
or dangercus waste, also the danger from the product
and the measures to be taken in case of accidents.
Vehicles transporting dangerous substances and waste
must carry a standard plate bearing all these data. This

presupposes, of course, that all Member States ratify
the same existing agreements, namely the ADR, RIP,
IMCO and IATA agreements. Greece, Ireland and
Denmark have not yet done so.

To limit the risk even further and to make control
even more effective, the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection, with
the support of the Committee on Transport, proposes
that really safe routes should be specifically designated
for this traffic. For the same reasons the number of
frontier crossings can be limited by mutual consent.
The authorities must ensure that these frontier posts
are manned by the necessary trained staff. We must
also be satisfied that the firms which ship hazardous
substances and dangerous waste offer the necessary
guarantees as to the reliability and suitability of their
technical resources and the training of specialised
staff.

The Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection also believes that the ques-
tion of responsibility must be clearly defined. In prin-
ciple we hold the manufacturer totally responsible
from beginning to end of the operation. Article 12
also clearly defines legal liability for damage caused.

Responsibility for ensuring compliance with the regu-
lation lies first and foremost with the national authori-
ties of each Member State. But we also consider that
the Commission has an important part to play in
supervising the application of this regulation. So we
put a responsibility on the Member States to notify
the Commission about possible routes for this special
shipment, relating to places suitable for storing, elimi-
nating or processing dangerous substances and waste,
and relating to the shipment, storage or elimination.
For reasons of safety we think the Member States and
the Commission should keep these records for at least
ten years, to avoid all risks.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the whole of the
Community shuddered at the thought that a
dangerous poison like dioxin could simply vanish
without trace or move through Europe like a ghost
train. This regulation proposed by the Committee on
the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion provides us with the opportunity of showing the
peoples of Europe that serious problems such as the
protection of life and the environment against
dangerous substances can be solved, and can only be
solved, by Europe as a whole.

The people of Europe are all now turned to the
Council. The President-in-Office of the Council has
already expressed his concern for environmental
problems on several occasions. The people of Europe
and the countries beyond the EEC expect the Council
of Environment Ministers at their meeting on 16 and
17 June to approve and start implementing this regula-
tion. Such a politically responsible action on the part
of the Council will strengthen our peoples’s confi-
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dence in Europe much more than any great declara-
tions and ceremonies. People expect specific action
from the EEC so that Europe develops into a place
where human lives and the environment are
protected. It is now up to you gentlemen in the
Council to speak and act; the eyes of all Europe are
on you.

Mr L Friedrich (PPE), drafisman of the opinion of
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.
— (DE) Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, we have
all been shocked by the Seveso toxic waste scandal,
but the legal position is such that a similar incident
could occur again at any time. The Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs therefore wholeheart-
edly welcomes the Commission’s proposal as a first
step in the right direction. The ultimate goal is clearly
to bring hazardous wastes under complete Commu-
nity control from the moment they arise to the
moment they are disposed of. A qualification that the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs would
wish to make is that, instead of control powers being
introduced at national frontiers, the competent authori-
ties should be entitled to check all shipments of this
kind at any time. Producers of hazardous wastes must
also be compelled — and must be able — to provide
information on the latter’s whereabouts at all times.

There must be no repetition of the Hoffmann-La
Roche case. We are thus grateful for the proposal that
vehicles transporting such shipments should carry a
standard plate identifying their load.

Companies must be stopped from shipping hazardous
substances across European frontiers for reasons of
their own, i.e. because it is cheaper to dispose of them
or the regulations are less stringent elsewhere. We
must aim in the medium term to harmonize Member
States’ legislation on the control of such wastes in
order to discourage producers from shipping them
abroad to dispose of them.

A further goal must be to reduce such shipments
generally, ie. to ensure that wastes are transported to
the nearest dump or to a place where they can safely
be disposed of.

Believing this to be a matter of some urgency, we
consequently welcome the recommendation of the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection that the Commission issue a
regulation rather than a directive. It would be a
mistake, however, to water down this regulation by
extending it to all dangerous substances. This would
weaken the Commission’s proposal and might cause a
delay because it could take the Council of Ministers
years to come to an agreement. If the title of the draft
is extended to include dangerous substances as well as
hazardous wastes — the original title referred to hazar-
dous wastes only, i.e. to a specific situation — as the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and

Consumer Protection has recommended by a chance
majority vote, the provisions would have to be so
extensive that there would be no chance of the
Council of Ministers reaching an early decision.

So unless the inclusion of dangerous substances is
withdrawn, we shall be compelled to reject the draft
altogether. We shall only be able to agree to the prop-
osal to turn it into a regulation provided the original
title is retained, ie. provided it relates to the most
stringent control of hazardous wastes.

If the European institutions fail to resolve this vital
issue, they will be sadly neglecting the safety of their
citizens and the future of Europe. If we show our true
colours now, if we seize this opportunity and show
that we can pass common legislation to protect our
citizens, then we can prove that the European
Community is capable of acting in its citizens™ inter-
ests. Acid rain, toxic substances and similar scourges
of mankind cannot be confined within national fron-
tiers, and that is why they must be combated on an
international — or at least Community — scale.

(Applause)

Mrs Seibel-Emmerling (S). — (DE) Just a point of
order, Mr. President. I would like to know — because
I simply could not tell — whether Mr. Friedrich has
just spoken on behalf of his committee or his political
group. He used the first person plural, and I would
appreciate it if this point could be clarified for our
benefit.

Mr L. Friedrich (PPE), draftsman of the opinion for
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.
— (DE) Mrs. Seibel-Emmerling, as you know, I have
drafted an opinion for the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs and my speech just now repre-
sented an attempt to reflect that opinion. We did not,
however, know — and I assume that is what your ques-
tion refers to — when we were discussing the prop-
osal in committee that the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection had
extended it to include dangerous substances.

The general tenor of debate in the committee leads
me to believe that it will vote in the way I have just
outlined, unless of course its members change their
minds. Opinion was that the matter was urgent, and
that the regulation should relate to hazardous wastes
only ; nobody ever suggested extending it. That is the
point I have been trying to make.

President. — To wind up this little discussion then,
it is perfectly clear that Mr Ingo Friedrich has spoken
on behalf of the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs.

Mr Donnez (L), draftsman of the opinion of the
Legal Affairs Committee. — (FR) Mr President, |
have to report to you, and especially to my French
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colleagues, that the French translation of my opinion
contains an omission : the four last pages are missing.
A corrigendum is being distributed at this moment,
but it will undoubtedly arrive too late. When it does, I
shall be glad if my French colleagues will refer to the
written amendments that they will find in their respec-
tive pigeon-holes.

That being the case, Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I wish to say that the Committee on Legal
Affairs, by unanimously adopting — for which 1
thank them — the amendments that 1 proposed, has
put the finishing touches to the excellent report that
the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection submitted to us.

In fact, it seemed to the Committee on Legal Affairs
that the legal systems of all our countries were power-
less, especially as the present Community regulations
have shown themselves to be perfectly ineffective, and
especially also as, whilst there are restrictions on the
free circulation of products within the Community,
they are obviously not concerned with hazardous
wastes, as has been proved to us recently.

Before dealing — not in their totality, but in their
essence — with the amendments that I have the
honour to put before you, I should like to make a
suggestion to the Committee on the Environment.
That committee wishes the draft directive that it has
put forward to be turned into a draft Regulation.

As far as the principle itself is concerned, I am person-
ally in agreement. The Committee on Legal Affairs is
also in agreement. On the other hand, if we are
seeking efficiency in this matter, it is not a good idea
to turn the directive into a Regulation. I emphasize, ‘if
we are seeking efficiency’.

As things stand at present, work on the directive is at
an advanced stage, and we can hope for very quick
results, as well as the application of the directive in
the law of each of our Member States, in a very short
time. On the other hand, if we decide on a Regula-
tion, that will take far too much time, in our view : the
legal instrument will need to be changed completely.
And I am very much afraid, in particular, that certain
countries, that are already slow to apply directives — 1
can only quote the case of Greece — may totally
reject the idea of a Regulation, which the Committee
responsible is putting forward to us.

For this reason, the Committee on Legal Affairs is
satisfied with the draft that was presented to it, and
hopes that the Assembly will take the same line and
keep the directive in the form in which it was
submitted to us, — as a directive, that is — without
going so far as to make a Regulation of it, whilst recog-
nising, of course, that a Regulation would have very
much more coercive force.

I should like now to say a few words on the principle
of the amendments that have heen adopted by the

Committee on Legal Affairs. We wanted, in the first
place —— as did the committee responsible — the
faculty of making objections or granting permits
(permits for the transport of hazardous wastes) to be
extended to all countries, particularly the country of
transit. In the draft which was submitted to us, there
was no reference to the country of transit. From this
point of view, the amendment that we propose to
Atticle 4 is particularly important.

We also wanted Member States to limit the number of
customs clearance centres (amendment to Article 17).
In our view this is the only means of ensuring an
effective check on the declarations of the firms
concerned. We also considered that the carriers of
hazardous wastes ought to come under the supervision
of a special body, recognized by the competent author-
ities of each of the Member States (amendment to
Article 12).

Finally, we want the time limit for incorporating the
directive into our individual legal systems to be
reduced to six months. This means that we have
sought to be efficient. It also means that, whilst the
Legal Affairs Committee is sometimes criticized for
the over-use of legal red tape, there is none of that
here, as you can see. These amendments, which were
passed unanimously — and this I emphasise — are
only designed to put the finishing touches, harmon-
iously, to a report that I consider to be an excellent
one, and on which I congratulate the rapporteur.

Mrs von Alemann (L), draftsman of the opinion of
the Committee on Transport. — (DE) Mr President,
the Committee on Transport delivered its opinion rela-
tively early, or at least before I had read Mrs Van
Hemeldonck’s report. As draftsman of the opinion of
the Committee on Transport, I held and still hold the
view that it was a good idea of the Commission’s to
draw up a directive.

The Committee on Transport did not query any items
of the Commission’s draft because we felt that from
the point of view of speed and efficiency a directive
was the most suitable instrument, especially if a year
is allowed for its implementation, which is still too
long but better than nothing. Even after the debate
just now I still consider the Transport Committee’s
decision — as Mr Narjes will probably tell us — a
sensible one. Because what is the problem? The
problem is that the transfrontier shipment of
dangerous substances and hazardous wastes is giving
rise to uncontrollable risks. Of course we have viewed
these risks from the point of view of transport, and
that is what I have concentrated on in my opinion.
We felt that the Commission had not phrased certain
points precisely enough, and I am pleased to note that
the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection has turned its attention to
these. We notice, for example, that the recommenda-
tions of the Gatto report of 22 January 1982 on the
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von Alemann

shipment of dangerous substances had been left out.
The Environment Committee has rectified this omis-
sion.

It is especially important that transfrontier shipments
of this kind are properly identified — ie. that the
shipping documents are in order — and also that the
drivers are taught what to do in an emergency. Not
even permits are going to be very useful in the end,
because in an emergency it is the driver who decides
what action to take. The Commission’s proposal
requires clarification in this respect, and that is why

we have suggested some amendments, which have
been accepted. My view remains unchanged that this
proposal for a directive is a sensible idea.

President. — In view of the time we shall now
adjourn this debate. (1)

(The sitting was closed at 8.05 p.m.)

(') Membership of Parliament — Agenda for next sitting:
see Minutes.
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ANNEX I

Votes

The Report of Proceedings records in an annex the rapporteur’s position
on the various amendments as well as explanations of vote. For details of
the voting the reader is referred to the Minutes of the sitting.

SECOND PROUT REPORT (Doc. 1-1180/82 — consumer credit):
REFERRED BACK TO COMMITTEE

CERAVOLO REPORT (Doc. 1-279/83 — lead in petrol) : ADOPTED

The rapporteur spoke :
— IN FAVOUR OF Amendments Nos. 1, 26 and 27;

— AGAINST Amendments Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6,7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33 and 34.

Explanations of vote

Mrs Pantazi (S). — (GR) The report by Mr Ceravolo stresses the seriousness of the
problem of lead in petrol and the harmful effect this lead has on public health.

Let us not forget that vehicle emissions are responsible for, apart from all the other
things, the appearance of lead in the human bloodstream with very often disastrous
consequences for pregnant women and children. In the context of its efforts to clean up
the atmosphere the Greek Government recently decided on a reduction of the lead
content in petrol to the minimum proposed level of 0.15 grammes per litre, with effect
from the beginning of this month. The additional refinery sector cost entailed in
producing petrol for use free of lead or with a reduced lead content must not stand in the
way of the effort to improve the quality of life, particularly in a matter directly related to
the health of all of us.

Naturally, this effort must be accompanied by parallel research into the necessary adapta-
tion of engines manufactured in the Community and by research towards better contro}
of vehicle lead emissions.

For these reasons the Greek Socialists will vote in favour of the Ceravolo report.

Mr Del Duca (PPE). — (I7) I think that this report is very interesting, but nothing
more than that, since the necessary conclusive studies, on which we have to base ourselves
when dealing with the health aspects of the problem, have not yet been made.

We are talking here of possible harm due to the lead content in petrol. I have also heard
the rapporteurs of the other committees talking of economic considerations : 30 million
more litres a week in Italy, 170 million litres more in Europe. If we were faced with
compelling and, above all, unchallengeable arguments, then, as a member of Parliament
and a doctor, I should raise my hand in this Chamber and vote in favour. But we are not
yet sure about what we have been told : we are not sure that petrol that contains lead is
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harmful in this way. And if, moreover, we consider it necessary — as has been said —
that petrol should have a high octane content, and to achieve this high octane content we
use benzole, we may as well say that we have gone from petrol as a source of lead
poisoning to petrol as a source of cancer: we have fallen out of the frying pan into the
fire. For this reason I shall vote against this resolution.

Mrs Squarcialupi (COM). — (I7) Our Group fully approves the Ceravolo report and
congratulates its author on the high level of agreement it has achieved, because of the
extremely responsible nature of the proposals it contains. Timing and methods have been
left to the Commission, so that account can be taken not only of the needs of health and
the environment, but also the economic needs. Those who are opposed to this motion for
a resolution, or who have attempted to hobble it, are looking solely at the economic side,
disregarding questions of health and the environment which, in addition to being human
and social problems, are also problems that, in their turn, seriously concern the
economies and the budgets of our countries.

Efficient studies have been called for on the question of costs : the request is a legitimate
one, and, in a reasonable world in which science can still tell us a great deal, studies
should be made. However, where economic implications are concerned, studies could
more reasonably be carried out on all those gadgets, those innovations that are applied to
cars, and that the consumer accepts without a word, like a pig in a poke.

I think that another positive aspect of this report is that it has already won agreement
outside, from the consumer associations and representatives of the environmental protec-
tion organizations. And, thanks to the impetus that they have provided, we have got as far
as this reasonable proposal that takes account of the present, the past and the future — a
future that comprises a number of factors that our Parliament must not ignore, since
every one of them must contribute to our concern and must be taken account of in our
decisions.

Mt Patterson (ED). — It is with great regret that I am going to vote against this resolu-
tion. I say, with regret, because I accept that lead is a poison and that it probably damages
the health of unborn children. However, I notice that when colleagues like Lord Douro,
talk of lead-free petrol, what they really mean is a lead-free atmosphere. Now it is reas-
onable to prevent the emission of lead into the atmosphere by car exhaust, but there are
two ways of doing this.

The first, is, of course, to move to lead-free petrol. But I do not think we have recognized
sufficiently in this debate that there are costs involved. There are costs in terms of effi-
ciency and there are costs in terms of jobs. With twelve and a half million unemployed in
the Community, we ought to have shown slightly more concern about job effects than we
appear to have done today. Now I accept that there could be no reason why lead-free
petrol could not be on sale and I voted for paragraph é(c).

The second way, namely, laying down rigorous emission standards should be given more
emphasis. I find it curious that the Ceravolo report makes no reference whatsoever of
emission standards. I do point out that the IMAC opinion, which I agree is a much better
opinion, states that the reason why lead-free petrol was introduced in Japan and the
United States has got nothing to do with the poison lead. It was necessary for getting rid
of unburned hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxide.

Emission standards would be legally 2 much more acceptable way of doing things. Filters
are available which both remove the lead and contain a lead tolerant catalyst. I think the
Commission — and I have asked the Commission to do this — when it comes to draft its
directive, should examine the possibility of emission standards as an alternative to lead-
free petrol.

It is with great regret that I have to vote against the Ceravolo report.

Mr Pearce (ED). — I have listened to the debate and I have read the amendments. 1
wish it could be said that other people who are present had actually read what the amend-
ments say before leaping into something merely because it seems to be attractive or
trendy or vote-catching.
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Heavens, anybody can raise a scare and insist that something must be instantly changed.
You will be leaping to ban leaded pencils next if somebody raises a scare about that.

So why are we going to lose 3 000 jobs — 3 000 jobs, Mr Collins ! — in my constituency.
This has to be faced in the long run. But why is this to be done all of a sudden in such a
tearing hurry ? What is the evidence ? As Mr Patterson says, the American experience is
irrelevant to what we are doing. The British experience is inconclusive as the extent of
the risk, and there is a lack of data about where all the other lead in blood comes from.
There is a risk. Something must be done about it but why this tearing hurry ? Is it just for
political effect ? Are we, just for that reason, to lose 3 000 jobs more rapidly than neces-
sary in an area which already has 20 % unemployment ? I will accept this move when the
facts have been looked into properly. Until then, I cannot, and I will oppose this motion.

Mr Provan (ED). — Whatever might have been said by some of my colleagues in this
group, for very understandable constituency interests, let there be no doubt in this Parlia-
ment that my group will give the fullest support to the Ceravolo report.

I am delighted also that Stanley Johnson’s amendments were accepted by Parliament
because: I think they make a significant improvement in the report. It would have been
totally wrong for this report not to include all fuels that might power motor cares. At the
same time it also gives motor manufacturers within the Community the required push to
actually alter the design of future engines.

Mr President, let this Parliament be in no doubt whatsoever also that the British Conserva-
tive Government is giving a strong lead in this direction to the whole of Europe at the
present time by seeking to ban the use of lead in petrol. I am also glad that the Royal
Commission has recently reported and backed the decision that the government has
taken. But, of course, the British Government, Mr President, wishes to do this in conjunc-
tion with all our European Community partners. Therefore it is very important for Parlia-
ment to take a strong stand on this issue. That is why my group is so keen to support this
resolution.

One of the major issues that faces us is the pollution of the atmosphere. The Committee
on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protection recently had a public
hearing on acid rain. It was evident from that hearing that it is the total atmospheric
pollution that is the main problem and the catalytic effect of lead in the atmosphere is
one of the main reasons why we have acid rain. I am glad that the Commission was able
to come out so strongly and say that this was a necessary first step because I believe that
filters that have been talked about in this debate today are not a good enough solution to
the problem of atmospheric pollution.

Mr Collins (8). — The Socialist Group will, of course, vote in favour of the Ceravolo
report because it is a report which is concerned about not just the present health but also
the future health of people in Europe. We will vote for it because it has avoided falling
prey to the sophisticated and expensive lobbying that has so far distinguished at least one
side of the argument in this affair. We will vote for it because it recognizes the European
scale and we will vote for it in spite of the fact that we heard some voices raised against it
this afternoon. We are very pleased that the United Kingdom Government has joined our
campaign to take lead out of petrol and we only regret that we had to wait until the
general election was called in the United Kingdom in order to do it.

We believe that the European Parliament’s intentions must not be ignored and we will
vote for it because we believe that Mr Ceravolo has considered the employment implica-
tions of the problem ; he has assessed the evidence and he has weighed it very carefully.

But I would like to finish with this one comment. When Mr Pearce and his friends have
resigned from the party that has created 4 million unemployed in my country and 75 %
youth unemployment in my constituency, then I will accept his concern about jobs as
genuine — but certainly not until then.
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Mr Geronimi (DEP). — (FR) Although atmospheric pollution is mainly due to oxides
of sulphur, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide and dust, the presence of lead in the air is
anything but negligible. It is the most abundant and most widespread metal poison in the
atmosphere.

Unlike other pollutants, lead has a very considerable cumulative effect. It causes a change
in the biosynthesis of haemoglobin by inhibiting the amino-levulinic dehydratase. As
soon as the concentration of amino-levulinic acid is reduced by 2mg/m? it falls to
between 60 and 30 % of its maximum value in individuals with a blood lead level of from
20-40mg, which is the level in all town-dwellers without any special additional occupa-
tional exposure : 1 to 2mg/m? in town air, and 10mg/m? in Paris, over 97 % of which is
due to internal combustion engines.

Biochemical injury is thus present well before the clinical signs of lead poisoning are
evident. Moreover, the danger threshold can be reached in periods of acid or oxidizing
smog. The latter, which is also known as photochemical smog, is produced by the combi-
nation of strong sunlight and the emission of pollutants from cars, especially the emission
of car pollutants when a sudden change of temperature occurs, which frequently happens
in Los Angeles (60 days a year) and which has been reported at Genoa. The lead then acts
synergetically with all the other pollutants, which have undergone a transformation that
makes them even more noxious.

Health is a priority consideration, as several of the speakers have so rightly pointed out:
we must therefore move progressively towards lead-free petrol, and I shall vote in favour
of the Ceravolo resolution.

Mrs Lentz-Cornette (PPE). — (FR) Mr President, I should like to ask what is meant by
the teym ‘explanation of vote’. I think what we have just had was more of a scientific
lecturé, and I should like if if we could keep to explanations of vote.

President. — You are right, Mrs Lentz-Cornette, but the President must listen to all who
wish to make an explanation of vote, even if they put it at great length.

Mr Lalor (DEP), in writing. — I am very much in favour of the Ceravolo report. Every-
thing must be done to clear the dangerous lead from fuel as speedily as possible and I am
with Mr Ceravolo and the Environment Committee in exhorting the Commission to press
urgently forward to this end.
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ANNEX II

COMMISSION ACTION ON EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT OPINIONS ON
COMMISSION PROPOSALS DELIVERED AT THE APRIL AND MAY 1983
PART-SESSIONS

This is an account, as arranged with the Bureau of Parliament, of the action taken by the
Commission in respect of amendments proposed at the April and May 1983 part-sessions
in the framework of parliamentary consultation, and of disaster aid granted.

A. Commission proposals to which Parliament proposed amendments that the Commis-
sion bas accepted in whole or in part (April and May 1983 part-sessions)

1. Report by Mr Johnson closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the
proposal from the Commission of the European Communities to the Council for a
regulation concerning Community environment schemes

The amendment to the proposal for a Council regulation concerning Community
environment schemes (') was approved by the Commission on 19 May 1983 and
sent to the Council on 25 May 1983. It will be sent to the European Parliament
next week.

2. Report by Mr Purvis closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the prop-
osal from the Commission of the European Communities to the Council for a regu-
lation on the provision of financial incentives for certain types of investment in
rational use of energy

The amended proposal has been approved by the Commission and will be sent to
the Council and the European Parliament as quickly as possible.

3. Report by Mr Markopoulos closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on
the Commission proposal for a Council decision adopting an experimental
Community action to stimulate the efficacy of the Euroean Economic Commu-
nity’s scientific and technical potential

The Commission has begun the internal procedure for amending its original prop-
osal. The amendment adopted by the European Parliament on the wording of para-
graph 2 in Annex A to the proposal for a Council decision will be incorporated.

4. Report by Mr Petronio closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the
Commission proposal for a Council decision amending Decision 82/402/EEC
adopting a research and development programme (1982-85) in the raw material
sector

The Commission has begun the procedure so that an amended version of its orig-
inal proposal can be sent to the Council. This will. incorporate the amendment to
Atticle 2 (1) of the proposal for a Council decision adopted by the European Parlia-
ment.

() COM(83) 307 final, 24 May 1983
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5. Report by Mr De Gucht closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the

Commission proposal for a Council regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No
2779/78 on the procedure for applying the ECU to legal acts adopted in the
customs sphere

The Commission will be putting an amending proposal in line with parliamentary
wishes before the Council forthwith. Parliament will be informed in due course.

. Report by Mr Nyborg closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the

Commission proposals to the Council for:

(i) a regulation laying down certain measures for the standardization and simplifi-
cation of statistics on trade between Member States

(i) a regulation introducing a specimen declaration form to be used in intra-
Community trade

The Commission will be putting before the Council forthwith an amending
-proposal in line with parliamentary wishes, except for the text proposed by Par-
liament for Article 1 (1).

On the substance of the question, the Commission is prepared to take Parlia-
ment’s request into consideration, but it still considers that this regulation is not
the appropriate place to do so..

This regulation is only concerned with the single specimen form, and not with
the different varieties of procedure. This is clearly apparent in the preamble to
the proposal, which makes explicit reference to Article 4 (1) of the basic regula-
tion. The question of the approval of load lists, on the other hand, is an essen-
tial part of the simplified procedures which are dealt with in Article 10 of the
basic regulation. This is where the clarification desired by Parliament should be
made.

. Report by Mr Marshall closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the

Commission proposal for a Council regulation on the formation of rates for the
carriage of goods by road between Member States

With reference to the three amendments accepted by the Commission at the
plenary sitting :

(a) an amendment will be drafted stipulating, in Article 7 of the proposal, that the
hauliers’ organizations are to take into account the views of transport users and
employees ; (This amendment cannot be made unless the Council does not act
on the proposal on 7 June)

(b) the Commission can already give Parliament an undertaking to send it the
Road Haulage Tariff Committee’s annual report, without this involving any
amendment of the legislative text (chairmanship of the Committee being vested
in the Commission);

(c) Parliament’s desire to see the tariff regulation reviewed 5 years after it enters
into force also corresponds to the Council bodies’ obvious intention, which the
Commission has approved.

. Report by Mr Rogalla closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the

Commission proposal for a 13th Council directive on the harmonization of the
laws of the Member States relating to turnover taxes — Arrangements for the
refund of value added tax to taxable persons not established in Community terri-
tory.

The Commission is going to prepare an amended proposal for a directive (under
the second paragraph of Article 149 of the Treaty) which will include the amend-
ments it accepted at the May plenary sitting.
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B. Commission proposals to which Parliament proposed amendments that the Commis-
sion has not felt able to accept

Nil

C. Commission proposals in respect of which Parliament delivered favourable opinions
or did not request formal amendment

1. Report by Mr Cervolo on the Commission Memorandum on the reduction and
re-organization of working time

The Commission considers that Parliament’s resolution accords with the principles
set out in the Memorandum. At its meeting on 20 May the Standing Committee on
Employment discussed the reduction and re-organization of working time, and the
government, employee and Commission representatives agreed with the principles
in the resolution.

The question will be re-discussed at the Labour Ministers Council session on 2
July, and the Commission hopes that it will be given a brief to present specific
proposals on the subject. If it is, the Commission’s proposals will give due impor-
tance to the principles laid down in the resolution.

2. Report by Mr Ghergo closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the
Commission proposal for a Council regulation amending Regulation (EEC)
1408/71 on the application of social security schemes to employed persons, to self-
employed persons and to their families moving within the Community and Regula-
tion (EEC) No 574/72 fixing the procedure for implementing Regulation (EEC) No
1408/71

In item 4 of the resolution the wish is expressed that the amendments proposed
there should be included in the up-dating of the regulations.

The Council meeting on 2 June 1983 is expected to adopt :
(i) the regulation amending Regulations (EEC) Nos 1408/71 and 574/72 with
which the resolution is concerned,

(i) the regulation up-dating those Regulations, including the amendments made to
them by the regulation at (i)

3. Report by Mrs Tove Nielsen closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on :
(i) the Commission Communication to the Council on new information technolo-
gies and vocational training : new Community action for the period 1983-87,

(i) the draft Council decision on vocational training policies in the European
Community during the 80s

The report presented by Mrs Nielsen to the European Parliament (16 May) and
the resolution it adopted are concerned with two Commission texts (communica-
tion and draft resolution) :

(i) New Technologies and Vocational Training (COM(82) 296 final),

(i) Vocational Training Policy for the 80s in the European Communities
(COM(82) 637 final).
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Item (i) should be adopted at the Social Affairs Council session on 2 June 1983.
Item (i) will be taken at the Joint Labour/Education Council session on 3 June

1983.

The draft resolutions presented to the Council (via COREPER) take Parliament’s
suggestions into account to a considerable extent, particularly with regard to
women. It will be noted that the emphasis placed by Parliament on the impor-
tance of education in relation to new technologies has in a way been anticipated
by the resolution the Council and Education Ministers are expected to adopt on
2 June on measures relating to the introduction of new technologies in educa-

tion.

4. Report by Mr Gabert closing the parliamentary consultation procedure on the prop-
osal for a Council decision on the commercial independence of the railways in the
management of their international luggage and passenger traffic

Items 1 and 2:

Items 3-5:

Item 7:

Item 8:

Item 9:

Item 10:

Proposal for a Council decision on the commercial independence of
ratlways

The Commission has taken note of Parliament’s opinion in favour
of its proposal.

The proposal is on the agenda for the Council session on 7 June
1983 and likely to be adopted.

Railway cooperation

The Commission is continuing its efforts to have its action
programme of 7 May 1983 implemented.

Proposals for draft recommendations on commercial management
and technical operating conditions in particular will be put before
the Council by the end of the first half of 1983.

The Commission monitors the activity of railways in the same way
as other forms of transport to ensure that Community rules are
strictly applied.

Back in January 1981 the Commission put a proposal before the
Council for the achievement of budget balance by the railways. As
stated in Annex A to its communication of 9 February 1983, this
proposal is going to be withdrawn and replaced in the course of
the year. The new proposal will probably include :

defining the limits of the State’s responsibility for railway infras-
tructure,

partial re-organization of railways’ capital structure by the
owner State,

measures to enable the grant of budget-balancing subsidies to
be more strictly controlled.

As already stated at 8, the Commission is also trying to arrive at a
new definition of the limits of the State’s responsibility for railway
infrastructure. There are already Community rules governing activi-
ties undertaken by railways in the public interest. The new prop-
osal mentioned above will also cover the various aspects of separate
accounting, a field where other existing Council regulations could
usefully be referred to.

Allocation of infrastructure costs

The Commission is currently preparing the proposal on the alloca-
tion of infrastructure costs referred to in its Memorandum on the
common transport policy. An initial exchange of views with the
committee of government experts has already taken place and a
number of meetings are planned for the near future.
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D. Disaster aid supplied since the last part-session

L. Emergency aid within the Community
Nothing to report.

1. Emergency aid for third countries
(b) Financial aid
320,000 ECU for flood victimes in Peru
200,000 ECU to the Government of Botswana for Zimbabwe refugees
2,000,000 ECU for famine victims in Ethiopia :
500,000 ECU to the Government for specific projects
750,000 ECU to the ICRC
200,000 ECU to UNICEF
550,000 ECU to a consortium of Protestant NGOs

900,000 ECU for dysentry sufferers in Burundi
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(Applause)
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that in view of its importance, or in view of the fact
that quite a number of Members have taken the
trouble to work on a particular question, this matter
can simply be dealt with through the Minutes. I there-
fore request you, Mr President, in case this creates a
precedent, simply to state that this report will be
taken out of the Minutes and will be discussed at a
later date.

President. — Mr Bangemann, on this subject I have
the following statement to make to the House :

Pursuant to Rule 111(3) of the Rules of Procedure,
the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
tions has forwarded to the President an interpreta-
tion of Rule 49(3 and 6). The President, again
pursuant to Rule 111(3), informed Parliament of
this at the beginning of yesterday’s sitting and
arranged for the interpretation to be published in
the Minutes of that sitting, which were issued this
morning.
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President

Again pursuant to the Rules of Procedure, if a
political group or at least 10 Members oppose the
interpretation proposed by the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure, the matter is referred to Parlia-
ment, which gives it opinion by simple majority.

That is the point raised by Mr Bangemann.

Parliament must then vote and decide whether it
accepts the interpretation proposed by the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
tions or wishes the matter to be referred to the
committee.

In order to avoid any misunderstandings and to allow
all Members sufficient time for reflection, I propose
that this matter be put to the vote at voting-time this
afternoon — that is to say, at 4.30 p.m. If the House
agrees, it will thus have a whole day to make up its
mind whether it accepts the interpretation or refers it
to committee.

That is the Bureau’s proposal. If there are no objec-
tions and no further comments, the Minutes of
Proceedings may be taken as approved with the excep-
tion of this one point, which will be taken up again at
430 p.m.

Mr Pflimlin (PPE). — (FR)} Mr President, I must say
that I was very much surprised to learn, somewhat by
chance, that a matter of such importance could be
settled merely by adopting the Minutes of yesterday’s
sitting. Many of our colleagues have not yet seen the
Minutes, and those who are absent could naturally not
foresee that such an important question would be thus
dealt with in a few seconds at the beginning of the
sitting. 1 thank Mr Bangemann for having raised this
problem.

After having consulted Rule 111, I submit to you a
statement signed by 10 Members of our Assembly
who are opposed to the interpretation given by the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions to
Rule 49 of our Rules of Procedure.

I would like to add that I believe a matter of such
importance should be referred to this committee. I do
not want to go into the merits of the question at this
point. Some of us are familiar with them, while others
are less so. It is a complex and important issue. To
treat it so hastily would be unworthy of this Assembly.

Now there is the time-limit to be considered. You
have proposed that the vote be held this afternoon at
4 o’clock. This seems to me to allow very little time,
for the report of the Committee on the Rules of Proce-
dure and Petitions is long and complex. It raises a
number of legal problems, and it might be desirable
for the groups themselves to be able to discuss these
problems. This in turn presupposes that the text will
be distributed . ..

(Applause)

I suggest, therefore, that the vote be postponed until
Thursday, for example.

(Applause)

President. — On the Bureau’s behalf, I can accept
your request and accordingly put to the House your
proposal that the vote be deferred to 6 p.m. on
Thursday.

Mr Galland (L). — (FR) Mr President, I still wish
that you would clarify this matter a little. What
method will our Assembly adopt ? On such an impor-
tant matter, we cannot hold a simple vote at 6 o’clock

on Thursday without a modicum of debate before-
hand.

I have here the Minutes of yesterday’s sitting and the
interpretation of the Committee on the Rules of Proce-
dure and Petitions. I should say, as a substitute
member of this committee, that the committee did
not provide a simple interpretation, but rather a new
and different formulation of a rule which has not
been adopted by our Assembly. Therefore, a debate on
the substance should be held in order to clarify the
issue.

Can you tell us what method will be used, either on
Thursday before the vote or at any time during tomor-
row’s sitting before the vote, in order that we may go
into the matter more deeply and hold a debate upon
it?

President. — Mr Galland, we shall first propose the
reference to committee before preparing this debate.
Apart from that, we shall be examining this matter
today with all the groups.

Mr Patterson (ED). — My point refers to a different
matter. On page 3 of the English Minutes, there are
three circles and then a separate paragraph which
does not appear to constitute an interpretation of Rule
71. Could you tell me whether this separate paragraph
is or is not a ruling by the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions under Rule 111 ? In this case,
will it therefore also be voted on on Thursday if your
suggestion is taken up ?

President. — The text you refer to is one of the
disputed texts on which the Parliament will have to
make a decision. Mr Bangemann is perfectly right:
such an important text cannot be adopted in the
course of a routine decision on the Minutes. We shall
have to consider the matter together with President
Dankert and the rest of the Bureau and then on
Thursday decide whether we are to open a full-scale
debate or refer the matter to committee so as to have
more time to arrive at a more precise interpretation. If
you agree, I would ask you therefore not to open a
debate now.

Mr Aigner (EPP). — (DE) Mr President, we have
before us a report by our Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions which, quite apart from this
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specific case, for the purpose of which it was drawn
up, is extremely important. If this report were now
adopted by a chance majority — and it could only be
a chance majority now — then it would be possible at
any time to manipulate the absolute majority of this
Parliament by tricks involving the Rules of Procedure.

(Applause)

I do not want to leave this eminently important ques-
tion of whether the Bureau or a group can manipulate
this Parliament’s majority to a chance decision. That
is why I insist that we should not vote on it this week
but that first the report should be translated into all
the official languages ...

(Applause)

so that all the groups can study it carefully and
consider its implications. Only then should we vote,
in full knowledge of what we are voting on.

Let me say something else, and I put it very
cautiously. The suspicion that Parliament’s majority is
being manipulated here has gradually become a
talking point in the corridors of this House. The
Bureau should do all it can to prevent such rumours
from spreading ...

(Applause)

so that the view of the majority of this Parliament can
really prevail. I warn the Bureau! Otherwise I think
we should consider amending the Rules of Procedure
to prevent such machinations.

(Applause)

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, I wish to point
out once more that the Bureau itself has said that the
Parliament must decide if the interpretation is
disputed. The Parliament is not the Bureau, and here
there can be no talk of manipulation, Mr Aigner. The
vice-presidents, President Dankert and the entire
Bureau will study the matter carefully, but please, we
want no debate about the subject now. On Thursday,
we shall vote on the question of referring the matter
to committee ; if Parliament rejects this, then the text
will be put to the vote. Will no one ask for the floor
on a point of order to call the House finally to order ?

We do not want a debate: that will come on
Thursday.

Mr Janssen van Raay (PPE). — (VL) Mr President,
I asked for the floor because I agree with Mr Galland’s
proposal not to decide on Thursday whether or not a
debate from precede the vote on reference to
committee, but to decide now that a debate must
precede the vote under Rule 111 (4). So we should
decide now that first we shall have a debate and then
the vote, and see later when the vote will be taken.

President. — Mr Janssen van Raay, I would ask you
not to press the point any further. All we- are
concerned with is the interpretation of a particular
passage in the Rules of Procedure, and that does not

need to be the subject of an exhaustive debate. If it
turns out on Thursday that the interpretation we
asked for — and President Dankert asked for an inter-
pretation from the Committee on the Rules of Proce-
dure and Petitions — is unsatisfactory, one speaker
can speak in favour and another against and then the
vote must decide whether the question is to be
referred to committee. Let us not hold a debate now;
that is not logical behaviour; it is the Bureau’s wish
that the Parliament should have sufficient time. Let us
now get on with the agenda.

Mr Bangemann (L). — (DE) Mr President, you
know that I have always supported the Bureau in its
difficult task, but — and I am not addressing these
words to you and not making any personal criticism
of you — the fact that you have now discussed this
matter here for twenty minutes is something for
which not the House but in fact the President or the
Bureau is responsible. Surely it was patently obvious
that this matter would be taken up immediately. In
order not to waste any more time, and in the interests
of those who, as Mr Aigner said, want more time,
surely we can proceed in the way you suggested : on
Thursday at 6 p.m. we put it to the vote : either we
refer it to committee, then we should have more time
in any case ; or we say : no, we have not discussed this
long enough, we want to discuss it properly again in
July and decide then. We can decide this on
Thursday, and that would also give us a chance to
hold a preliminary discussion of this matter in the
groups. To be quite honest, I am as surprised as
anyone else and will also have to talk to my group
about it first this evening. That seems to me to be the
proper procedure, for if the losing minority feels it has
been tricked in this matter, that would also seriously
prejudice the majority. That is why we should deal
very fairly and decently with one another.

President. — That is a clear suggestion. Mr Bange-
mann proposes on a point of order that we vote on
Thursday on all the questions raised in this connec-
tion. I beg you not to carry this debate any further.
The vote will take place on Thursday at 6 p.m.

Mr von der Vring (S). — (DE) Mr President, you
cannot give preference to individual groups in this
discussion. It is not a question of the dispute which
has arisen here. What Mr Bangemann said can be
accepted in full. There are no objections as regards the
Rules of Procedure. It is a question of the intolerable
remarks made by Mr Aigner, which are an insult to
the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petit-
ions and which call for a reprimand. Mr President,
you too could have made this statement to protect the
honour of this Parliament.

We have Rule 111, which provides a simplified proce-
dure for amending the Rules of Procedure, provided
there is a consensus in the House. Whether or not
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there is such a consensus will first depend on whether
a group or a certain number of Members raise objec-
tions. My group has the document — other groups are
not so well organized and do not manage to produce
these papers so quickly in the House ; but, ladies and
gentlemen, this is a common occurrence. We decide
on an organization of the market in sugar without
having even seen the documents, and the gentlemen
on the other side make good use of that. A chance
majority in this House votes. If you try to make that
part of the Rules of Procedure, we might as well shut
up shop. The gentlemen on the other side regularly
do everything they can to prevent votes on agricul-
tural questions being taken on a Friday. Why?
Because they fear a loss of majority, once they have
gone away, and do not want others to vote. Is that not
‘manipulation’ ? I would like the concept of ‘manipula-
tion of this House’ to be rejected.

Mr Aigner (EPP). — (DE) May I just put one ques-
tion, surely that is allowed! I would like to know
whether the report of the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions can be made available to the
Members in all official languages by tomorrow, and I
ask, regardless of the present incident, for this docu-
ment to be examined thoroughly with a view to es-
tablishing what it would mean for this Parliament if
this precedent really led to an interpretation of the
Rules of Procedure.

(Applause)

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, we are
concerned, not with a report, but merely with the
wording of an interpretation which you can find in
the Minutes of yesterday's proceedings. If this text
fails to give satisfaction — and that the Bureau fears
and that is precisely why the statement was read out
— then the matter will be put to the vote in Parlia-
ment on Thursday at 6 p.m. That should be clear.

Mr Sieglerschmidt (S). — (DE) Mr President, I
would like to make a personal statement, pursuant to
Rule 67, on the remarks made by Mr Aigner. It was of
course very nice of Mr von der Vring to take the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions
under his wing, but I am a member of that committee
and feel extremely taken aback at what Mr Aigner has
said. We have considered this interpretation very care-
fully in several meetings. We appointed a rapporteur,
and I find it monstrous for words such as ‘ma-
nipulation’ to be applied here. My view as regards Mr
Aigner is that he must at least witi:draw that word in
relation to the Committee on the Rules of Procedure
and Petitions.

President. — Mr Sieglerschmidt, you must think
again about what has just been said. The Chair has no
such objections. If Mr Aigner wants to say something

more, he can do so, but I ask him not to open a
further debate with Mr Siegierschmidt.

Mr Aigner (EPP). — (DE) Mr President, may I quite
calmly make a personal statement. I in no way meant
the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
tions, but the history of the matter, how this proce-
dure came to be used. Nor did I say that I analysed
manipulation in that way; I only said that the word
‘manipulation’ is being used throughout the House
and that a Bureau must beware of such talk. If Mr
Bangemann had not paid attention, then, without the
House having any awareness of it, a decision would
have gone through by chance, unbeknown to us, and
that would have been tantamount to manipulation.

Mr Gontikas (PPE). — (GR) Mr President, just three
minutes ago you said that the document forwarded by
the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
tions is not a report, not even a petition, but simply a
statement. I would like you to tell me on the basis of
which provision in the Rules of Procedure you have
entered this document in the Minutes, and in such a
manner, indeed, and on the basis of which provision
the Bureau will rule admissible the debate on such a
document on Thursday.

I would also like to point out that there is a clear
breach here of the Rules of Procedure, and allow me
to agree with Mr Aigner that this breach is perhaps
deliberate, at a time when Members have not got
copies of such an important text in their own
languages.

President. — At the beginning of my statement on
behalf of the Bureau, I said — and this is the answer
to your question :

Pursuant to Rule 111 (3) of the Rules of Procedure,
the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
tions has forwarded to the President an interpreta-
tion of Rule 49 (3 and 6).

That is the text that you will find in the report of
today’s plenary sitting. We shall accordingly have an
opportunity at 6 p.m. on Thursday to discuss the
matter further after proper preparation. That is the
end of the matter for now.

I ask you to approve the Minutes, with the exception
of that item to which objections were raised.

Are there any comments ?

The Minutes, with the exception of the item just
referred to, are approved.

2. Welcome

President. — Ladies and gentlemen, I have the plea-
sure of welcoming to our Parliament a delegation
from the Spanish Cortes led by Mr Manuel Medina.

(Applause)
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The Spanish Delegation is visiting us in order, among
other things, to prepare for the forthcoming meeting
of the European Parliament-Spain Joint Committee.
This meeting is due to take place in September in
Madrid. The European Parliament has repeatedly
expressed itself, by a large majority, in favour of
Spain’s rapid accession to the Community, and I am
sure that the work of the Joint Committee will con-
tribute to the realization of this goal.

On behalf of the Parliament, I wish Mr Medina and
his colleagues much success as a result of their stay
here in Strasbourg.

(Applause)!

3. Decision on urgent procedure

Regulation laying down implementing rules on food-
aid management (Doc. 1-60/83):

Mr Poniatowski (L), chairman of the Committee on
Development and Cooperation. — (FR) Mr President,
there is a delicate issue which is at present the object
of a slight disagreement with the Council. This issue
is that of food aid, particularly emergency food aid,
and we have urgent requests. On the other hand, the
Council has impinged upon Parliament’s budg=tary
powers in this matter, and I have therefore asked Presi-
dent Dankert to invite the Council to lose no time in
sending us a letter promising to respect these budge-
tary powers in the future. I was informed yesterday
that this letter was to be sent immediately, and there-
fore, if you agree, Mr President, we can debate this
question and vote on it on Friday.

Mr Cohen (S). — (NL) Mr Presideat, in view of Mr
Poniatowski’s statement I really would urge the House
not to agree to urgent procedure. I disagree with Mr
Poniatowski’s line of argument. What is the situation
at the moment ? During the last part-session, when
the Council also asked us to deal with this urder
urgent procedure, we decided not to because we are
indeed at loggerheads with the Council. This concerns
our budgetary powers, one of the few powers this
House enjoys, and without as much as giving hs a
second thought the Council took decisions unaccep-
table to us. On that occasion, a large majority in tlis
House decided to ask the Council firstly for more
information on its intentions now that we had refused
urgent procedure, and secondly we asked for further
opportunities for discussion with the Council. So far
we have received no information from the Council.
Admittedly, 1 have been given to understand that a
letter is on the way, but we have no idea what this
letter says, and if it does not come up to our expecta-
tions, then we must immediately, on Friday, repeat
what we said last month and refuse urgent procedure.

! For the announcement of motions for resolutions tabled
for the topical and urgent debate, see the Minutes of
Proceedipgs of this sitting.

I think, Mr President, that we should do that now. We
are still awaiting the information from the Council.
The Council should review its internal procedure and
accelerate matters. We want nothing other than to
reach agreement with the Council as quickly as
possible. We also want to put the Council’s proposals
into practice as soon as possible, but in such a way as
does not infringe Parliament’s powers. That is the
least we can ask of the Council, Mr President, and that
is why I believe we must refuse the Council’s request,
in spite of Mr Poniatowski’s proposal. We shall wait
for this letter, sze what information it contains and
then take the necessary decision in July.

President. — Mr Poniatowski, chairman of the
committee concerned, has now given his view, Mr
Cohen has spoken against. Does anyone wish to speak
in favour?

Mr Lange (S), Chairman of the Committee on
Budgets. — (DE) Mr President, if you will let me
speak, you will soon hear what I am in favour of. I
support Mr Poniatowski, while taking due account of
what has been said by Mr Cohen. If no letter arrives,
Parliament owes it to itself to reject the request for
urgent procedure on Friday and not deal with the
matter ; if the letter is unsatisfactory, the same treat-
ment is called for, as Mr Poniatowski has pointed out.
If, therefore, Parliament handles the matter sensibly,
as I hope it will, no difficulties can arise.

In these circumstances, we should grant the request of
the chairman of the Committee on Development and
Cooperation.

(Parliament decided to adopt urgent procedure)

Directive on air pollution by motor-vehicle gases
(Doc. 1-192/82):

Mr Tyrrell (ED). — Mr President, the position is
simple. Under the Treaty of Rome no law can be
made relating to the exhaust fumes of motor-cars
without consultation of Parliament. In 1970, despite
Parliament’s protests, that power was taken away from
Parliament by a directive on petrol engines. Now the
Commission comes forward with a proposal, asking
that we not only continue to forego our right to be
consulted on petrol engines but also forego our right
to be consulted on diesel engines. Last month Parlia-
ment said : ‘Hold on ! We are not 3oing to go that far,
but we will meet you half-way. We will agree to a
limit on our power of consultation in relation to
diesel engines, provided you give us back part of the
power you have already taken away in relation to
petrol engines” On that basis we refused to give an
opinion at that stage. Now, only three weeks later,
before tne Commission has had an opportunity to
meet us, the Council comes along and asks for urgent
procedure. The letter of request for urgent procedure
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is, if I may say so, an insult to this House. It gives no
reason for urgent procedure. All it says is that delay
would risk calling the implementation of the directive
into question. Mr President, that is no reason.

My group wants this directive, and so we will vote for
urgent procedure. However, we couple it with this
warning to the Commission and to the Council:
unless they come along, when this matter is voted on
later in the week, with an assurance to Parliament that
our powers of consultation will in some way be main-
tained, then they are unlikely to get the opinion they
want.

Mr Collins (S), rapporteur. — Mr President, before
we vote on this, it would be as well if the House were
to hear from Mr Narjes himself, because I think that
he has something very interesting to say to the House,
following on Mr Tyrrell’s intervention. By and large
the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection would accept the view that
Mr Tyrrell has expressed. If Mr Narjes can assure us
that he is willing to engage in discussions on the hori-
zontal point raised, then I think we should be able to
vote for urgent procedure. On the other hand, if he
says he is not prepared to discuss this with us at all,
then we may take a very different view.

Mr Narjes, Member of the Commission. — (DE) Mr
President, on behalf of the Commission I wish to
support Mr Tyrrell’s request and that of the Council
of Ministers. This is an important and urgent problem,
nor are there any differences of opinion on this matter
between the Commission and this House. It is a hori-
zontal problem, and the Commission intends to make
a brief statement on it before the vote on the Collins
report.

(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)

Regulation on the market in fruit and vegetables
(Doc. 211/83):

Mr Frith (EPP). — (DE} Mr President, on behalf of
the Committee on Agriculture I request that we do
not decide on this request for urgent procedure now.
The Committee on Agriculture would like to discuss
this proposal. We have called a meeting for 3 p.m.
today and surely it would be appropriate if I could tell
the House the results tomorrow morning and we
voted then — not now but tomorrow.

(Parliament agreed to this request)

4. Community Youth Exchange Programme —
European Foundation

President. — The next item is a joint debate on

— the report by Mr Bocklet, on behalf of the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport, on a European Community
Programme to promote youth exchange (European
Community Youth Exchange Programme) (Doc.
1-78/83); and

— the oral question to the Council, with debate, by
Mr Schwencke, on behalf of the Committee on
Youth, Culture, Education, Information and Sport,
on the European Foundation (Doc. 1—1353/83):

Having regard to the intergovernmental agreement
establishing a European Foundation signed on 29
March 1982,

Having regard to the agreement signed the same
day setting up a Preparatory Committee,

Having regard to the resolution adopted by the
European Parliament on 17 June 1982 (Doc.
1-216/82), which, in particular :

— regretted that the European Foundation was
based on intergovernmental rather than
Community cooperation,

— expressed reservations about the objectives,
structures and methods of the Foundation,

— protested about the lack of any European Par-
liament control over the activities of the Foun-
dation, even though it is partly financed by the
Community budget,

— requested that the European Parliament be
consulted on the appointment of those
Members of the Council of the Foundation
whose appointment is the responsibility of the
Commiss