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At its sitting of 22 May 1980, the European Parliament referred the motion 

for a resolution tabled by Mr van Aerssen and others on the strengthening of 

transfrontier cooperation (Doc. 1-188/80) pursuant to Rule 47 of the Rul~~ 

of Procedure to the Committee on Regional Policy and Regional Planning as 

the committee responsible and to the Committaa cr. Transport for an opinion. 

At its meeting of 28 October 1980, the Committee on Regional Policy and 

Regional Planning decided to draw up a report and appointed Mrs Boot rapporteur. 

The committee considered the draft report at its meetings of 22 January 1981~ 

24 February 1981, 17 March 1981, 22 April 1981, 27 April 1982, 22 June 1982, 

28 January 1983 and 3 February 1984. At the last meeting it adopted the 

motion for a resolution as a whole nem. con. with one abstention. 

The following took part in the vote: Mr De Pasquale, chairman; Mrs Fuillet, 

vice-chairman; Mr Pottering (deputizing for the rapporteur), Mr Cardia 

(deputizing for Mrs De March), Mr Gendebien, Mr Hutton, Mr Klinkenborg 

(ceputizing for Mr Griffiths), Mr Kyrkos, Lord O'Hagan, Mr Karl Schon, 

Mr J.D. Taylor, Mr von der Vring and Mr Ziagas (deputizing for Mr Hume). 

The opinion of the Committee on Transport is attached. 

The report was tabled on 9 February 1984. 
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A 

The Committee on Regional Policy and Regional Planning hereby submits to the 

European Parliament the following motion for a resolution together with 

explanatory statement: 

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION 

on the strengthening of transfrontier cooperation 

The European Parliament, 

- having regard to the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr van Aerssen and 

others on the strengthening of transfrontier cooperation (Doc. 1-188/80) 

and the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr De Gucht on the setting up of· 

employment zones in frontier, backward and problem areas (Doc. 1-290/82), 

-having regard to earlier resolutions of the European Parliament, in 

particular its resolutions on 'the Community's regional policy as regards 

the regions at the Community's internal frontiers• 1, on 'the difficulties 

encountered at the Community's internal frontiers in the transport of 
2 passengers nnd goods by road' , on 'the siting of nuclear power 

stations in frontier regions• 3, on 'economic and social policy for the 

benefit of frontier workers• 3a and on 'local transfrontier traffic• 3b, 

-recognizing the valuable preparatory work carried out by the Council of 

Europe and its various bodies, particularly the 'European outline 

convention on transfrontier cooperation between territorial authorities 
4 or communities' and the report on 'Transfrontier cooperation in Europe' , 

-having regard to Articles 2, .1cr1 and 104 of Treaty establishing _the EEC, 

having regard to the Commission's recommendation~ concerning transfro~tier 

coordination·in the context of regional development 5, 

- having regard to the rPport of the Committee on;Regional Policy and 

Planning (Doc. 1-1404/83), 

1 
OJ 293, 2 c 13.12.1976 

3 OJ c 140, 5.6.1979 

3a OJ c 327, 15.12.1980 
3b OJ c 149, 14.6.1982 

4 OJ C 13, 17.1.1983 
5 CPL C15) 6 final of 23 

OJ L 321, 10.11.1981 
May 1980 
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I. N<>l·,_·~-; thiJ~ the economic development of the frontier region" ,,r tlw 

. Community ha~; been comparatively less favourable than in tll0 ,·,·nt ~-.11 

regions. Although such areas frequently occupy a central. l"'si~i<ln 

in European terms, they are peripheral areas from the point n( view 

of the individual Member States; 

2. Ncltcs that the existence o{ national frontiers is a hindrance to 

econ<m i c: growth in some regions in every Member State s incP t hE'y are 

~;it uated on the periphery of a national market; 

J, ~ninL~ cut that as a result, such regions suffer from structural 

di!"advantages, and that their problems are consequently covered by 

the general structural policy of the Community (Articles 104 et seq 

of the Treaty establishing the EEC); 

4. Emphasizes that all transfrontier problems fall within the terms of 

reference of the Community; 

5. · Recognizes that since the frontier regions are prient~te~ exclusively 

towards the interior of the country they are generally disadvantaged 

peripheral areas with inadequate infrastructures and communica·tions, 

relatively low incomes and are frequently areas· of net outward 

mi grat.ion·; 

6. P.nrphas i zes that Lh(' Community' H internal frontiers are seen as a . 

IJitn·ier t.:o economic: and socinl development., p.::lrti<.:ul<~:·ly by t.h<~ 

~o~ulations af frontier areas; 

7. Underlines that the extent and nature of the problems ·i~ the frontier 
regions of Europe are an accurate reflection of the degree of political 
cooperation, or readiness to achieve integration, shown. by the Member 
States of the Community and are also an accurate reflection of Community 
policytodate; · 

8. Stresses thdt some of the problems of internal frontier regions arc 

causeci by <\ivergent technicaJ, administrative, economic, legal, 

morwt.ary ancl f i sea 1 provisions which canno'i. he pI i m i n;;tt:C'd. un t. i 1 

c•corHHT!ic am: monr.tar.y union i.s achieved. This ap[Jli.es araonq ot.her 

t 11 i ngB to i:he bo.-tlor control H, which arc ·regi..trdt:C! as an i nconvc~n iencc•, 

the diffriring tax and social security pos1tion of frontier work0rs and 

t.11c fact that the level of their .income is affected by fluctuations in 
exchange rates; 

9. Considers that such cooperation in [Jlanning and implementation of 

p<ll icy could be extended to the following areas: coordination of 

regional policy and regional planning in frontier areas, coordjnation. 

at regional and local level of measures relating to environmental 

~rotection, emergency services for natural disasters, fire services 

and radio transmissions, energy and water supplies, sewage and waste 

disposal, transport, education, health and cultural poJicy, tourism, 
etc.; 
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10. !:; awure that a great deal of progress has already been made towards 

<"nopcration in 01uch fields in certain frontier regions' but that a 

t:limatc of c·oop•~rat.ion has yet to be cr~ated in other· areas; 

11. Notes with satisfaction all the existing bilateral agreements 

b<.•twecn Member States and between Member States and third countries 

in this area, and in particular the work of the inter-State regional 

planning committees; 

12. Wclromcs the Council decision ot ll June 1981 on the conclusion of 

the Conv~ntion on long-range tr~nsboundary air pollution but considers 

thctl Litis has solved only some of the transfrontier problems; 

13. Supports the Council of Europes's 'European outline convention on trans
frontier cooperation between territorial authorities or communities', which 
has been in force since 1981 and has been ratified by eleven countries to 
date, including eight Member St~tes, and calls on the Council to give 

the Commission a mandate to ratify this ~unvention: 

14. Considers that the many day-to-day problems encountered by 

communitirs on both sides of frontiers can and should be solved only 

tu a limited oxtent by the foreign ministries of the countries 

cnncC'rnod. As a rule, solutions reached between the local or regional 

c~ities and authorities directly concerned, within their areas of 
responsibility, prove quicker, more effective, more appropriate 

to II~ r~al \ties of lhe situation and above all closer to the needs 

nl the populat-..ion; 

15. Not0s Lltat in ~he past Local and regional caom .. nities and authorities have Lacked 
ade411c1te legal p<>wers to achieve the necessary degree of administrative 

coordination in r•!spcct of transfrontier problems falling within their 

terms of reference; 

16. Calls upon the Commission, therefore, to draw up proposals for a directive 
obliging the Member States to make the necessary arrangements for an exchange 
of information and to ensure reciprocal consultati·on on administrative measures 
in frontier regions having a direct or indirect effect on the frontier regions 
of neighbouring countries; 

17. Cnn:;iders t hilt· t.h.i s !Jhasc of strengthening frontier cooperation must 

lie ;;ccnmpilll i ed by Lhc application of t:hc principle of the 'right to 

equo~.L o~cces~;', .in particular with regard to information, monitoring 

·and proccdun~s for regi:;tering opt>osition with respect to measures 

wii.h transfrontier effects; 

18. Cmpiliic; i zt'S Uwl: ,, d.irective imposing a reciprocal obligation to hold 

con:u•IL.l L t o 11 ,; ~'hou 1 d not apply only to regional and local authorities 

on hnLil sides of the frontler but also to the national bodies 

,-, '"f"'"s i b 1 c for reg ion a! policy and regional planning so as to ensure 
of fc.···t.ive ·.:oordination of regional development measures in frontier 
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19. Calls upon the Commission to cooperate with the Study and Information 
Office on Transfrontier Cooperation established by the Council of Europe 
to advise interested Local and regional authorities in the frontier 
regions; 

20. Considers thai:. alongside efforts to institutionalize transfrontier 

conf)erdti.on, informal transfrontier contacts will continue l.o be of 

dee.if:ive importance and therefore calls upon Members of Pur J .i.amcni:. 

and elcct"cl represl~ntutives from frontier. rc-'gions to· play th0.ir part 

in strengthening transfrontier cooperation; 

21. fn:;tnicts its President to forward this resolut.ion arid the cxplana·tory 

statement to the Council, the Commission of the European Communities, 

the parliaments of the Member States and to the Council of Europe. 
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B 

r>l<PLANATOR'i STATEMENT 

l. This report deals with the problems of rPsivns adjacent to the internal 

and external frontiers of the =~c. 

Frontier regions, like coastal and mountain regions, face similar 

p r ol>lem~1, and their inhabitants often tend to have similar interests. 

Hut, in cllnlrast to coastal and mountain regions, their political 

bllundaries - whether national frontiers within the Community or borders 

with Ll1ird countries - are artificial barriers which the local inhabitants 

rrequently regard as obstacles to development. 

2. Frontier regions are peripheral from the point of view of national 

states, although they generally occupy a central position in European terms. 

They are prevented from extending and developing their full potential by 

the national frontiers which divide them. 

3 0 It is for these reasons that many frontier regions are economically 

and socially backward. 

4. •rtH' Treaties were only concerned with frontiers as obstacles to the, 

free movement of goods, services and persons. It cannot be denied that 

progress has been made in this area since the Community was set up. The 

internal frontiers of the Community have become more open, particularly 

from tile' point of view of trade. 

'). Never Lite lcs~>, little or nothing has changed for the frontier regions 

and their inhabiti.lnts, who still look upon the border as a barrier and a 

h Lndrdncc•, and often even as a major nuisance. They are still confronted 

daily with the clamaging and pointless effects of such borders. Inhabitants 

<>f r,·unticr regions - often unlike the inhabitants of the intetior of the 

<"11\Hllry- h;wc·" <kf.init£> l.nt.erest in'el.iminating the negative aspects of 

the t ron t i cr . fur t twm j L i H not a mutter of abolishing frontiers bu·t of 

<'>v<~rcom i ng tlw '•b~; t ac le~• they represent 1 • 

6. '!'he extent and nature of the problems in the frontier regions of 

~urope arc an accurate reflection of the degree of political cooperation or 

readiness L<> achieve integration shown,in the capitals of our continent. 

Von Malcltus, 'Current problems of transfrontier cooperation in Eu~ope', 
unpublished paper for the 'Regionalism in Europe' meeting on 4.4.81 
:in Dillmcn. 
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7.· · At present the Community's various internal and external frontiers 

demonstrate a whole range of possible forms· of cooperation, fror.1 frontier 

regions engaging successfully in extensive transfrontier cooperation to 

completely sealed and militarized borders protected by barbed wire, watch

towers and a battery of self-firing devices. 

8. The Comr.1ittee on Regional Policy and Regiona1 Planning is convinced 

that real progress on cooperation in frontier regions cannot be made 

unless there is a corresponding political commitment on the part of Member 

States of the Community and neighbouring third countries. 

9~ The frontier regions and their elected representatives at national, 

regional and local level must therefore make it their business to encourage 

the nat.icmul governments of the Member States to do everything in their 

power to eliminate the negative effects of national frontiers. 

10. When considering the nature and intensity of possible coo~eration, 

we muHt dlHlinguish between three categories ot national frontier: 

A. interrtal Community frontiersi 

B. frontiers with democratic third countriesi 

C. frontiers with state-trading countries. 

11. '!'his report is chiefly concerned with examining possible methods of 

improv.inq cooperation at the internal frontiers of the Comhlunity. 

In th~ committee's opinion, demands for inrreased cooperation should 
r 

he addressed primarily to the frontier regions and national governments of 

the Cnrnmunity, to the Commission and to the Council. 

Third countries, particularly those with democratic furms of government, 

nhottld ~~ rneouraqed to mAke similar arrangements at local, reginnnl or 

national level, if they so wiah. 

12. 'J'hf' ~.u!ope~~~~li~~ h<:Hl taken an interest in the problems of 

frontier regions on several occasions in the past. 

1 Special mention should be made of the GERLACH report , which was 

approv{•<l by the European Parliament in 1976. This report contained 

far.-reaching proposals for improved cooperation at the Community's 

internal frontiers. In particular, the rep~rt called for 'Eur6pean 

Joint Authorities' to be set up by means of a regulation providing thera 

with a legal basis for cooperation. 

Heport by the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and 
Trnnsport on the motion for a resolution by Messrs. GERLACH, MITTERDORFER 
ana wrzLn~lJER on the Community's regional policy as regards the 
regions at '~he Cor.u.mnity's internal frontiers (Doc. 5/74).:. (Doc. 355/76). 
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. 

~'he S:_o!'l~~-s-~i_~_n >las unable to support these demands, and did not 
_!'!uhmit proposals on the subject to '.:he Council. 

13. In November 1981, however, the Commission did event.ually submit to 

the Member States a recommendation1 on transfrontier coordination. These 

propnsal~ ~o;eek to achieve coordination of regional dev~lopment. programmes 

in front icr rc(jions which are development areas in the conteltt of the 

ERD?. 

The Committee on Regional Policy and Reg;~~~: :ianning welcomes 

thin Commission recommendation, b••': considers that it does not go far 

enough, for the following reasons: 

Bee: a use the leg a 1 instrument chosen is a rP.commendation wi·thout binding 

force in domestic law, the regional and local authorities with an 

interest in transfrontier cooperation will continue to lack ~ legal 

basis for such action. The practical effects will therefore be slight. 

- !.i.r,1i t i ng the geographical scope of the recommendation to the development 

areas under the ERDF severely limits the impact of the recommendation. 

After the planned revision of Fund rules, the recornnienda.tion might only 

npply io the frontier between the Republic-of Ireland and Northern 
Jrf!lillld. 

- 1'hc recommendation makes no mention of cooperation at the Community's · 

external frontier~. 

Since approving the GEllLACH report, the European Parliamen'.: has 

frPquently dealt with specific aspects of transfrontiei cooperation: 

2 - The ~IALZ report on consultation at Community level on the siting of 

f.JOwe::- stations; 

- th'~ SCIIYNS report 2 on the difficulti~s encountered at the Community's 

internal frontiers in the transport of passengers and goods by road; 

tht! VON ALEMANN report. 2 on the siting of nuclear power stations in 
frontjer regions. 

2 SALISH report on economic and social policy for the benefit of frontier workers; 

- DESOUCHES report 2 on local transfrontier traffic. 

. . 2 Moreover, a series of motions for resolutions and wr1tten quest1ons 

have been HubmJt.tecl to the Euroj_)ean Parliament, a clear indication of 

Part iRment 's mm::·lted ·interest. in the subject. 

r·· ... 
O,J L J2l, 10.11.1981 

2 Ooc. 14'>/77 
Doc. 678/78 
One-. l-442/80 
Doc • 1-1095/81 
0,1 c 13, 17.1 .1983 
(),J c iJ), 23.4:1981 
0.) c 1001 4. 'i. 1981 
(),) c 345, 31.12.1980 
()J c 34 7 1 31.12.1980 
OJ c 335, 22.12.1980 
0.) c 329, 16.12.1980 
OJ c 41, 18.2.1980 - 11 - PE 74.088/fin. 
(),J c 7 4 1 24.3.1980 
0.1 c 12(> 1 27.5.1980 
(),) (' ISO, 1B.6.1qao 



14. Up to now, ~he Council has only taken limited steps to protect 

the interests of ~he inhabitants of frontier regions in response to the 

European Parliament's .various efforts on their behalf. 

In this context we should mention first of all the Council . .Regulation 

No .. 724/75 of 18 l1arch 1975 establishing a European Regional DEwelopment 

!0 und1 . 

According t~o Ari:icle 5(d) of this regulut.ion, one ·of the factors 

·<:he Commission should take into account when granting assistuncc under 

the Fund i~: 

'whether the investment falls within a frontier area, that is 

to say, within regions adjacent to one or more other Member 

States.' 

15. The rog11lation establishing the ERDF further specifies thut the 

frontier region of the Member State in question must be ~ dcvcli~>mcnt 

area. This applies t.o an estimated 65% of the Community's in'.:ernal 

and external frontieis at present. 

lu; In practice, however, the abovementioned regulation has had little 

or no effect up to now on the way funds from the ERDF have been allocated. 

17. The Council decision of ll,June 1981 on the conclusion'of a convention 

on long-range transboundary air pollution (81/462/EEC) 2 was a first step 

towards dealing with one aspect of the problems facing the inhabitants of 

frontier regions. 

I~ should be pointed out, however, that this convention is not 

binding on the 11ember States. 

18. Attention should also be drawn to the existence of numerous bilateral 

~gre~~en~~ between.M~mber States concerning specific aspects of trans
frontier cooperation, for example the C.e~man-French agreements of 

January 1981 on the exchange of information about incidents .. or accidents 

which could have radiological effects. Bilateral agreements of this 

kind have hitherto been the only form of transfrontier cooperation in 

P.urope with .~ firm basis in law. So far there have.·been no bilateral 

agreements dealing with the whole range of ~ransfrontier cooperation, 
. . 

rather than just one as~ect of it. 

r ~;---~ 36--;- 9.12.1979 

2 OJ L 171, .27.6.1981 
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11 1. P_reu~_ra_t __ r;!_l"j' __ WEl_T'} __ _!:J_y_ the Council of Europe 

19. The Council of Europe, in marked contrast to the Commission and Council 

t>f the European Communities, has always paid great, attention to the p:::o:..,.;._,,"., 

and interesLs of frontier regions. 

'l'llis is not the place to go into. all .. .... ny activities carried ou·i 

in tho context of the Conferen~e of Local and Regional Authorities of 

E:urope. 

20. /\tU!ntion should be drawn, in particular, to the 'European outline 

cunvcnlion on tr~nHfrontier coop~ration between territorial ~uthorities 
or communities'. 

This outline conventio~ which was drawn up in 1980, has been ratified 
by eleven countries, including eight Member States, and has b-een in force. 
since 1981. · 

The convention could enter into force once it had been ratified 

by four states, of which at least two must share a common frontier. 

21. The basic aim of the outline convention is to give regional and 

.1ocul authodties l:he right to engage in transfrontier cooperation on 

tile i r own responsibility, on the basis of bilatera.l agreements and with 

aue regard to the relevant constitutional provisions. 

~2. ln conLrast Lo the GERLACH report, which propose6 that a new kind 

of l~gal entity ('European Joint Authorities') should be created in the 
. ' 

EC HI~cifically for the purpose of transfrontier cooperation, contracting 

parties to the outline convention undertake to facilitate and foster 

transfrontier cooperation with due regard to the different 'constitutional 
provisions' of each party (Article 1). 

21. ln other words, the aim is to create a climate of goodwill and mutual 

t(J lc ranee favouJ:nbl e to the promotion of trans frontier cooperation, 

without r.eslrlcting the sovereignty of the state by the agreements 

concerne<1. Such agreements may be made at national level as well as 

betwc0n local authorities. 

24. Annexed to the outline convention are a number of outline agreements 

coverinq various forms of tranefrontier cooperation. 

25. 'l'ime wi 11 show how wide or narrow an interpretation the signatory 

s', at es pl.,lcc on the scope of these legal· powers. 

~(,. 'l'he European Par:l iament's resolutlon on the GERLACH report, calling 

for a l0gal basis f.or: cooperation in the shape of European Joint Authorities, 

was Jnubtlcss bolder and more far-reaching, but such demands were evidently 

too ambitious, partict1larly for those Member States which see a threat to 

their Rnvereignty in every form of transfrontier cooperation at local and 
r<::qional level. 
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27. In any t•'vent., tlw Committee on Regional l'olicy-11nd Regional Plannlnl) 
WP1com0B t:h<' C.:ounci l ul. ~urope 1 s move and rcyuc:H.l:l the Council of Llw 
l~uropE~.:HI Conunun I. t i.cs to r<lt i fy the outl j ne convention as :;con il>1 poH :d td e. 

1 v·~ !'~ten_~-!:_~_l fields for increased cooperation 

28. 'rhis report will not seek to explain at great length why there is a 

need for :>trcngthencd cooperation at the Community 1 s internal and external 

frontiers. The inhabitants of such regions are only too aware of the 

problems arising at frontiers. 

29. We Hhall therefore restric~ ourselves to a short and by no means 

exhaustive list of nircumatances which affect, inconvenience and sometimes 

even anger inhabitants of frontier regions. Listed in no particular order 
the· facts are that: 

- ~illions of EC citizens sp~nd several hours of their holiday every year 

in interminable queues at frontier crossing points. The reason is 

simply that the EC Member States are not prepared to give up the practice 

of checkjng individuals crossing borders. 

'!'he combination of the differing rates of VAT levied in the Member States 

·and insufficiently generous duty-free allowances has turned private travel. 

into a source of revenue which the fiscal authorities are reluctant to 

forego. 

- lnhabitants of remote frontier regions are obliged to make detours of up 

tu 100 km between midnight and 6 a.m., because the border crcissings are 

closed then. The same reason applies as above. 

W<wtc water from an industrial plant on one side of a frontier is polluting 

river and ground-water on the other side. Efforts to stop the pollution 

and obt.<li n compensation on the 1 polluter pays 1 principle run up against the 

~roblem of the frontier itself, for nobody on the opposite side of it, 

where the damage is being caused, claims to be .an injured party. Common 

rules for the disposal of harmful substances do not exist. 

- The inhabitants of a holiday and recreation area learn from the newspapers 

that a nulcear power station is to be built just over the border. Neit.her 

they nor the appropriate local authorities were either informed or consulted 

by the competent authorities on the other side of the frontier before the 

decision was taken. There is no possibilit~ of raising objections. As in 

the days of absolute monarchs, people on the o-rher side of the border who 

·will be affected by this decision can only accept it, and cannot influence 
it. 

,., 
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- 'l'hc ·vi c~t. i m o t a t· rat f ic accident cannot be taken by ambulance to the 

nearent hospit~J, the natural thing anywhere else, because it is on 

the other side oE the border. And no arrangements exist for the 

reciprocal use of public amenities. 

- The rcqinnill planning authorities learn from press reports that certain 

.wea~; on the other side of the borde~ :.ave now been designated as an 

industrial d!'vclopment zone, which will have detrimental efft:cts on the 

wi.ldl ife rescorve adjacent to it on t.heir 'side of the border. There nre 

no "r.ranycm,!nt. :.; bet: ween the respective local authorities for the exchange 

,,f informntion or consultation in the realm of regional planning, nature 

conservation, disaster relief, etc. 

•rwo neighbouring frontle#'communes each build, without prior consultation, 

il :'lr.owa<Jc pnrification plant. The authorities on both sides of the border 

cnnlcl havP been savE'd considerable sums of public money by building a 

sewage works in co~mon. No agreement on regional planning existed, 

however. 

30. lt should be clear from these examples- of.which many more could be 

cited - what detrimental effects frontiers can have on citi~ens where there 

i,; nu eonpe~:;lt.ion with neighbours on the other side of the border. 

Jl, It should be emphasized, in this context, that there are·frontier 

region:-; which are models of noighbourly cooperation, and to which the 

,~a~;c!S ment ioncd above do not, or only partially, apply. We should mention 

here - among others - certain provincial and regional governments such as 

the EUHEGIO in the frontier region between the Netherlands and the Federal 

Republic of Germany, and the REGIO BASILIENSIS at the junction of France, 

West Germany and Switzerland. 

12. ln many other regions, there is very little sign of a sense of trans

fronUer solidarity or a belief that common problems can be solved in common. 

It is t:o such regions that this report is principally addressed. 

J I, 'l'hc P9!:l~-~~~~·--·~_:ea_s.~f cooperation differ from one frontier region to 
c~nothcr: according to local interests. In the opinion of the Committee on 

Regional Policy and Reqional Planning, increased cooperation would be of 

most Hignificance in tlt'! following fields: 

- .t.".E!.<.!j_<>~l.':'_l .. ..el~.E..i!I:J. (decisions .on industrial development areas,· traffic 
routP !'Ianning, planning of the provision of publid services in the 

wid('st sense), 

~.nvi rnn~~)n_t_a_! .... P..r~l.t~:::..t:_i ~.!! (nature conservation, preservation of rural 

arnPttil ir-:;, wat.cr pollution control, et.c., includi-ng pl;mning), 

- f i rc• !i()r·viccs (mutu;.d assistance, joint procurement and maintenance 
l) I o'(jl d ['lnC'nt.) 1 
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- ~_!11.~.£9.~-~Y. .. ~?:..r.YJ.C:.~~ (reciprocal assistance in nat.ural dis.:~sten:, 

epidemics), 

- tr.:ir~~'-~r_!. _ _0..f r:~_;;truct~!'_es (construction of through traffic routes, 

border crossings, public local transport, transport connections,. 
etc.), 

- ~n~rgy _!l~ies (electricity, gas), 

- water ~tp_p_lie~ and waste and sewage disposal, 

- ~l;_!:_i~- -~enities (rec.iprocal use of schools, adult education facilities, 

institutionB offering vocational training, hospitals, etc.), 

- ~~]:tu.!.~-~El?eration (agreements on dates of cultural events, local 
feKtlvals, trade fairs, etc., reciprocal use of sports facilities 

and training), 

- _!:_?_ll.!i!l..'!' (leisure and recreation, transfrontier long-distance footpaths, 

nature reserves, etc.), 

- !~?~~i~£_workers' problems (problems of the job market, tax and 
in~urance matters). 

14. ·lnlhc~·opi.nJon of the committ~e, no one fielct·or tram:fr.c•nticr 
('nupeJ·,~t lflll l:'.ln be regarded as boing nf overriding import.:~nc:r-. 'l'tw 

v;u.iou>i Local and regional authorities in the frontier roginns k11ow 

better than anyone their areas' problems, and the urgent ne~d to find 

solutions to them. Since the problems involved vaty from one frontier 

reg ion. to another, we shall refrain from providing'·· any detailed 

descrJption of specific examples of potential transfrontier cooperation 

here. 

35. lt should b~ pointed out in this context that the divisipn of 

.responsibillt.y for the matters listed above between local or regional 

authori t i "s and tlw nntJ.onal government varies greatly from one reg ion 
to another. For this reason it is often difficult for an authority 

wishing to hold consultations with its 'opposite number' on the other 

side of the border to find out who that is. Transfrontier cooperation 

can only succeed, therefore, if both sides are familiar with the structure 

of each other's planning authorities. 

The Council of Europe has set up a 'S+,.dy and Information Office on 
Transfrontier Cooperation'. The European Parliament ·welcomes this initiative 
and calls on the Commission to cooperate closely with this office. 

V. New forms of cooperation 

36. In nation states, the question of transfrontier cooperation has 

traditionally been regarded as an aspect of foreign poUcy. 1\dmitt.edly, 
this form of cooperation between two Member States has a flrm legal 
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1 v. l!om~!-'.11.'.'''-·-'·'-~:'!_l.s l•"S'{uels i 1 convienl de rcnforcer la <~oopcrat jon 

/.H. r 1 n' y a pas 1 i<•u de s 'i't <:nar .~ dans le cadre du present rapport· 

s11r li.l nl·cc•ss it·~ de renforcer Ia cooperation aux fronti<'res intcrieures 

c•t 1;xt8r ic,un's de la· Communaut€i. L~s habitants de ces regions ne sont 

que tro~ cons~ients des probl6mes qu~ posent les frontiares. 

29. C'csl pnurquoi il sera pr6sente, bri~vement et dans une liste 

<~ssur0ment ittr·nmp.lcte, une ser ie de faits qui affectent les ressort.is

silnt s d<'s n'•q ions f ront.a 1 ier.es ,. qui r.eprf!sen Lent pour eux une charge 

r·l sonl m<~m1• :·\Ouvent unr? cause• d'irritation. La liste qui suit n'est 

p.l:-< lc• rPf\nl d'un juqcment de valeur : 

- lit•:·: mi 1 1 iom: de n~ssortissants de la CEE fJassent tous les ans un 

'lramJ nomhlf• rl'h(•ures de leur pcriode .deconge dans des files d'at

t<'nt·e intr•nninahles aux postes tronticres, dues au fait que les 

L·:l.ats m<·ml>• <·s ne sont JJas dis]Joses a renonce.c aux cont.roles ·des· 

fJersonncs aux fronti~res. 

- l.<:s quanti t <~s restrej ntes de marc:handises autorisees en franchise 

<'t les differcnts taux de Ia taxe sur 1~ valeur ajoutie appliques 

dans leH Etats membrcs sent coniid6ris ~at le fisc comme une 'source 

dr· rl'vrnus indispensable dans le cadre des voyages prives. 

- D<' m·1111Jil :1 six hcures du matin, des habit<~nt.s de rfgions fronta

lii·rc·~; isolt-<>s sont obliges de fain~ des detuurs allant. jusqu'a 

I 00 ki J om<"'i res, parce que les barricres res tent fermees pendant 

Ct'tl~' 1><:-·r·iode. Motif :voir plus haut. 

l.es ('<>\IX r·t•:;irluair<'s d'unc enlreprise industriellc situ6e de 

I' aut. r '' coLt- de la front i ere polluent le·s fleuves ct nappes 

ROIItP!Tairt<.'!l. I.CS r~fforts Vi.sant a met.trc fin a J.a pollution de 

I '0nvi rr>rtllt'mrnt <d ;, r~qlcr l<'H sinistrcs· suivant le principc du 

pn 1 ltlf•ur·-poly<.'ttt· s 'arn1tcnl iiUX poteaux fronticres, car sur lc lieu 

ou a <-t··· commis le dommat,JC, ]Jersonne ne se considihe comme lese. 

T I n 'ex isle· p<.~s d(• directives communes relatives a 1 'introduction 

dr f!ltbs 1 anc:cs noc i ves. 

- Les lwbitant.s d'unc zone de detente sjtuee a proximitc d'une ville 

appr<.,rJ!leTl( [Jill: lC journal que jUSte. de 1 I autre COte de la frontiere 

unc centrale nucliaire est en cours de con~truction. Ils n'ont pas 

~~~ infnrm6s, ni consultis, pas plus que les collectivites locales 

<'<Hill";' cnl es, pc•r l es responsables competcnt3 avant que la. decision 

"'"it ,;, (· pt: i sf'. l 1 n 'y a aur.unc possibili te de recours. Commc aux 

l<'mp:; olr• I 'rdrfll>iut.tsme, Ia d~r.ision prist., par les citoyens de l'autrc 

o~(,!(· ell' lo~ IIO!ltil\r·p llf' peut et.re qu'accept{,e, mais pas influencee·.· 
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- La vi,:t.ime d'un accident de la circulation ne pent, comm<· ,;'•·st. nonn.11 

dans d 1 autres ~egions, €tre transportee en ambulance ~ l 'h6pital Je 

plus proche. Il sc trouve de l'autre cote de la frontiere. Raison : 

i l n 1 exi te pas d' accord sur 1 1 utilisation reciproquc ctP.s i.nfras true-

turPs. 

- Les autorites compitentes pour 1 1·am6nagcment du territoir~ apprennent 

pi! r· 1 a pressC' qu 1 i.l a et 6 dec ide de consid{•rer c<>rt a i.nc•s r ,:,.,ions sit u<~<'H 

de I 'autre c6t.6 cle la frontiere comme des zones ·d'implantat.ion indus

Lrit•lle, cc qui met. en peril l 1 existcnc~· du J..>arc n·al urf'J ~.~n df'9"a de 

la fnmticn•. Il n'existe pas d 1 accords entre lPs c~ollE>ct ivitiis locales 

.competentes en ce qui concerne 1 1 lchange d'informati6ns ou m~me la 

consultation dans 1e domaine de l'amlnagement du terri~oire, de la 

protection de la nature, de 1a prlvention des calamites, etc. 

Deux communes frontalieres voisines construisent chacune leur propre 

station d 1 fipuration sans se consulter au pria1able. 0~, la construction 

d 'un·e 'station d 'lpuration commune aurai t permis aux pouvoirs publics des 

deux cotes de 1a frontiere de rialiser des economies considerables. 

Aucune concertation n'avait ete convenue dans le domaine de 1' amenage

ment du territoire. 

10. ('<'~' qu<'lqtlf>S exemrles, dent. la Jist<! peut etn~ a]Jongee i'i Vnlont:e, 

i J lust rent lL~s consliquonces nefast.cs qu'ent•·aine la pr[.scnce rll· La fron

Li.f\n~ pour les citoyens, dans la mesur.C' oii au<"'une c·ooperat.ion n'a lieu avec 

les voisins de l'autre cote de la frontiere. 

11. 11 convient de souligner ice propos qu'il existe au rest~ des regions 

J ront~lif\~es qui coop~rent de maniere exemplairc avec leurs vuisins, ct 

<tuxquellcs Jes ·f>xemp.le!l mcntionnes ne s 1 appliquent. pas ou nr s'appl iqurnt 

que parHcllf'ment.. On pout citer notamment c<•rtains qouvernement.s de Land 

<~.'' c'l" provinces tnl s que EUREGIO dans la region frontal iere si tuee entre 

Jes Pays-AaB et la Republique fidlrale d 1 A1lemagnc, de mime que la REGIO 

tiASILIENSIS situie aux confins de 1a France, de l'Allemagne et de la Suisse. 

12. De nombrou!ws aut res regions c~prouvent encort' peu l" sent imr:n t rk 

soJidaritC> LranHfrontalii're baseo sur· .le fait que dPs p..-nb.lc;mes communs 

peuvent 0t.re rcq les l'll commun. c' est prec i sement ii ces r<·.y ions ·f ron La l i.e rC's 

4ue ~'adresse le present rapport . 

.l3. t.es sccteurs possibles de cooperation varient d'une region frontaliere 

a I 1 aut rC' et dependc>nt des int.E'rets de chacune. La commission de La pol it i qu<' 

i·c;q.innalc> <'t dC' l 1 amenaqemeni du t.erritoire esLime qu'il 0st souhaital>lr• de• 

renforcer la cooperation dans les domaines suivants : 

- 18 - PE 74.088 /def. 



48. ~'his third stage in the strengthening of transfrontier cooperation 
should be accom}:lanied by a corresponding 1 right of·· equal access 1 

, 

part-ieularly access to information and to procedures for checking or 

objecting to tneasures with transfrontier effects. This would enable 
citizens and local and regional authorities to influence decisions 
taken by the authorities on the other side of. the frontier according 
t6 the .procedures recognized there, prov.:. ... ~a that the proposed measures· 
would affect t.hc region on t:1e opposite side of the border. 

49. In this way it will be pouible for re9i6nal and local authorities 
to counteract some of the negative effects of living near a frontier. 
But those problems which frontier regions face and which are not within 
the jurisdiction of re9ional or loca( authorities will still be unsolved. 
These include the difficulties encoun·tered by fro.nti.er workers due. to 
variations in their income caused by fluctuating exchange ~ates, and 
also the problem of their tax and soc'ial insurance contributions. This 
report also contains no proposals to solve the problem of the irksome 
process of checking individuals at front~er crossing points. 

50. These problems are caused DY technical, economic, monetary and 
fiscal provisions. Where the internal frontiers of the Community are 
concerned, there is no prospect of introducing me.asures to eliminate 
these hindrances, which are regarded as a serious .. nuisance by the 
inhabitants of the frontier regions, except in the. context of eventual 
cc.:onomlc and monetary union. 
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.MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION DOCUMENT 1-188/80 ., 

tabled by Mr van AERSSEN, Mrs BOOT,· Mr 0' DONNELL, 

Mr TRAVAGLINI, Mr de KEERSMAEKER, Mr HOFFMANN, 

Mr HELMS, Mrs MOREAU, Mr PURSTEN, Mr von l'DGAU, 

Mr VERGEER, Mr POT'l'ERING and Mr GROUX. 

on behalf of the Group of the European People's 

Party (Christ~ian-Democr.atic Group) 

'pursuant to Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedut·e 

on the question of extending trans-frontier 

cooperation 

·The Europea~ Parliament, 

- concerned at the reluctance shown by the Commission and the council 

purposefully to promote cooperation in frontier regions, 

~ dismayed ·at the increase in barriers to trade and transP9rt at the 

internal frontiers of the Member States, 

ANNEX 

conscious of the integrating potential generated by economic, cultural 

and polltical cooperation in the frontier regions for the whole 

Community, 

- in view of the widespread need and specific dec:.re on the part of 

the populations of internal· frontier areas to approach their reg1onal, 

social and other day-to-day problems together on a trans-frontier bas1s, 

- referring to the solutions proposed in the Gerlach report (Doc. 355/76) 

and the difficulties encounten"d at the Ccmmunity's internal frontiers 

in the transport of passengers and goods by road discusaed in the 

Schyns report (Doc. 678/78}, 

1. Requests the Commission to make a precise assessment of the present 

situat:on in the frontier regions and the regions of Europe and to 

collaborate with the council in developing new posslbilities for 

closer trans-frontier cooperation; 

2. Asks the Committee on Regional Policy to assume responsibility for 

Sll<Jgest ing possibilities for cooperation in frontier regio'ls as a 

follow-up to the proposals contained in the Gerlach report;· 

3. Propos~s that a special plenary debate should be held at regular 

interv<tls to consider matters relating to the frontier regions. the 

abolit on of barrie>rs to •:::--:v:l"' >m•l t:.":'!!•lrsr,..rt, t.he r,,afety. probl<:mH of 

flUClear f...OW~r st.)tions in fcor,t·ier j'"Pt].if\li:O~. tllf~ !)r(_...~")~prp Of 1.?-dnS -~~l')ntier' 
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OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORT 

Draftsman: Lord HARMAR-NICHOLLS 

At its meeting of 19 June 1980 the Bur~>: ..... u~o: the European Parliament 

· authorized the Committee on Transport to draw up an opinion for th.:. 

Committee on Regional Policy and Regional Planning on the motion for a 

resolution tabled by Mr van Aerssen and others on the question of 

extending trans-frontier cooperation (Doc. l-188/80). 

on 9 July 1980 the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Coppieters .. 

on the need for closer cooperation among the frontier regions in the 

Community, particularly the Flemish region in Belgium and the Nord/Pas

de-Calais region in France (Doc. l-297/80) was referred to the Committee 

on Transport as the Committee responsible and to the Committee on 

Regional Policy and Regional Planning for its opinion. On 26 September 

1980 the Committee on Transport decided to incorporate its views on 

that motion for a resolution in its opinion on the motion :or a 

resolution tabled by Mr van Aerssen and others. 

on 26 September 1980 the Committee on Transport appointed Lord 

Harmar-Nicholls draftsman. 

The draft opinion was considered at its meeting of 2 October 1981 

and adopted unanimously. 

Present: Mr Seefeld, chairman, deputizing 'for the draftsman; 

Dame Shelagi Roberts, vice-chairman; Mr Albers, Mr~ von Alemann, 

:1r Arndt (C.eputizing for Mr Gabert), Mr Saudis, Mr Buttafuoco, 

~r Cardia, :·!r Cottrell, Mr Gendebien, Mr Junot, Mr Klinkenborg, 

!1r Moorhouse, Mr Ripa di Meana, Mr Veronesi (deputizing for Mr M. !~artin). 
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I. Iffi'RODUC'l'ION 

1. At the plenary sitting of 22 May 1980 the motion for a 

resolution tabled by Mr van Aerssen and others on the question of 

extending trans-frontier cooperation (Doc. 1-188/60) ~as referred to 

the Committee on Regional Policy and Regional Transport. 

Since this motion for a resolution .refers to 'barriers. to ••••• 

transport at the internal frontiers of the Member States' and·further 

refers expressly to the report drawn up by Mr Schyns on 'the difficulties . 
encountered at the Community's internal frontiers in the transport of 

passengers and goods by road' (Doc. 678/78) 1, ·the c~airman of the 

Committee on Transport, Mr Seefeld, wrote to the President of the 

European Parliament on 5 June 1980 requesting authorization to draw up 

an opinion, At its meeting on 19 June 1980 the Bureau_authorized the 

Committee on Tran·sport to draw up an opinion. 

2·. On 9 July 1980 the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Coppieters 

on 'the.· need for closer cooperation among the frontier regions in the 

Community, particularly the Flemish region in Belgium and the Nord/Pas-_. 
I 

de-Calais region in France' (Doc. 1-297/80) was referred to the 

Committee on Transport as the Committee responsible and to the 

Committee on Regional Policy and Regional Planning for its opinion. 

Since this motion for a resolution concerns just one frontier 

region in the Community1 at ics meeting of 26 September 1980 the 

Committee on Transport decided not to draw up a separate report on this 

matter but to deal with the problems raised by Mr Coppiet~rs in its 

opinion on Mr van Aerssen's motion for a resolution. Mr Seefeld 

notified this decision to the President of the European Parliament 

and Mr De Pasquale, chairman of the Committee on Regional Policy.and 

Regional Planning, respectively in his letters of 30 September and 

6 October 1980. 

II. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

3. Twenty-three years after the establishment of t~e EEC and four 

years after the creation of the customs :mion, trans-frontier transport 

of passengers and goods within the Community is still seriously 

hampered by a number of divergent .national statutory provisions and 

1 The resolution contained in this report was adopted by the-European 
Parliament on ll May 1979. OJ No. C 140, 5.6.1979, p. 166. 
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administrative procedures which result in unnecessary and frequently 

pointless controls and formalities at the Community's.internal 

frontiers. 

4. It will come as no s::..1:prise, therefore,. that for severo.:. years. 

now, this issue more than any other in the transport sector has been. 

the subject of motions for resolutions, oral questions with and without 

debate, written questions to the Council and the Commission and speeches 

by Members of the European Parliamen£. A large number of proposals,. .,. 

suggestions and recommendations have been drawn up with a view to 

simplifying or even completely abolishing frontier controls and 

formalities. 

5. As mentioned. in the introduction, on 11 May 1979, immediately 

before direct elections, the European Parliament adopted a resolution 

on the difficulties encountered at the Community's internal frontiers 

in the transport of passengers and goods by road. This resolution 

forms part of the comprehensive own-initiative report drawn up by 

Mr Schyns (Doc. 678/78), which not only describes the current situation 

but also recommends a series of practical measures to solve existing 

problems at the Commu~ity's internal frontiers. 

Although thP. Schyns report is confjne~ to trans-frontier 

transport by ~£, this opinion will nonetheless base itself on that 

report since most aspects are applicable to the other forms of 

transport. 

6. Before summarizing the features and consequences .. of the. current 

situation regarding trans-frontier transport in the Community, your 

draftscan would emphasize that this issue is extremely complex and 

that a number of aspects are involved which have their origin outside 

the transport sector. Omissions and inadequacies do fall within the 

scope of a brief opinion - drawn up in line with the recommendation 

made by the Bureau of the European Parliament - and cannot be avoided 

in the consideration of this extremely complex and wide-ranging issue. 

7. When the EEC was established, the attainment. of a customs union 

was to be the first important step towards European integration. Although 

this customs union entered into force on 1 July 1977, in practice, it. 

did nQt create a single homogeneous area in which persons, goods and. 

services could move freely. 

1 At i:s meeti~g of 26 June 1981 the Committee on Tra~sport adopted 
an oral quest1on wit~ debate to the Council on this subject. 
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We must unfortunately note, as did Mr Schyns in his report, 

that: 

(i) customs duties and levies with equivalent effect have not yet 

been totally abolished. 

(ii) no common customs legislation or Community customs law has been 

established. 

(iii) a number of non-tariff barriers remain, and 

(iv) a number of national protective measures hamper intra-Community 

transport. 

8. In this connection, in an earlier report on the development of the 

customs ~,ion and the internal market (Doc. 557/77) Mr Nyborg· rightly 

compared customs duties with the small, visible part of the iceberg, 

the remainder of which consists of non-tariff barriers to trade. These 

barriers are really equivalent to disguised protectionism, and their 

abolition has naturally met with stiff resistance in the Council1 • 

··.-·--g.. ll'rans-frontier transport in the Community is also affected by: 

(i) divergent national procedures and practices with regard to trans-

fro~tier tra~sport. 

(ii) a lack Of COO?eration between national CUStoms authorities and 

officials. 

(iii) a ge~erally i~efficient organization of checks at borders, 

'(iv) the ::act tha-:: Community legislation on customs matters is 

largely enac-::ed in the form of directives, with the result 

tha-:: its prac-::ical im?lementation varies from one Member 

Sta-::e to ano~~er, and 

(v) the fact tha-:: transport operators do not make sufficient 

use of existi~g facillties, such as the community transit 

prccedure. 

10. This distressing state of affairs leads to a situation where the 

individua~ Community citizen who crosses a frontier understandably 

becomes fr~strated and irritated and seriously questions his belief in 

the purpose and ber:.efits of European unit~("ation·. 

1 See the Schyns re?ort, Doc. 678/78, pp. 13, 14 and 15. 
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In this connection we would recall that on 20 'March 1981, on a 

proposal from Mr Moorhouse, the Committee on Transport unanimously 

adopted a motion for a resolution on the improvement of the form

alities at Brussels International Airport (Doc. l-91/81). 

11. The aforementioned barriers to the trans-frontier transport of 

goods frequently result in lengthy delays at frontiers with the. 

conseq~ent waste of money, time and fuel which is becoming 

increasingly scarce and expensive. 

In a recent article in a leading transport journal the costs 

incurred in the transport of goods by road ascribab,le to delays at the 

Community's internal frontiers were estimated at DM 2,500 million in 
19811· .. 

At the. plenary sitting of 16 June 1980, Mr Burke .• the then 

Commissioner for Transport, stated that in the case 9f road freight 

transport between Member States, the·cost of crossing frontiers in the 
0 0 .< 2 

Community could be reduced .by 400-800 DU.l.l::.U:D.·BUlle·ac year ·• 

12. Apart from the irritation felt by the Community citizen travelling 

on business or as a tourist and the waste of time, energy and,money 

when .frontiers are crossed, it is also important for the Community. to 

show its solidarity in practise by ensuring that frontiers ·may be 

·crossed without difficulty. 

13. The Committee on Transport notes, however, with satisfaction that the 

council, in its list of priority tasks. in the field of transport up to the 

end of l98~which was adopted at its .meeting of 26 March 1981, has endorsed 

Parliament's amendment as proposed in the HOFFMANN report adding 

'facili~ating frontier crossing' to the commission's initial list of 
. ' ' 3 pr1.or1.t:.es . 

14. However, before going any further we shall make a brief detour 

to consider the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Coppieters on the 

need for closer cooperation among the frontier regions in the Community, 

particularly the Flemish region in Belgium and the. Nord/Pas-de-calais 

region in France (Doc. 1-297/80). 

1 'Deutsche Verkehrs-Zeitung' (DVZ) of 4 June 1981 •. 
2 See Debates of the European Parliament of 16 June 1980. 

3 
See Notice to Members on t~e Council Meeting of 26.3.1981, p~ 72.663 
and Mr HOFFMANN's report, Doc. l-951/80, OJ No. c 77, 6.4.1981 
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III. OBSER~TIQNS ON TEE MQTION FOR A BESOLQTION TABLED BY 
MR COPPIETERS (Doc. l-297/80) 

15. As regards transport policy, in his motion for a resolution 

Mr Coppieters urges better communications between the Flemish region 

of Belgium and the French Nord and Pas-de-Calais departements: in 

particular he calls for the re-opening of the Ghent-Dunkirk rail link, 

an effective link between Poperinge ani Eazebrouck and the completion 

of the ES highway between Veurne and calais. 

16. If we look at the overall situation we must unfortunately admit 

that a number of .frontier regions are at a disadvantage both in terms 

of the transport infrastructure and of the transport service provided. 

In many cases, when international-highways are be~ng constructed, there 

is always a delay, sometimes considerably,before the trans-frontier 

connections are completed. This is true in the case of the links 

between Arlen and Luxembourg and Luxembqurg and Thionville. Alternatively, 

the roads are built parallel to the frontier. In many cases, too, 

trans-frontier rail and bus services are abolished with all the adverse 

effects thereof, in particular for frontier workers. 

17. In his report on the present state and progress of the common 

transport policy, Mr Seefeld said that 'the Community's aim 

should be not so much t~ concentrate on the major through-routes as 

to close the gap that exists at Commu~ity frontiers, both major and 

minor (regional and local links at frontiers) 1 • 

In his report on the Memorandum of the Commission on the role of 

the Community in the development of transport infrastructure (Doc. 

1-601/80), Mr Klinkenborg called on the Commission to draw up a list 

of priorities for European projects covering, inter-alia, local border 

crossings at the inter~al frontiers of the Community (paragraph 13 of 

the resolution) 2 . 

lB. In view of the fact that parliamentary committee responsible for 

transport questions has repeatedly emphasized the need for appropriate 

trans-frontier traffic links and services, the Committee on Transport 

supports the request made by Mr Coppieters to the French and Belgi~n 

Governments to improve the aforementioned communications. 

1 Seefeld report, Doc. 512/78, p. 17, para. 41 • 

. 2 .on behalf of the Committee on Transport Mr Moorhouse will shortly be 
submitting a report on the report by the Commission to the Council 
on bottlenecks and possible modes of finance (COM(SO) 323 final) , which 
will undoubtedly deal with bottlenecks in frontier regions. 
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IV. BECQW1ENPATIONS 

19. With a view to reducing delays at the Community's internal 

frontiers to the strict minimum and to making the crossing of the 

Community's internal frontiers a great deal easier. the Committee on· 

Transport advocates that the following measures be taken1 • 

20. (i) to begin with, provision for closer cooperation between the 

national customs and control authori{:Les and between these 

authorities and the appropriate ser•iices of the Community; 

(ii) immediate abolition of all frontier checks and formalities 

which have lost their raison d'~tre or'~hich are of no more 

than marginal significance; 

(iii) the abolition of checks at the funtiers 'Which =ey equally ~11 be 

_carried out .Eurt:-.er inland, such as health, ve-..erinary or plant pro

;:.ec~ion checks, ?rovided that the5e-C:hecks are ail carried out in one piace; 

(iv) greater utilization of the Community t=ansit procedure on 

the basis of •,o~hich the requisite cust::=s:· formalities may 

be carried o~':: at (inland) customs .~f::!:ces at the place 

of de9arture and preferential treatme~~ ~e accorded at tre 

frontier for vehicles utilizing this p=ocedure over 

commercial vehicles clearing goods i~~ds or outwards;. 

(v) replacing cl:ecks at tre Community''s i::r::ernal frontiers by 

other verification procedures; 

(vi) replacing syscematic checks by random ~~ecks2 ; 

(vii) restriction o::: identity checks at inte:!'lal frontiers, in 

trains and air?orts to certain exceptic~al police or 

secur~ty operations, and the early' int:~uction of a uniform 
3 Community passport ; 

1 Much of what follows is based on the Schyns repo=::, in particular on 
paragraph 7 of the resolution and points 19, · .. 84 a:1d 85 of the · 
explanatory statement. 

2 In line with the Commission recommendation of 21 :une 1968, OJ No. L 167, 
17. 7.1968, p. 17. 

3 Although the introducti~n of a uniform European ?~ssport was officially 
announced at .:tliJe summit :neeting of ·g and 10 Dece~r 1974, its implementation 
has run into ···a 'ni.mber o:: practical difficulties •. aowever, the Council 'hopes' 
that the 'l~test date' for its introduction woulc bel January 1985. See the 
answer by the President-in-Office of the Council, Mr Van der Mei, to an oral 
question by Mr B8rkhouwer at the plenary sitting of 8 April 1981. 

- 27 - PE 74.088/fin. 



.. 

21. 

(viii) ad~usting the number of staff at frontier ·posts and the 

ope~ing hours of customs offices and ancillary services at. 

the frontier co suit local traffic needs and density; 

(ix) mutual recog~ition of certificates and checks and broad 

standardizat~on of customs forms, together with encouragement· 

for the use of forms intended for a·nurnber of different 

(x) the introduc-tion of Community legislation. designed to simplify· 

cu=rent cust=s formalities and taking the form of regulations 

to ensure un~form application in all the Member States; 

(xi) the abolitic~ of disembarkation cards for Community citizens 

tr~velling w~thin the Comm~ity; 

(xii) an early and substantial increase in tax-free allowances::.for 

tr2vellers w:thin the Community 1 . 

(xiii) tl':.e provisio::t of adequate information for the public and, in 

pa=ticular, ~ansport operators with a view to avoiding 

un~ecessary ~~ecks and more rapid completion of customs 

fc=-....alities: 

(b) 

(i) 

. -
!~~:::~E'2E~-E::i::!;<::X_l:!_l!:~~~E!::! 

t:-.e stampin'= ::lf bilar.eral or multilateral transport 
a,_;=...':crizat.i:::rs in the cusr.oms office at the inland destina

t~=~ and t~~~efore no longer at the internal frontier, any 
6~e=ks'to be carried out ar. a single inlan6 location; 

.; 

(ii) tr.e transfer ::Jf checks on the registration certificates of 

mc~or vehic~as and compliance with Community social provisi~ns 

re:ating to =oad transport from the internal frontier to a 

pc~t furthe= inland; 

1 on 18 April ~980 the C::mrnission prof~sed that this allowance should be 
increased tc 210 EUA ==om 1 July 1980. So far the Council has been 
unable to reach unani~ty on this proposal. See also. the motion for a 
resolution t:.bled by !'= von Wogau on behalf of the Committee. on Economic 
and Monetar::: Affairs ::t 2 February 1981 (:::>oc. l-861/80). 
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(iii) complete tax exemption for fuel contained in the fuel tanks 

of passenqer vehlcles and the prompt formulation of rules 
- 1 

regarding vehicles used in the transport of vehicles • 

22. This list of reco~ended measures is of course, by no means exhaustive. 

Nonetheless, the Committee on Transport is firmly convinced that the 

implementation of these measures would considerably improve the transport 

of passengers and goods within the Community. 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

23. The Co~mittee on Transport: 

- alarmed at the increasing number of formalities and controls at the 

Community's internal frontiers which waste time, energy and money, 

- prompted by the desire to overcome the incomprehension, frustration and 

irritation felt by Community citizens cros·sing the Community's internal 

frontiers, 

aware of the great symbolic significance attached to ease in crossing 

frontiers, and wicl: a view to providing a practical example of European 

i~~egration in the Gaily lite of Community citizens, 

req\.:ests the Committee on Regional Policy and Regional Planning: 

(i) to refer express~y to the resolution and report on'the dif:iculties 

encountered at t:-.e Commu:1.ity''s internal fx:ontiers in the t:r:ansport 

of passengers anc goods by road• 2 in the preamble to its motion for 

a resolution; 

(ii) to take account ~f Mr Cop?ieters' motion for a resolution by 

incorporating in its motion for a resolution the final comment made 

in point 18; 

(iii)to incorporate also in its motion for a resolution the measures 

recommended in Part IV, points 20 and 21. 

1 I:1. 1966 the Commission submitted a proposal to the Council to this 
ef:ect. On 19 July 1968 the Council adopted a directive limiting the 
maximum amount of f~el admitted duty-free to so litres. In 1974 the 
Cc~ission proposed that amount be doubled; in its opinion, Parliament 
ad·;ocated that all t:1.e fuel contained in a vehicle's normal fuel tanks 
be admitted duty-free. Seven years have now elapsed, and the Council 
has still not been a:::,le to reach agreement, with the result that at 
so~e frontier posts, customs officials regularly go through the time
consuming process o: calculating the tank's contents and collecting any 

2 
duty payable . 
Doc. 678/78, OJ No. C 140, 5.6.1979, p. 166. 
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