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Mr Bersani — (I) Mr President, in view of the
motion for a resolution drafted by Mr Ruffolo and the
Socialists, my group has decided against tabling one of
its own. However, it has drafted an amendment in the
light of what has been said in the debate and of the
undertaking given by Vice-President Natali. It is an
amendment replacing paragraph 1 with a new text,
which, I believe, is acceptable to Mr Ruffolo and the
Socialist Group.

President. — I call Mr Dido.

Mr Didd. — () On behalf of the movers of the reso-
lution, 1 accept the amendment which has been
tabled.

President. — I put Amendment No 1 to the vote.
Amendment No 1 is adopted.

I put paragraphs 2 and 3 to the vote.

Paragraphs 2 and 3 are adopted.

I call Mr de la Maléne for an explanation of vote.

Mr de la Maléne — (F) Mr President, I should like
to say that my Group will abstain from voting. We
consider paragraph 2 to be incompatible with the
Treaty. The European Council is not a Community
organ and, consequently, there can be no relationship
between it and this Parliament. So we shall abstain
without going into the merits of the question.

President. — I put to the vote, thus amended, the
motion for a resulution as a whole.

The resolution is adopted. !

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Seefeld interim report (Doc.
1-341/79) : Community contribution to the develop-
ment of air transport.

The resolution is adopted. !

8. Urgent procedure

President. — I have received from Mr Scott-
Hopkins, on behalf of the European Democratic
Group, a motion for a resolution, with request for
urgent debate pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of
Procedure, on the violation of the freedom of the
press and private property in Malta (Doc. 1-419/79).

The reasons supporting this request for urgent debate
are contained in the document itself.

The vote on this request will be taken at the begin-
ning of tomorrow’s sitting.
—

1 OJ C 289 of 19. 11. 1979.

9. Directive on inland-waterway vessels

President— The next item is the report (Doc.
1-380/79) by Mr Baudis, on behalf of the Committee
on Transport, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a direc-
tive laying down technical requirements for inland-wat-
erway vessels.

I call Mr Baudis.

Mr Baudis, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, the
measures which the Commission of the European
Communities proposes in its document meet the
wishes expressed on several occasions by this Parlia-
ment. In several reports, Parliament and its
Committee on Transport have called for the adoption
by the Community of measures to improve the safety
of waterways. | refer more particularly to the report
which Mr Albers prepared two years ago and in which
he urged the Commission to propose a series of
uniform measures by 1 January 1980. The proposal
for a directive is in three parts. The first contains a
series of specific measures laying down the technical
requirements to be observed in the construction and
equipment of inland waterway vessels; the second
proposes the introduction of a compulsory Commu-
nity navigation certificate for issue to vessels built and
equipped in accordance with the minimum safety
requirements ; and the third provides for the standardi-
zation of inspections and for the imposition of penal-
ties for failure to possess a certificate and for non-com-
pliance with requirements. It is clear that navigable
waterways can be made reasonably safe on five condi-
tions : the establishment of minimum technical requir-
ements, the introduction of compulsory navigation
certificates, the standardization of inspectionr proce-
dures, the imposition of penalties for non-compliance
and the availability of navigable waterways adapted to
the demands made on them. The document .in front
of you contains proposals on the first four points
referred to ; it does not cover the adaptation of water-
ways.

Annex II contains a detailed list of the minimum tech-
nical requirements relating to the construction of
vessels, their engines and the various types of equip-
ment, including electrical and heating installations,
steering gear and wheelhouse.

I ought to point out that, in drawing up these require-
ments, the Commission proceeded on the basis of the
preparatory work carried out on behalf of the Central
Commission for the Navigation of the Rhine which,
two years ago, introduced a regulation providing for
the inspection of craft using the Rhine. The Commis-
sion also took advantage of the work carried out in the
United Nations Economic Commission at Geneva.
Moreover, in order to develop uniform proposals from
the various solutions available, the Commission set up
a working party composed of experts from the various
Member States.
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It is worth noting that the Commission adopted an
idea suggested by this Parliament, which was to diffe-
rentiate between the various types of waterway. A prov-
ision to this effect is very necessary since it would be
absurd to require all navigable waterways to observe
the same rules. The minimum safety requirements
must, accordingly, be adapted to take account of
geographical location, physical dimensions and
volume of traffic. In the Commission document, navig-
able waterways are broken down into three classes.

The Commission also leaves the Member States free
to make separate provision for vessels making short
journeys or local journeys confined to a restricted area
or estuaries.

The Commission proposes that the certificate should
be compulsory. It will be issued to vessels which meet
the minimum safety requirements. Vessels laid down
two years after the adoption of the draft directive will
have to undergo inspection before being put into
service. For other vessels, the Commission proposes a
period of transition until 1 January 1990, which
means that, if the Council adopts the proposal this
year, vessels already in service must submit to inspec-
tion and-obtain a certificate between 1 January 1980
and 31 December 1989.

Under Article 7 of the draft directive, precise reasons
must be given for any refusal to issue or renew a certif-
icate. Moreover, the national authorities must notify
the party concerned of his right of appeal. In the
event of major alterations or repairs, a fresh inspection
must be carried out and, of course, the certificate
amended accordingly.

Under Article 11, the competent authorities of the
Member State may at any time verify whether the
certificate is still valid and whether the construction
and equipment of the vessel accord with the certifi-
cate. If the authorities find that there is no certificate
or that the vessel does not accord with it, they may
prevent it from proceeding. In that event, too, of
course, reasons must be given for the decision.

The Commission document also proposes the apoint-
ment of a Committee, composed of experts from the
Member States and chaired by a representative of the
Commission, to be responsible for the adaptation of
the technical requirements and of the directive itself
to keep pace with technical developments.

The present draft directive does not apply to
passenger transport or to the carriage of dangerous
goods despite the fact that, as I must remind you, the
Council asked the Commission to prepare similar
measures for this type of traffic as well. I do not make
this comment as a criticism of the Commission
which, I recognize, has produced a document of
substance but I am very unhappy about this omission.
I urge the Commission to make suitable proposals as

soon as possible so that both types of traffic can travel
in greater safety on our rivers and waterways.

So, for all these reasons, 1 ask the House to adopt the
Report which I have the honour to present. In para-
graph 1 of the motion, I congratulate the Commission
on the measures it is proposing ; in paragraph 2 I urge
it to propose similar measures in the case of passenger
transport and the transport of dangerous goods; and
in paragraph 3 I move that the Commission’ proposal
be adopted.

President. — 1 call Mr Albers to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mr Albers. — (NL) Mr President, the Socialist Group
has noted with satisfaction the Commission’s proposal
and Mr Baudis’ report, and I should like to congratu-
late Mr Baudis on his work. We are happy to see that
it will still be possible for this directive to enter into
force by the deadline of 1 January 1980, that is if the
Council takes a decision to this end at its December
meeting. You will understand why I put it this way,
because we are quite accustomed to Commission prop-
osals that have found widespread approval in Parlia-
ment not always finding the same approval in the
Council. We are concerned here with the improve-
ment of safety on inland waterways. Not a new subject
in itself. The Member States have their own legisla-
tion. Some Member States have legislation that is
almost identical with that proposed here. In some
respect there has already been a degree of harmoniza-
tion, since the Central Commission for the Naviga-
tion of the Rhine has been able to put its proposals
into practice. It is nevertheless a good thing for the
Commission not to sit still but to put forward propo-
sals with the ultimate aim of uniform legislation being
applied in all the Member States. This is all the more
important since the proposal concerns not only the
Rhine but also other waterways in the Member States
of the European Community.

That inland waterway transport is extremely important
is evident from the figures. Over 50 % of the trans-
frontier carriage of goods in the Federal Republic,
France and the Benelux countries is handled by
inland waterway vessels. There are more than 30 000
of these vessels with a total carrying capacity in excess
of 15000000 tonnes, and they transport more than
600 000 000 tonnes in the Member States over an
average distance of 150 km.

We can expect more stringent requirements to be
introduced in the near future with the object of
conserving energy and protecting the environment,
and more stringent requirements are likely to be
necessary in inland shipping as well. It is therefore
particularly welcome that thanks to the Commission’s
proposal we are now making a start on this, a start
that can be adjusted to developments as time passes.
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It is essential that the checks made to ensure this legis-
lation is being observed should be as uniform as
possible. We must, of course, prevent the recurrence
of distortions of competition caused by indifference to
the legislation, and we must prevent this legislation
from creating new barriers between the Member
States. Where possible, the attempt must be made to
pursue as uniform a policy as possible towards these
technical requirements.

As the rapporteur rightly says in his report, it is natur-
ally essential for measures to be taken with respect to
passenger vessels and to the transport of dangerous
goods. There must in fact be no delay in this. Our
group attaches considerable importance to the early
submission by the Commission of proposals on this
aspect.

Another point which is of particular concern to us
and which was also mentioned in the Fuchs report,
which we debated in May of this year, is infrastructure
on inland waterways. With regulations to govern the
vessels we can achieve a high level of safety, but it is,
of course, quite clear that various requirements must
also be made of the inland waterways themselves. As
we all know, this aspect leaves a great deal to be
desired, and it would be useful if the Commission
could take some action in this connection. I am
thinking in particular of the item entered in the
budget for infrastructure. This need not concern
bridges, canals or paths alone; it can undoubtedly be
extended to include the improvement of inland water-
ways.

Another very important issue is, of course, the
improvement of working conditions aboard vessels. I
am happy to say that the proposal also covers this
aspect. In this context it is extremely important that
the Council should take a decision on the proposal
that was submitted years ago concerning social rules
in inland shipping. I know that the Commission has
put forward an amending proposal, but Parliament
and the Council must try to introduce an arrangement
for working hour and rest periods as soon as possible
in view of the constant increase in traffic on inland
waterways.

Another point that plays a part in this is the reorgan-
izing effect that these regulations may have. It is gener-
ally accepted that the inland waterway transport sector
is suffering from overcapacity. The Member States
have arrangements for the scrapping of vessels. We
have a proposal for a laying-up system, which unfortu-
nately was rejected by the Court of Justice. There
must be a balanced and all-embracing package of
measures, and the proposal now before us must be
followed by others to deal with this overcapacity.

We must remember that the proposal we are now
discussing will not become fully effective until 1990.
It would therefore be particularly useful for a package
of measures to be taken to reorganize inland shipping
-as a whole over the next 10 years or so.

I should like to close by putting two questions to the
Commission. Will these technical regulations and
requirements also apply to vessels from third coun-
tries? [ am thinking here particularly of the
increasing use of our inland waterways by vessels from
the Eastern European countries. And the situation will
become even more serious when the Rhine-Main-Da-
nube Canal goes into operation. Will strict regulations
also apply to these vessels ?

My second question concerns the committee whose
task it will be to adapt the technical regulations to
technological progress. The 1980 budget reveals that a
total of 20 committees are concerned with transport
questions. We know that very little progress is being
made towards the establishment of a Community
transport policy. This prompts the question whether it
is a good thing to set up yet more committees.
Cannot the existing committee concerned with certifi-
cates for inland-waterway vessels take over the func-
tion of adapting the technical regulations ? Is it neces-
sary to set up an additional committee ?

I hope I will receive a satisfactory answer to these two
questions. Our group will in any case vote in favour of
the motion for a resolution.

President. — I call Mr Hoffmann to speak on behalf
of the Group of the European People’s Party (C-D).

Mr Hoffmann. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Group of the European People’s Party
endorses the proposal for a directive on technical
requirements for inland waterway vessels, and it
supports the report drawn up by Mr Baudis. However,
this proposal raises a number of questions which
undoubtedly require further discussion. We maintain,
for example, that this directive cannot apply simply to
inland-waterway vessels. It should also cover sea-going
vessels that sail on inland waterways, in other words
such vessels should be required to satisfy the same
technical requirements, they should be equipped with
river radar and if they are carrying dangerous goods,
they should also comply with the safety requirements
of ADNR, the Agreement on the Transport of
Dangerous Goods on the Rhine. We feel this is an
important requirement, since otherwise we will be
creating possibilities applicable to inland waterway
vessels while ignoring other vessels that use our
inland waterways. This cannot be in the interests of
our safety provisions. )

Secondly, I should like on behalf of my group to refer
to a matter connected with this directive that is of
particular concern to the Germans. In contrast to all
the other Community countries, technical investiga-
tions are not made by the State in the Federal Repu-
blic but by the inland waterway trade cooperative.
This is an independant organization of employers and
employees. Some time ago a Commission proposal
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provided for the abolition of this organization. Fortu-
nately the Commission dropped this idea again. We
would therefore ask the Commission — and we would
also and in particular ask the Council — whatever
happens, to retain the present situation when it comes
to a decision on this question, because we do not want
unnecessarily to transfer to the State tasks which
employees’ organizations and employers are together
able to perform independently.

(Applause from some q;arters)

Allow me to refer to a third point. Mr Albers has
already mentioned the Rhine-Main-Danube Canal
and put a question to the Commission. I should not
only like to put a question to the Commission, I
should like to call on the Commission to take action.
All the measures we have introduced in the inland
shipping sector — scrapping measures, safety provi-
sions or whatever it might be — are useless if we do
not apply the same conditions to third countries, and
I am referring here in particular to the Eastern Bloc
States, such as Poland, the German Democratic Repu-
blic and others, which are already using the inland
waterways of the European Community. ‘

Competition will be totally distorted if we add more
fuel to this fire. Our companies will go to the wall,
their employees will lose their jobs, if we allow such
things to happen, and the full force of this will be felt
when the Rhine-Main-Danube Canal is completed in
the 80s, and I do not believe that additional protocols
to the Mannheim Act will help at all in solving this
problem.

Mr President, as a trade unionist I always get rather
annoyed when, as happened this morning, I hear the
members of the Communist and Allies Group claim
that they are virtually alone in representing workers’
interests.

(Applause from some quarters)

All T can say in this connection is that that is eyewash.
They should join with us in ensuring that in Danube
shipping, for example, the same conditions are
applied as in shipping on the Rhine and the other
European rivers. My trade union has attempted for
years to conclude a collective agreement with Bayri-
scher Lloyd, which has Eastern Bloc and German
crewmembers working on the same vessel. We have
succeeded in the case of the German crewmembers
but the Eastern Bloc has so far refused to accept our
proposals. So we send one sailor to the ball in a
Sunday suit because he comes from the West, while
the next has a hole in his trousers simply because he
comes from the Eastern Bloc. I believe we simply
cannot accept a situation of this kind. My group there-
fore addresses an urgent appeal to Parliament: fight
with us to ensure that the Commission takes action in
good time to prevent our getting into an intolerable

situation as regards competition, which could break
the inland shipping industry and create unemploy-
ment in the Community.

President. — I call Mr Cottrell to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Cottrell. — I want first of all to give my very
warm support to Mr Baudis’ report, which analyses
very well the difficult technical aspects of the Commis-
sion’s rather complex proposals. Secondly, I should
like to say a few words on the specific situation of the
United Kingdom inland waterways. I know that this
may seem somewhat strange, because from a commer-
cial point of view the United Kingdom has much less
goods traffic being carried on its inland waterways.
This is regrettable and ironical when one remembers
that it was the United Kingdom which started in
Europe the construction and commercial use of
canals. Indeed, the only important inland waterway
now being operated in the UK is the Manchester Ship
Canal, and when we learn of such grand projects as
the Rhine-Rhdne Canal and the Rhine-Danube Canal,
we are, I think, a little envious. The best we can do is
to try and match this proposal with a Channel tunnel,
which would be our most practical waterway connec-
tion with the rest of Europe.

(Laughter)

On the other hand, many of us in the United
Kingdom would welcome an increase in European
inland waterway traffic because of the specific quali-
ties of this mode of transport, and here I refer more
particularly to the low energy consumption and the
absence of noise and pollution. There is now, I am
happy to say, in my country a tendency to launch
development programmes for our canals and rivers ;
and we must not rule out the possibility, given deve-
lopments in sea-going barges, that we may yet see the
Union Jack navigating the Rhine and, dare I even say,
the Danube, giving us a direct interest in these tech-
nical proposals.

Therefore, I would like to take this opportunity to ask
the Commission to follow these developments very
closely and to consider that all these matters, as other
speakers have pointed out, fall within a potential
common transport infrastructure policy, which would
be greatly stimulated by these proposals and, dare I
say once more, by the creation of a permanent link
between the mainland of the Continent and the
United Kingdom.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, I should like first of all to thank Mr Baudis for
his report, an excellent report, and to thank the
Committee on Transport for its favourable opinion on
our proposal.
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I think that we are all agreed on the need to provide
for a high degree of safety in inland navigation. To
achieve this, it is essential to introduce common
criteria and, to this effect, to establish technical requir-
ements that will have to be met by all vessels. Confor-
mity with these requirements and the maintenance of
the vessel in that condition will be checked during
the inspection, which, I hasten to say, will be a
genuine technical supervision that every vessel will
have to undergo. A Community inland-navigation
certificate for all vessels found on inspection to satisfy
the common technical requirements will also be
issued. This certificate is evidence that a vessel is not a
danger to navigation nor to the pe sons on board and
on that basis constitutes an authorization to operate
freely on Community inland waterways.

The various contributions were very interesting from a
number of points of view. I took particular note of the
reference to the desirability of getting ahead with our
infrastructure proposals, made particularly by Mr
Albers and Mr Cottrell. My support for progress in the
Community on transport infrastructure goes without
saying.

A number of speakers asked if we could not do some-
thing for passenger transport as well as for the proposi-
tion before us here. We have concentrated on stand-
ards for cargo vessels and given priority to this. As a
result we have, regretfully, not been able to go into
the question of standards for passenger vessels. To be
quite frank, given the very small number of people
working in this area in Brussels, I do not envisage the
possibility of looking into it in the immediate future.
That is not to say that it is not important, but to tell
you exactly where we stand in regard to the lack of
personnel to do this important work.

In regard to the question specifically asked, one
answer, I think, will go to Mr Albers and Mr Hoff-
mann, who asked if we consider that the technical
requirements should apply to third-country vessels.
Mention was made particularly of third countries, the
answer is an unequivocal ‘yes’; we want them to be
covered.

On the second question from Mr Albers as to the
setting up of a committee and why the existing
committee would not do the job, I would explain that
"the Committee we propose, and which he questions,
would have the specific job of reviewing the possibili-
ties offered by technical progress in relation to the
safety and equipment of vessels. This committee
would advise the Commission on the qualitative
improvements which could and should be made. This
is a completely different task from that of issuing
certificates and could not reasonably be done by the
same group, and I would point out that such a provi-
sion is typical of technical directives.

In regard to the other questions asked by Mr Hoff-
mann in regard to the particular position in Germany,

I would point out that the Commission sees no diffi-
culty here, provided the German Government dele-
gates the authority to the association in question to
carry out the work. As far as we are concerned, I am
advised that that would be quite sufficient.

I would like therefore, in conclusion, to thank all who
have spoken and to say that I look forward, given the
difficulties of personnel in this area and the small
numbers involved, to making some progress, but I
cannot promise it in the immediate future.

President. — The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution wil be put to the vote at
the next voting-time tomorrow.

10. Community quota for the carriage
of goods by road

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1/381/79) by Mr Albers, on behalf of the Committee
on Transport, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a regu-
lation amending Regulation (EEC) No 3164/76, on the
Community quota for the carriage of goods by road
between Member States.

I call Mr Albers.

Mr Albers, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, this proposal is a simple and, in the
context of the development of trade and transport, a
very understandable one. It concerns the adjustment
of the Community quota to the growth in transport
possibilities and an extremely small additional
increase, with the result that the objective set over 15
years ago of the gradual removal of the systems of
bilateral authorizations can be achieved- Why was this
objective set ? Because the signatories of the EEC
Treaty, determined to lay the foundations for ever
stronger links between the European peoples, recog-
nised that the removal of existing obstacles calls for
concerted action in order to guarantee steady expan-
sion, balanced trade and fair competition and because
they wanted to contribute, by means of a common
commercial policy, to the progressive abolition of
restrictions on international trade. These words in the
preamble of the Treaty remove any doubts about
whether it is the responsibility of the Community
institutions or in their power to take steps to liberalize
the transport of goods as far as possible. This obliga-
tion becomes even clearer from Title IV of the Treaty,
that is Articles 74 to 84, which set out in greater detail

" how the liberalization of the transport of goods is to be

achieved. Common rules are established for interna-
tional transport operations to and from the territory of a
Member State or over the territory of one or more
Member States. Decisions in this regard must be taken
unanimously until the end of the second stage and by a
qualified majority thereafter. Mr President, these various
stages were, of course, completed long ago, and yet.
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some Member States still find opportunities to hold
up decision-making connected with the common
transport policy. And this also applies to the Commu-
nity quota. The introduction of my report explains the
origins of the Community quota and its development
since the Commission submitted a proposal to the
Council in mid-1963. As is usual, it was not until
1968 that a regulation was adopted. During this
period the number of authorizations gradually
increased from 1200 to 3122 as small percentage
increases were made, always less than those proposed
by the Commission. In 1975 all the delegations in the
Council agreed to a 30 % increase. Then the Federal
Republic opposed it on the grounds that the
economic situation did not allow an increase. In 1976
the Federal Republic opposed it on the grounds that
no progress had been made towards the harmoniza-
tion of conditions of competition. In 1977 the Federal
Republic opposed it on the grounds that the condi-
" tions of competition had not been sufficiently harmon-
ized, that there was a conflict of interests with the rail-
ways and that most international traffic in the Federal
Republic was transit traffic. At the time I received
some support from Italy on the grounds that weights
and dimensions had not been harmonized ‘and that
social harmonization had not progressed far enough
(Regulation No 543/69). .

Mr Burke has rightly pointed out in connection with
the Council decision of November 1978 that the
Community quota still accounts for a ridiculously
small percentage of all road transport operations in
' the Community. The Commission’s new proposal for
a 20 % increase, if it is adopted by the Council,
means that only 6 % of all transport operations
between the Member States will be governed by the
Community scheme. The Committee on Transport
finds this situation extremely disappointing and
alarming. The fact that a single Member State can
hold up developments in this field for years by refer-
ring to its own transport policy objectives and the
absence of decisions on other harmonization propo-
sals in the transport sector leads one to ask, what use
is the EEC Treaty now ? Against this background Parli-
ament can do little more than what it did last year
and amend the Commission’s proposal, which, as we
know, was drawn up in anger, and so increase the
number of authorizations by 100 % rather than 20 %.
The arguments advanced by the President-in-Office of
the Council during the sitting of 14 February of this
year in reply to a question by Mr Seefeld that a larger
increase than 10 % would overload the roads, must be
firmly rejected, because in the number of bilateral
transport authorizations, which has always been the
object of the proposal. In contrast to previous years
not all the members of the Committee on Transport
supported the proposal for an amendment. They are
evidently impressed by the objections raised by one
Member State. I would point out in this connection
that as rapporteur I too felt some hesitation when
drawing up the report as to whether we, Parliament,

now an elected Parliament, should persist in our atti-
tude or more or less give in as the Commission is
doing. But the following considerations indicated that
we should stick to our original line. When the
Council meets in early December, the proposal we are
now discussing will be joined by two others relating to
the adjustment of capacity to the benefit of the goods
transport trade : a proposal for a regulation aimed at
aligning supply with demand by establishing Commu-
nity standards for the issue of bilateral authorizations
and introducing an arbitration procedure for the settle-
ment of disputes, and a proposal for the introduction
of short-term Community authorization. These two
proposals should be weighed against the existing
system of bilateral authorizations and Community
authorizations, and it will simply help to make things
clearer if Parliament again stresses the importance
that is attached to the continued development of the
Community system of authorizations and if it again
clearly states how very closely it feels a system of this
kind corresponds to what the EEC Treaty says. Some
difference of opinion may remain during that debate
about the allocation of additional authorizations — all
on a linear basis or half on a linear basis and half on
the basis of utilization.— but this is of no funda-
mental importance. It makes very little difference in
actual figures. In this context reference should again
be made to the opinion delivered by the Economic
and Social Committee in September 1977 questioning
the method of allocation among the Member States. It
asked for more information on the operation of the
Community quota but, despite this reservation, feels
that this proposal can serve as a basis for a discussion
in the Council and that its adoption would be a sign
of the Ministers’ willingness to retrieve the transport
policy from the impasse in which it now finds itself.
Things have not changed between 1977 and 1979:
even then the Commission was proposing that the
number of authorizations be doubled.

Finally, I should like to point out as rapporteur on
this subject, with which I have been occupied for a
number of years now, that there has always been a
large measure of agreement in this Parliament with
regard to the Commission’s proposals for the doubling
of the quota, and this was also the line adopted last
year. Against this background it might be useful to
remind the House what the President-in-Office of the
Council of Transport Ministers said at the end of his
statement at the meeting of the Committee on Trans-
port on 25 October 1978 : ‘I always enjoy reading the
speeches of the Members of the European Parliament,
with whose theoretical objectives I can largely agree.
For national policy it would however, be extremely
useful if what the Members of the European Parlia-
ment proposed also had the backing of a majority in
the national parliament concerned. Otherwise it is
difficult to understand why, when the national delega-
tions in the European Parliament wholly agree on a
question, the member of the Council should be forced
by their national parliaments not to agree as they had
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intended.” I quote these remarkable words although
they may have lost a great deal of their significance
now that there are very few dual mandates in this
Parliament, because they were spoken by Minister
Gscheidle, Minister of Transport of the Federal Repu-
blic, the country that has always adopted a particularly
negative approach to wards the Community quota.

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

Mr Gabert. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should like to begin by thanking Mr
Albers for his report. He has done excellent work in
committee in the short time available. Nevertheless I
feel I must make a number of fundamental political
comments.

Although my group again supports — albeit with
considerable reservations — the increase in Commu-
nity quotas for goods transport as proposed by the
rapporteur, it feels that these measures should be seen
in context and in transport policy terms. Doubling
Community quotas will undoubtedly increase the
burden on our roads, unless bilateral quotas are
limited at the same time, and I do not believe, Mr
Davignon, that that is about to happen. We must
therefore expect a doubling of Community quotas to
increase the load on the road system in Europe. I
would welcome it if you could say something about
this and also about the Community’s basic transport
policy, Mr Davignon. Above all I feel that a transport
policy must be comprehensive and that we should not
be considering just one part of the transport sector,
since transport policy also includes in particular the
relationship between road, rail and inland waterway, a
problem we have just discussed. It would be a good
thing to hear something about the overall transport
concept and about the development of transport in
Europe.

Transport policy is undoubtedly very important for
people in Europe, for the economy and tourism, but
in connection with road traffic there are also environ-
mental problems to be considered : noise, fumes, acci-
dents and also the question of energy consumption.
So when we are talking about transport policy — and
particularly about the transport of goods — road trans-
port cannot be seen in isolation. In addition, the
Commission, as we know from the Committee on
Transport, would also like to see the maximum weight
of heavy lorries increased from 40 to 44 tonnes. This
too will undoubtedly create further problems for our
road system, and the subject must therefore be consid-
ered in toto.

I believe the aim of European transport policy must
be to set priorities, and one of these — as the Socialist
Group also sees it — should be to make the railway
systems efficient and economical, in other words a
transport infrastructure policy should be pursued.

Containers and piggy-back methods must be made
technically possible and economically attractive. This
line will, I feel, be forced upon us by future develop-
ments and public opinion.

Mr Davignon, as you know, Switzerland has already
taken steps to reduce lorry weights in transfrontier
transport operations and it also intends to take far
more stringent steps. Transport policy must, in my
opinion, set medium-term priorities. We must not
take any action without having an all-embracing trans-
port policy. That is what we expect of the Commis-
sion, and a plan of this kind will also be developed by
the Socialist Group and put before this Parliament.

President. — I call Mr Helms to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD).

Mr Helms. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, on behalf of my group, the Group of the
European People’s Party, I should like to say the
following on the question of Community quotas :

It is inconceivable that a united Europe should not
have freedom of movement in the transport market.
We support the Commission in its intention to create
a common European transport market with as much
freedom of movement as is humanly possible. Greater
freedom of movement in the transport market with
more and freer competition within and beyond fron-
tiers will increase the productivity of the transport
sector to everyone’s advantage. But if this is to be
achieved, we must remove the distortions of competi-
tion which unfortunately continue to exist despite the
efforts of the Commission and many other quarters.
Even in road transport we have made no progress
towards the harmonization of the conditions of compe-
tition. Admittedly we do have, where the harmoniza-
tion of social legislation is concerned, regulations on
rest periods and checks on this with tachographs. The
extent to which these checks are made and the Euro-
pean legislation is observed, however, still leaves a
great deal to be desired. Nor have we made any
progress in the question of the European driving
licence. Speed restrictions are yet another factor. As
regards technical harmonization, we have a large
number of regulations on many aspects of manufac-
turing specifications for road vehicles. But the most
important decision where competition is concerned
has not yet been taken: the decision on the
maximum permissible weights and dimensions of
lorries.

When it comes to tax harmonization, the Community
has not even succeeded in harmonizing the basis of
assessment of motor vehicle taxes. The Commission
has not even thought about mineral oil tax yet.
Although there is some hope that the oil crisis will
get the discussion on mineral oil tax going, I cannot
at the moment see any possibility of discrimination
being eliminated.
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Closely associated with tax harmonization is the ques-
tion of charging for the use of infrastructures. In this I
am going beyond the road transport sector and taking
in competition between the various modes of trans-
port. We want to see more competition and more
commercial freedom for all transport undertakings.
But free competition will not be possible until the
major problem of charging for the use of infrastruc-
tures has been harmoniously included in the question
of harmonization.

We must think of all these deficiencies, which the
European transport policy has suffered for years, when
we talk about the Community quota here. The
Community quota was invented by the Commission
— as the rapporteur has just said — to replace present
bilateral quotas. Bilateral quotas are a permanent
point of controversy between many Member States. So
what we need is regularization of international road
transport. The Council did not adopt the Commis-
sion’s idea in 1968/69 but introduced the Community
quota in addition to the bilateral quotas, at first as an
experiment. In the meantime, this has become a
permanent institution. It looks as if the Transport
Ministers of the Member States would not like to be
without their beloved annual squabble about the bilat-
eral quotas.

We must ask ourselves, ladies and gentlemen, what
should the Community do ? It is tempting to raise the
Community quota, which today accounts for only as
small portion — perhaps § % — of road transport
between the Member States, to such an extent that the
bilateral quotas become increasingly unimportant. But
in view of the lack-of progress in harmonization I do
not see this as a practicable solution.

The Commission proposes a 20 % increase corres-
ponding to the growth in road transport. This seemed
to us realistic, and we therefore endorsed this prop-
osal. But we call on the Council to adopt this increase
by the end of the year as proposed. Whether it is
made on a linear basis, the method our British
colleagues succeeded in forcing on wus in the
Committee on Transport or, as the Commission
proposes, partly on a linear basis and partly on the
basis of actual utilization, may not be so important.
Here again, I tend more towards the Commission’s
proposal.

To conclude, I should like to say that we are able to
agree to the adaptation of the Community quotas to
the economic growth that has gratifyingly occurred in
road transport despite the oil crisis. But we are unable
to agree to the amendment that has been tabled by Mr
Nyborg today. We feel that we must first have real
progress towards harmonization in the goods transport
sector. What might be termed accommodating deci-
sions or confessions of faith are no longer enough in
this House. We must at last take practical action and
remove all distortions of and obstacles to competition.
This directly elected Parliament can help to overcome

the stagnation in the Council’s discussions and the
delays that will soon become intolerable by making
proposals of its own. We should not therefore, Mr
Albers, give in.

In the Committee on Transport I suggest that within
a reasonable period of 12 to 18 months — if you like,
we can make it 12 months longer — we should
submit our own proposals and subject these still
outstanding questions to a thorough examination.
With considerable satisfaction I am able to say in this
short debate that the Committee on Transport agreed
to give priority to such work and to consult experts so
that we may put our own resolutions before the public
and the Council after discussing the matter in detail.

Ladies and gentlemen, this would seem to me the
only way of making practical progress. My group, the
Group of the European People’s Party, will cooperate
constructively in this task, which we give the highest
priority, to prevent our citizens suffering disadvantages
in a common Europe.

President. — I call Mr Moreland to speak on behalf
of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Moreland. — Mr President, I congratulate Mr
Albers on his report. This subject is complex and
easily misunderstood, yet he has produced a report
which is lucid, sensible and, indeed, courageous. It has
the support of the European Democratic Group, and
deserves the support of the whole Parliament.

Members will know that there are two distinct types of
permit available to a road haulier wishing to travel
across the Community. The first set of permits arose
from arrangements made between two individual
Member States. These bilateral permits form some
95 % of the permits currently in use. The second set
enables the holder to travel across the whole Commu-
nity, and the Commission distributes a number of
such permits to each Member State for distribution to
hauliers. These are the permits we are discussing
today, and they make up some § % of the permits
currently in use.

I stress that this discussion refers to only 5 % of the
permits, and, with respect to Mr Gabert, no one
should be under the misapprehension that a doubling
of the Community quota will pour more lorries on to
our roads, or take a lot of traffic from the railways. A
doubling of such a small number of quotas — 3122
to 6 244 — is a drop in the transport ocean. Indeed, I
note from the Commission’s explanatory document
that an increase in the Community quota may be used
to replace some of the bilateral quotas.

Members perhaps should concentrate attention on the
many frustrations caused by the bureaucracy of admin-
istering a quota-system where demand far exceeds
supply. Members are welcome to see correspondence
that I have received on this subject, including, I am
sorry to say, the implication that big haulage
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companies have done better in some countries out of
the system than small, but growing, haulage
companies.

In addition to welcoming the doubling of quotas, the
European Democratic Group welcomes the proposal
to scrap the so-called ‘utilization formula’ determining
the allocation of the quota between Member States. In
this connection, we regret the Nyborg amendment.
We believe that a linear expansion, i.e.,, doubling each
country’s existing quota, is preferable to using a bogus
formula. In the past, the Commission divided the
increase, allocating half on a linear basis and half on
what was described as the use made of Community
authorizations. Members many ask : Why half-and-
half ? Why not 75 % or 100 %, if there is to be a utili-
zation formula ? Surely one argues for 100 % utiliza-
tion, or not at all. Someone, obviously, going for
50-50, wanted to play Solomon, and I hope that, in
the vote tomorrow, Members will not follow, with
respect, Solomon Nyborg.

The formula, if I may say so, lacks logic. If the
formula lacks logic, it also lacked fairness. The word
‘utilization’ primarily relates to the tonnes carried per
kilometre by the permit-user. The number and length
of journeys play an important part in determining the
result. In any formula based on the number of kilome-
tres travelled, the United Kingdom and the Republic
of Ireland do badly. The reason is simple ; the reason
is the sea. The permit-user from Germany can cover
many kilometres a day: he can leave home in the
morning, go through parts of Belgium and Holland,
and perhaps be home for supper. No such luck for
the UK or Irish permit-user. He has to sit on a boat
for 4 or 5 hours: his total number of kilometres per
year is inevitably smaller. Yet logically, the United
Kingdom and Ireland, being, like Italy, on the outer
fringe of the Community, have more need of quotas
to cross more than one Community country than
other member countries in the centre.

In case I sound unduly chauvinistic, I would ask
Members to compare the Nyborg amendment with
page 7 of the report. They will see that, if applied in
1981, the utilization formula also leaves Belgium,
France, Luxembourg and the Netherlands with less
than the average increase ; and they would have cause
to complain at that. For my final objection to the utili-
zation formula is that it is based, not on journeys in
1979, not on journeys in 1978, but on journeys in
1977. It is three years out of date for the allocation for
1980. It is no wonder that the utilization formula has
received a less than rapturous response in the past
from the Council of Ministers.

I hope, therefore, that this Parliament will adopt the
report tomorrow, which favours the linear increase.
Nevertheless, I stress that a linear increase in quota
must be considered as temporary. There is no magic
in it. My purpose was to kill off the utilization
element, but I also wish to propose that the Commis-
sion undertake a thorough assessment of the criteria

for undertake a thorough assessment of the criteria for
allocating the quota, with suitable proposals before the
1981 allocation.

Mr President, as I said earlier, this is a complex issue.
Some may argue, like my friend Mr Helms, that we
should not proceed to increase the quota without
taking other steps on lorry-weights, infrastructure, etc.
Perhaps that challenge can be answered. Member
States are taking action on uniform driverhours and
tachographs. A Green Paper on infrastructure is
expected any day. Our Committee on Transport
proposes to examine the subject of lorryweights in
depth. Transport is now a subject for prime debating-
time in this Parliament. Transport policy is
progressing, and now, perhaps, is an appropriate time
to move faster on the liberalization of the Community
quota, and to accept Mr Albers’ excellent report.

President. — I call Mr Carossino to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Carossino. — (1) Mr President, when the
Committee on Transport first considered the proposal
for a regulation amending the Regulation on the
Community quota for the carriage of goods by road
between Member States, we expressed misgivings
about the Commission’s proposals to the Council.
These misgivings arose out of a conflicting situation
which we were called upon to resolve. There is the
undeniable need which, with the full support of my
Italian Communist colleagues and myself, has been
repeatedly emphasized by this Parliament, for the
Community to extricate transport policy from its
present backward state and to take step to bring it up
to date. No doubt the adoption of a Community regu-
lation designed gradually to replace bilateral authoriza-
tions by Community authorizations would be an
important first step towards the control of capacity
and a more rational use of the various modes of trans-
port. This naturally raises the question as to why we
are not going ahead at a faster pace than that sugg-
ested by the Commission when it proposes to raise
the Community quota for 1980 to 3750 authoriza-
tions, an increase of 20 % on the previous year. In the
light of these considerations, Mr Albers and the
Committee on Transport have tabled a motion for a
resolution under which the Community quota would
be doubled by bringing it up to 6 244 authorizations,
with an automatic increase of 25 % per year if the
Council has not taken a decision. I must confess that
this does not appear to me to be either very realistic
or very logical. It does not take into account the
conflicting situation, to which I referred earlier and
which some speakers have already mentioned,
concerning, in particular, the disparity between compe-
tition conditions in the Community, the consequence
being that where, for example, in the United
Kingdom and the Netherlands, social legislation is
exceptionally favourable, the carriers’ operating costs
are lower than they would be in Italy or Germany.
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Steps must also be taken, therefore, in the direction of
harmonizing competition conditions by the adoption
of Community legislation, especially in the technical
sector, on industrial vehicles. Merely to remove the
national quota restictions would not result in liberaliza-
tion but in new and greater distortion of the condi-
tions of competition. Because of these confliciting
elements, which cannot be ignored, it seems to us
more realistic and reasonable to adopt a flexible atti-
tude’; in this way, we would avoid both too rigid an
approach, which would merely compound the total
stagnation in the transport sector, and too lax an atti-
tude which would encourage premature action and
would suit the game of those who are opposed to any
advance in the Community’s transport policy.

As Italian Communists, we have a comprehensive
conception of transport policy. We believe that allow-
ance should be made for the interdependence which
exists between the various aspects of the integration
policy and that this rules out unilateral changes.
Because of this and despite the misgivings I have
expressed, we feel able to support the Commission’s
proposal but we cannot go along with the conclusions
reached by the Committee on Transport. We adopt
this stance on the ground of clarity and consistency
and remain firm in our determination to try and find
the broadest possible basis of understanding between
the political forces in this Parliament who, like us,
want to promote the integration of the Community,
in the transport sector and elsewhere.

"IN THE CHAIR : MR ZAGARI

Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Nyborg to speak on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Nyborg. — (DK) Mr President, first I should like
to congratulate my friend and colleague, Mr Albers,
on doing a good job, as usual. At the same time, I
regret that he has been forced in the committee to
change his original ideas and principles regarding the
allocation of transport permits. I shall come back to
that shortly.

The main principle of a common transport policy
must be the total liberalization of haulage firms as
soon as that can be done. The use of quotas is unac-
ceptable both at Community level and bilaterally and
involves a lot of unnecessary administrative work. [
accept the quota system as a temporary solution, but it
is feasible only in so far as the Commission and the
Council speed up the rate of increase by augmenting
the yearly allocations of transport permits. If the
number of Community hauliers with Community
transport permits represent only a small percentage,
this indicates that the quota approach is acquiring a

more permanent character without solving the
problems. The argument often put forward by the
Council, especially by the Germans, that an increase
in the number of Community transport permits will
create congestion on the road system is not accep-
table, if only because the Community transport quota
covers only a very small section of transport in the
Community.

At the same time, we also know that people want to
protect the public traffic sector, the railways, at the
expense of the road haulage sector. The Council has
never been particularly keen on increasing the quota
of transport permits; but this Commission proposal
for an increase of 20 % makes it clear that the
Commission has also now adopted the Council’s
approach. This is extremely regrettable, because Parlia-
ment and the Commission always used to be able to
depend on each other’s support when we needed to
get the number of permits doubled as quickly as
possible. Presumably the Commission knows that it is
psychologically easier to change a proposal for 20 %
into a proposal for 10 % than to change a proposal
for 100 % into one for only 10 %. Therefore, we in
this Parliament are very sorry that the Commission
has taken this line. '

We can wholeheartedly support Mr Alber’s proposal
for an automatic increase of 25 % in the number of
permits if the Council does not propose a different,
larger increase. On the other hand, I must, as I said
earlier, speak against the allocation proposed for the
individual Member States in 1980. The allocation
proposed by the Committee on Transport, which is
based on a linear increase, is not particularly equi-
table. Since 1975, I have propounded the view that the
degree of utilization of the permits allocated should
be taken into account when allocating additional ones.
The degree of utilization based on tonnes carried per
kilometre is a better criterion, since it indicates the
actual size of the requirement. But at the same time 1
must admit that both Ireland and England have
certain problems utilizing the authorizations fully
because of the sea-crossings entailed. This must natur-
ally be taken into account.

Mr Moreland would have it that 1 am playing Solo-
mon’s game ; but I can tell him that I prefer to work
with the living rather than play with the dead ; that I
will leave to him. In an amendment to paragraph 6 in
the motion for a resolution on Article 1 of the
Commission proposal, I have proposed that the 1980
allocation be made on the basis of a 50 % linear
increase and a 50 % increase in relation to the degree
of utilization. If that is fifty-fifty, it is in order to take
account of all aspects of the problem, including the
effective utilization of the permits and I call on the
House to vote for this amendment.

As one step on the way to greater liberalization in the
transport sector, I urge both Commission and Council
to accept Parliament’s proposal for a greater increase
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in the number of Community permits, not least in
view of the unemployment situation. We need to
bring our costs down so that we can increase our
competitiveness on the world market. We cannot
continue to allow restrictions to be imposed on the
haulage sector to the detriment of free competition.

‘President. — I call Mr Paisley.

Mr Paisley. — Mr President, I rise to support the
report and also to point out to the House some factors
which are relevant to discussion on the quota. The
House would do well to keep in mind how this Regu-
lation 3164/76 came into being. It came into being to
establish permanently a system for the carriage of
goods” by road between Member States which before
that had been only an experimental system. My
colleague from the United Kingdom reminded the
House that we are only at the moment dealing with
5 % — a very small percentage ; but the House would
do well to remember the history that lies behind this
quota system. In 1977, the Commission proposed the
doubling of the Community quota — this, by way,
was supported by the United Kingdom Government
at the time — but the Council were only able to agree
to a 20% increase. In 1978, the Commission
proposed a 20 % increase in the quota for 1979, but
this was reduced by the Council to 10 %. Then the
Community quota consisted of 3122 permits, of
which the United Kingdom’s share was only 355.

Now, under the present proposal of the Commission,
the United Kingdom and also the Republic of Ireland
will suffer, because if the quota is increased, as the
Commission proposes, by 20 %, the United King-
dom’s share will increase only by 18 % and the Repu-
blic of Ireland’s by only 11 %, while Denmark and
Italy will get an increase of 25 % and the Federal
Republic of Germany one of 21 %. So there is no
doubt that there is a basic unfairness as far as parts of
the Community are concerned, and I think that the
House needs to keep that in mind.

I would like to remind the House that the carriers
from Northern Ireland, though a very tiny percentage
of the total in the United Kingdom, have the added
difficulty of having to make two sea journeys — one
to Great Britain and the other across the Channel to
the Continent : that means that they are at a greater
disadvantage, and I think the Commission should be
reminded that special consideration should be given
to them. This, of course, could also apply to parts of
the Republic of Ireland. It is not for me to argue their
case but I would draw the parallel between the two as
we are dealing in this House with the whole Commu-

nity.

I trust that the House will keep these things in mind
when they are voting on this report tomorrow.

President. — I call Mr Flanagan.

Mr Flanagan. — Mr President, like the previous

speakers, I also wish to join in the compliments to the .
rapporteur for his presentation of the report relating

to the Community scheme for the haulage of goods,

and to mention at the beginning that this scheme

represents a major aspect of Community efforts to

liberalize trade between the Member States. As has

been pointed out, it allows hauliers to carry goods

between all Member States, not only on a bilateral but

on a multilateral basis.

It is quite clear from the debate so far that the same
contentions which have arisen in previous years are
equally present today and that therefore there is no
real change on what has been a contentious issue up
to now. Both Mr Paisley and Mr Moreland have
argued very well the case for the Republic of Ireland
as well as for the United Kingdom. They pointed out
that the double sea-journey for hauliers from the Repu-
blic of Ireland and Northern Ireland and the single
sea-journey between Britain and the continent, place
those hauliers in quite a different situation to their
counterparts on the Continent. Indeed, although there
was a difference between Mr Moreland’s approach and
that of my colleague, Mr Nyborg, Mr Nyborg was
himself kind enough to accept that we do have justifi-
cation for our attitude : while continuing to argue the
contrary point of view, which of course, is more
suitable for a Dane, at least he was gracious enough to
acknowledge that the situation does exist.

Basically it is now up to the House to decide whether
the linear approach is or is not the fairer: from our
point of view in the Republic of Ireland, it demon-
strably is. This has been the argument of various Irish
governments. I do not think there has been any
change in attitude between the present government
and its predecessor in this regard. I can only hope that
Members of the House will recall that apart from the
fact, which is indeed notable, that Mr Paisley and I
should agree wholeheartedly, Mr Moreland agreed
with the two of us and we agree with him, and realize
that our view represents a fair cross-section of opinion
in the House. I hope that the House will accept that
the linear method is the fairer, as proposed by the
report under discussion. As a corollary, naturally, I
also ask the House to reject those amendments which
seek to propose any alternative method.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, your rapporteur has given an admirably clear
and complete account of the history and development
of the Community quota-system. The report identifies
the advantages of the system and examines require-
ments for its future development with a view to
making it harmonize with the principle of Commu-
nity integration and respond to the needs which result
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from the constant development of trade between the
Member States. I therefore do not propose to enlarge
on all these points, but would rather explain the
motives which, as the rapporteur has observed in his
proposals concerning the percentage increase in the
Community quota for 1980, have prompted the
Commission to appear rather timid.

For 1979, the Community quota increased to 3122
licences. For 1980, the Commission proposes to raise
it to 3751. I draw your attention to the fact that the
figures concerning the quota and the Member States’
allocations which are mentioned in the original
Commission proposal were calculated on the basis of
1977 statistics. The 1980 data that we now have in our
possession will lead to some slight modifications. We
have proposed a 20 % increase, on the basis of the
development in trade, i.e. accepted figure of 6 %, the
intensive use of Community licences, and the neces-
sity necessity to broaden a little the Community
quota, which is proving to be one of the means of
bringing about the optimum exploitation of road trans-
port capacity.

It is true that we have in the past proposed increases
of 100 % in the Community quota. We have not
done so on this occasion, because we believe we must
take account of the relatively restrictive positions of
certain Member States. We must also bear in mind the
fact that there exists a Commission proposal for a
regulation adjusting the capacity for the transport of
goods by road for hire and reward between Member
States. This regulation aims to incorporate the system
of existing bilateral agreements and to adjust them to
the development of trade and to the demands of
Community integration on the basis of standard
criteria. For the present, however, bearing in mind its
experience in the matter, the Commission believes it
is preferable to aim for a limited but constant increase
in Community quotas, rather than to propose a large
and immediate increase which might lead to a
stalemate in the Council. You have only to refer to
your report to see that the position was stalemated
until the relatively recent past.

I now turn to the rapporteur’s remarks relating to the
introduction of a provision for an automatic increase
of 25 % in Community quotas when the Council has
not pronounced before a pre-determined date. Such a
provision was advoated by the Commission in an
earlier proposal. The Council rejected it. The Commis-
sion has not this year reintroduced a provision of this
nature, partly because the present regulation implies
an obligation on the Council to pronounce each year
on the adjustment of the Community quota, which
was not the case beforehand. Over the years, we have
adopted a flexible approach to this problem in order
to make as much progress as possible, taking account
of the political constraints imposed on us.

I listened very carefully to the contributions of the
various Members to the debate, and one of the things

I found was that it was necessary to have a complete
gamut of new proposals in regard to liberalization and
harmonization before any progress could be made.
Reference was made to weights and dimensions of
lorries, to containers, to railways, to fiscal harmoniza-
tion, to petroleum tanks and to a number of other
matters. I would like to deal with this in reply, but
first I would ask rhetorically the question : How is it
that after 20 years of a common market, restrictions
still exist on the transport of goods by road ? To make
this absolutely clear, I would point out that own-
account transport of goods by road between Member
States, which represents some 50 % of international
road transport in the Community, is free from restric-
tion on 60 traffic links out of 72. The Commission
has proposed the freeing of all own-account transport,
and the Council is at present studying that proposal.

As for hire-and-reward-traffic, the Commission has
been trying for some years now gradually to remove
the quantitative restrictions on the transport of goods
by road between Member States. Unfortunately, we in
the Commission have not yet been able to abolish all
existing limitations. Some Member States are very
reluctant when more flexible measures are proposed.
In order to justify their attitude, they invoke road
safety and congestion on their road network, the
competition that these vehicles create with their rail-
ways, the energy crisis, environmental problems and
what have you. However that may be, and however
unpromising that situation may appear, the Commis-
sion continues its efforts to ensure that the road trans-
port of goods can fully meet the needs of intra-
Community trade.

The second theme arising from the contributions of
Members which I would like now to deal with is the
almost theological discussion which takes place
whenever these matters are taken up between liberali-
zation and harmonization. I agree that harmonization
of the conditions of competition constitutes a major
necessity in the common transport policy. The
Commission cannot be accused of not having worked
towards speeding up the process of removing differ-
ences in the competitive situations of the transport
enterprises in the various Member States. In addition,
we must not forget that a series of the measures
concerning the harmonization of social conditions
and in relation to state interventions are covered by
the framework decision of 13 May 196S.

Notwithstanding this, we cannot make harmonization
a prerequisite unless we wish to enter a vicious circle
and block everything.'I take the point made by one of
the speakers, who spoke rather eloquently on this. As
far as possible harmonization should be undertaken in
parallel, and the transport- economy should not suffer
any real prejudice if liberalization sometimes advances
more quickly than harmonization. The more one liber-
alizes, the more one will be ready to harmonize. 1
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would quote as proof the harmonization of vehicle
taxation. No Member State is ready to subscribe to
this until the others accept measures concerning
access to the market. | would add that even those who
subscribe to the harmonizaton as a prerequisite do not
refuse alterations, even if insufficient, to bilateral
quotas made necessary by increases in traffic between
Member States.

I refuse to accept either thesis as a doctrine. It is neces-
sary to advance on both fronts where possible, never
losing sight of the fact that the general economy has
requirements that disagreements at the level of the
common transport policy must not neglect.

In order to clear up any misunderstandings, I would
like to recall to mind that the quotas of Community
licences which were allocated to the three new
Member States already, to a large extent, take into
account their geographical position. In this I listened
very carefully to the contributions of Mr Moreland, Mr
Paisley and Mr Flanagan. In fact, the quotas in rela-
tion to these countries, which were calculated using
the same criteria that were used for the six original
Member States, were by policy decision, increased not-
iceably by around 30 %, precisely in order to
neutralize the effects resulting from their peripheral
situation.

With regard to the distribution of additional licences,
the Commission proposes to take account both of
tonne/kms accomplished per Member State under
Community licences, and of the number of licences
which have already been granted to it. The
Commisson chooses this method because up to now it
has enabled it to adjust to the different trends which
are developing each time it is necessary to distribute
licences. Some prefer a linear share, which is based
solely on the volume of the quota which each
Member State already has. Others prefer the distribu-
tion which only takes account of the utilization that
each Member State has made of its quota. For the
extra, this method takes into account the interests of
the different Member States. Those who use their
licences more intensively receive an incentive. Others
who, owing to their geographical situation, are handi-
capped equally get something out of it.

I would also like to say that any suggestion that we are
not busy dealing with the railways in a constructive
way misses the point. In fact, I would hope with the
active help of my services, to increase the attention
which we are giving to this important aspect of the
common transport policy.

May I also remind the House that the weights and
dimensions proposal is before Parliament now for
discussion.

Having said that, Mr President, I must reiterate the
Commission’s position, and with regret I must inform
the House that it is not possible for me at this stage to

indicate any Commission support for the amend-
ments.

President. — 1 call Mr Albers.

Mr Albers, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I
should, of course, like to begin by thanking Mr Burke
very much for the detailed reply he has given. I am
sorry that, if Parliament should decide tomorrow to
adopt my proposals, he cannot assure us of the
Commission’s support. But I would remind him of his
own words. He himself said that the number we are
talking about is ridiculously low. And 20 % of a
ridiculously low figure makes another ridiculously low
figure. There can be no disputing that.

I therefore fail to understand why Mr Carossino, the
spokesman of the Communist and Allies Group,
findes my proposals unrealistic. I think any deviation
from twice the number is unrealistic if the idea is to
replace | bilateral authorizations by a Community
system. And when he then said that certain Member
States practice unfair conditions of competition in

that their social conditions are so very different from

those in Italy, for example — he referred to the
Netherlands — 1 just do not understand him at all,
because the social conditions under which our lorry
drivers work in the Netherlands are, in my view, at
present the best in the whole of the European
Community.

I completely agree with the view expressed by Mr
Helms on behalf of the European People’s Party that
the Committee on Transport must endeavour to work
out a plan for total liberalization and harmonization, a
question to which the Commissioner also referred . I
completely agree with him on this, but it is wrong to
assume that these Community quotas are simply
added to the bilateral quotas.

The Commission’s proposal and its explanatory
memorandum state quite clearly that if the Commu-
nity quotas are increased, the bilateral quotas should
really be corrected. The Member States have control
over this and [ say this because I am sorry that unlike
last year I am unable to find the full support of this
Parliament for my proposal, which I also made last
year and which was then adopted unanimously.

Mr President, I felt it necessary to say this once again,
and I would add that I must advise against the adop-
tion of the amendments tabled by Mr Nyborg. There
is a great deal to be said for the arguments advanced
by Mr Moreland and also Mr Paisley, that allocation
according to utilization may give rise to unfair prac-
tices. We have a right to hear from the Commission
next year how exactly Community quotas have been
allocated. Pending more detailed information it would
seem to me wiser to accept the proposal from the
Committee on Transport that twice the number of
authorizations should be allocated on a linear basis.
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President.— The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote,
together with the amendments that have been moved,
at the next voting-time.

11. Urgent procedure

President.— 1 have received, with request for urgent
debate pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure :

— a motion for a resolution tabled by Mrs Cassanmagna-
go-Cerretti, Mr Habsburg, Mr Klepsch, Mr Bersani, Mr
Ryan, Mr Penders, Mr Nothomb, Mr Seitlinger and Mr
Fischbach, on behalf of the Group of the European
People’s Party (CD), on the situation in Malta (Doc.
1-421/79);

and

a motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Sarre, Mr Zagari,
Mr Glinne, Mrs Castle, Mr Estier, Mr Arndt, Mr
Motchane, Mrs Cresson, Mrs Fuillet and Mrs Roudy, on
the South-East Asian refugees (Doc. 1-422/79).

The reasons supporting these requests for urgent
debate are contained in the documents themselves.

The vote on these requests will be taken at the begin-
ning of tomorrow’s sitting.

12. Implementation of the 1979 budget

President. — The next item is the oral question,
with debate, by Mr Notenboom, on behalf of the
Group of the European People’s Party (CD), Mr
Dankert, on behalf of the Socialist Group, Mr J.M.
Taylor, on behalf of the European Democratic Group,
Mr Rossi, on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic
Group, Mr Ansquer on behalf of the Group of Euro-
pean Progressive Democrats, Mr Lange, chairman of
the Committee on Budgets, and Mr Aigner, chairman
of the Committee on Budgetary Control, to the
Commission, on the implementation of the Commu-
nity budget for the 1979 financial year (Doc.
1-307/79)

On 25 October 1978, during the budgetary procedure,
the European Parliament adopted the following amend-
ments which were not subsequently rejected by the
Council. These amendments were therefore definitively
incorporated in the 1979 budget when the President of
Parliament declared the budget adopted in December
1978.

Pursuant to Article 205, the Commission should imple-
ment the budget accordingly. ‘

Article 353 Public health studies

and measures 50 000
Item 3544 Permanent inventory

of sources of informa-

tion on the environ-

ment 50 000
Item 3550 Consumer protection
studies 50 000

3552 Consumer protection

and information
measures 100 000

3741 Harmonization of
industrial laws 500 000

Article 379 Monitoring of freight
markets 150 000

Item 3920 Implementation of the
education programme 40 000

Article 550 Community measures
in support of national 198 000 000 PA
regional policies 380 000 000 CA
Article 560 Specific =~ Community 35000 000 PA
measures 100 000 000 CA
Article 930 Non-associated deve- 16 620 000 PA
loping countries 50 000 000 CA

Item 2100 ‘Rent (Bangkok and 279 800
Vienna) (blocked)
2240 Data-processing Remarks
2243 EDP equipment Remarks
Article 254 Measures for young
people ‘ 85000
Item 2720 Dissemination of infor-
mation Remarks
3030 Housing for handi-
capped workers 85000
3052 Guaranteed income for
workers  undergoing
retraining token entry
Article 317 Community  supervi-
sion of the application
of agricultural rules token entry
Item 3200 Hydrocarbons 4 000 000
Item 3240 Energy-saving pro- 7000000 PA
gramme 16 000 000 CA
3241 New sources of energy 9000 000 PA

16 000 000 CA
3362 Long-term forecasts
and assessments
3371 Coordinated projects

857 000
226 000

Since the debate on the 1980 budget will partly depend on
how the 1979 budget is implemented, we should be glad if
the Commission would answer the followirig questions :

1. How did the Commission utilize in the first half of
1979 the amounts adopted by the European Parlia-
ment ?

2. How does it intend to implement the budget during
the remainder of the year in the light of the decisions
taken by the European Parliament ?

3. Does the Commission regard the adopted ‘budget as a
legal basis for the utilization and expenditure of the
appropriations ?

4. Can it further state whether in implementing the 1979
budget it has experienced difficulties with articles and
items other than those listed above ?

5. Can it also give a progress report on the budgetization
requested by the European Parliament of :

— Euratom loans (Article 329),
— Community loans (Chapter 42), and

— the European Development Fund (Chapters 90
and 91)?
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President
I call Mr Notenboom.

Mr Notenboom. — (NL) Mr President, it has
become the custom in recent years for the debate on
the budget for the next year to be preceded by ques-
tions to the Commission on the implementation of
the current year’s budget and specifically on those
items entered in the budget at Parliament’s request.
The fact that Parliament forms part of the budgetary
authority but does not yet have any legislative power,
results in a situation in which here and there discre-
pancies occur between the budget as adopted and its
implementation in respect of certain items where the
Council, and sometimes the Commission too, feels
that an entry in the budget is not sufficient to enable
the Commission to spend the money, but that it must
first take a legislative decision before the budget is
implemented. This attitude is partly, by no means
completerly, but partly to blame for the inadequate
utilization of budget funds, not to speak of the en-
croachment on part of Parliament’s budgetary power.

In the past Parliament has used this bugetary power to
introduce new policies into the budget and thus
increase the European Community’s field of activities.
It is therefore important to ascertain whether the
Commission has implemented these new policies.
There can, of course, be other reasons for the money
entered against certain items not being spent or only
partly spent. In a large number of amendments Parlia-
ment made a change to the explanatory text in the
first round last year to the effect that the entry of an
amount in the budget represented sufficient grounds
for the Commission to spend that amount. The
Council then rejected this, and for reasons of which
we are all aware, Parliament did not table these amend-
ments again at the December part-session, because it
withdrew all amendments except those relating to the
Regional Funds, for the important reason that it
wanted to demonstrate its power and did not want to
see it interfered with.

The familiar magic formula is therefore no longer to
be found in the text of the budget, but this does not,
of course, mean that the Commission is not fully
aware of Parliament’s intentions. We are concerned
here above all with the familiar complex of the budget
on the one hand and with legislative power connected
with the budget on the other. Parliament must not
encroach with its budgetary powers on the legislative
power of the Council, nor does it intend to do so, but
the Council must not encroach on Parliament’s
powers with its legislative power or by not being
prepared to exercise this legislative power.

It is therefore a three-cornered problem, as it were,
involving the Commission, the Council and Parlia-
ment. Last year the conclusion drawn was that it
would in fact be better if the Council also attended
this debate after we and the Council have had discus-
sions. But the Committee on Budgets had so much
work early this year in connection with the supple-
mentary budget and Parliament has meanwhile under-

gone such tremendous change, and there were also a
few months in which no work could be done, so
nothing has yet come of this. I find that regrettable.
This was not intended. I hope therefore that next year
this debate, to which everyone attaches considerable
importance, can be a three-cornered debate, with the
Council also involved. To this end we must make
contact with the Council, and I hope that that will be
done shortly. Last year Commissioner Tugendhat gave

" an extremely detailed reply to our questions, and we

were very grateful to him. I hope that he will give us
another detailed and satisfactory answer now. This is
what we need for the important debates and votes we
will be having in November. That completes my
explanation on behalf of all those who have asked
questions.

President. — 1 call Mr Tugendhat.

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, as Mr Notenboom said in his introduction,
this is a debate that takes place each year, and it is, [
think, now an important part of the budgetary proce-
dure. Important, because obviously it is right that the
Parliament should have a debate on the implementa-
tion of the budget before actually getting down to the
major discussions on the forthcoming budget. It is
important that people should see how we have
progressed up till now, on the charge which we
already have, before they make final decisions on the
new responsibilities that should be laid upon us. The
Commission therefore welcomes this opportunity, not
only to show how it is discharging its responsibilities
but also to remind the House of its constant efforts to
achieve a full and transparent budgetization of all its
activities.

There is only one problem about this debate, Mr Presi-
dent, and that is that it is so detailed and requires
such very careful preparation and delivery that I am
afraid I find that I have to stick almost entirely to a
text in order to be quite certain that the accuracy of
what I have to say is fully recorded in the compre
rendu, so 1 hope the House will bear with me if what
I say seems a trifle dry and if it is not as agreeable or
as easy to listen to as one might like.

Before, however, getting down to the driest though
none the less important details, there is one point
which I think I should deal with at the beginning,
and that refers to the third of the questions asked:

Does the Commission regard the adopted budget as a
'legal basis for the utilization and expenditure of the
appropriations ?

On this point, I do not think I can really do more
than refer you to the statement I made a year ago ; but
it might be as well if I restated it, in view of the many
changes that have taken place since then. To the
Commission the budget, as adopted, constitutes the
legal basis indispensable to the use and expenditure of
appropriations. Without the appropriate budgetary
entry, there can be neither expenditure nor receipts.
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