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2 Debates of the European Parliament

IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO

President

(The sitting was opened at 5.10 p.m.)
President, — The sitting is open.

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament, which was suspended on 17
June 1977.

2. Appointment of Members

President. — The Belgian Senate appointed its dele-
gation to the European Parliament on 30 June 1977.

The following were appointed Members of the Euro-
pean Parliament: Mr Calewaert, Mr de Clercq, Mr
Delmotte, Mr Dewulf, Mr Radoux, Mr Vandewiele and
Mr Verhaegen.

The credentials of these Members will be verified after
the next Bureau meeting. Pursuant to Rule 3 (3) of the
Rules of Procedure, they will provisionally take their
seats in Parliament and on its committees with the
same rights as other Members.

I congratulate the Members whose appointments have
been renewed and welcome the new Members to the
European Parliament.

3. Petitions

President. — The Committee on the Rules of Proce-
dure and Petitions has decided, pursuant to Rule 48
(4) of the Rules of Procedure, that Petition No 4/76,
on measures to help migrant workers, Petition No
11/76, on hazardous activities of Euratom in Geel/Mol
involving the use of plutonium and similar substances
in the immediate vicinity of houses and food
processing facilities, should be filed without further
action.

It also decided to forward Petition No 8/76 on public-
funded help with home responsibilities to the
Commission of the European Communities.

4. Documents recetved

President. — Since the session was suspended I have
received the following documents :

(a) from the Council, requests for opinions on the
following Commission proposals and communica-
tions :

— proposal for a regulation opening, allocating and

providing for the administration of a Community
tariff quota for wines known as ‘Cyprus sherry’ falling

within subheading ex 22.05 C III of the Common
Customs Tanff, originating 1n Cyprus, and 1ntro-
ducing subsidies for similar wine products produced
in the Community (1977) — (Doc. 169/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture as the committee responsible and to the
Committee on External Economic Relations and the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions;

— proposals for seven Regulations on the safeguard
measures provided for in the Cooperation Agree-
ments and Intenm Agreements between the Euro-
pean Economic Community and

— the Arab Republic of Egypt

— the Hashemite Republic of Jordan

— the Syrtan Arab Republic

— the Lebanese Republic

— the Kingdom of Morocco

— the People’s Democratic Republic of Algena
— the Republic of Tunisia

(Doc. 170/77)

which have been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations;

— proposals for :

L. a regulation opening, allocating and providing for
the administration of Community tanff quotas
for port wines, falling within heading ex 22.05 of
the Common Customs Tarff, originating in
Portugal (1978)

IL. a regulation opening, allocating and providing for
the administration of Community tanff quotas
for Madeira wines, falling within heading ex
22.05 of the Common Customs Tanff, originating
in Portugal (1978)

III. a regulation opening, allocating and providing for
the admunistration of Community tanff quotas
for Setubal muscatel wines, falling within heading
ex 22.05 of the Common Customs Tanff, origi-
nating in Portugal (1978)

(Doc. 171/77)

which have been referred to the Committee on
Economic External Relations as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture and the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions ;

— proposal for a regulation opemng, allocating and
providing for the admimstration of a2 Commumty
tariff quota for fresh or dried hazelnuts, shelled or
otherwise, falling within subheading ex 08.05 G of
the Common Customs Tanff, originating in Turkey
(1978) (Doc. 172/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture and the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions;

-— proposal for the transfer of appropriations between
chapters in Section III — Commission — of the
General Budget of the European Communuties for the
financial year 1977 (Doc. 173/77)
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which has been referred to the Committee on
Budgets ;
— the initial list of request for the carry-over of appropri-

ations from the 1976 to the 1977 financial year (non-
automatic carry-overs) (Doc. 181/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on
Budgets ;
— proposal for a Decision modifying the Decision

75/4S8/EEC concerning a programme of pilot
schemes and studies to combat poverty (Doc. 182/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on Social
Affairs, Employment and Education as the committee
responsible and to the Committee on Budgets for its
opinion ;
— the communication from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council concerning

guidelines for Community regional policy (Doc.
183/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on
Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport as
the committee responsible and to the Committee on
Budgets for its opinion;

— proposals for:

— a regulation amending Regulations (EEC) Nos
3035/76 and 3036/76 opeming, allocating and
providing for the admunistration of Community
tariff quotas for dried figs and dried grapes falling
within subheading ex 08.03 B and 08.04 B I of
the Common Customs Tariff, originating in Spain
(1977)

— a regulation amending Regulations (EEC) Nos
3032/76, 3033/76 and 3034/76 opening, allo-
cating and providing for the admunistration of
Community tanff quotas for certain wines falling
within subheading ex 22.05 C of the Common
Customs Tariff, originating 1n Spain (1977)

(Doc. 193/77)

which have been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture for its
opinion ;
— proposal for a Directive on the control of Potato Ring
Rot (Doc. 194/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture ;

— proposal for a Regulation opening, allocating and
providing for the admumstraton of a Community
tariff quota for apricot pulp falling within subheading
ex 2006 B Il ¢) 1) aa) of the Common Customs
Tanff, onginating in Israel (1978) (Doc. 195/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agriculture and to the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions,

— proposal for a Decision amending Council Deciston
of 22 July 1975 adopting common research
programmes and programmes tor the coordination of
research 1n the fields of amimal leucoses, hvestock

effluents, beef production and plant protein produc-
tion (75/460/EEC) C Doc. 196/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture as the committee responsible and to the
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection and the Committee on Budgets
for their opinions ;

— proposal for a Regulation amending Regulation (EEC)
No 522/77 laying down special provisions applicable
to trade in tomato concentrates and peeled tomatoes
between the Community as originally consituted and
the new Member States (Doc. 205/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture as the committee responsible and to the
Committee on Budgets for its opinion ;

— proposal for the transfer of approprations between
chapters in Section 11 — Commuission — of the
General Budget of the European Communuties for the
financial year 1977 (Doc. 207/77)

which has been referred to the Committee on
Budgets ;

(b) from the committees the following reports :

— report by Mr Shaw, on behalf of the Committee
on Budgets, on the amended proposal in accor-
dance with Articles 149/EEC and 119/ECSC for
‘Tatle VII — Special provisions applicable to the
research and investment appropriations’ of the
Council Regulation (ECSC, EEC, Euratom)
amending the Financial Regulation of 25 April
1973 applicable to the general budget of the Euro-
pean Communities (Doc. 168/77);

— report by Mr Maigaard, on behalf of the
Committee on External Economic Relations, on
relations between the European Community and
the Nordic countries not members of the EEC
(Doc. 184/77);

— report by Mr Nyborg, on behalf of the Commuttee
on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Trans-
port, on :

I. the communication from the Commission to
the Council on action 1n the field of transport
infrastructure and on the proposals from the
Commussion to the Council for.

— a deciston mstituting a consultation proce-
dure and creating a commuttee in the field
of transport infrastructure

— a regulation concerning aid ro projects of
Community interest in the field of trans-
port nfrastructure and

11. the motion for a resolution on the construc-
tion of a tunnel under the English Channel

(Doc. 185/77);

— report by Mr Nyborg, on behalf of the Commuttee
on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Trans-
port, on the proposal from the Commission to the
Council for a decision subscribing, on behalf of
the Community to a joint declaration of intent to
implement a European project m the field of
transport on the subject: ‘Electronic traffic aids
on major roads’ (COST Projects 30) (Doc.
186/77),
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report by Mr Bayerl on behalf of the Committee
on External Economic Relations on economic
and trade relations between the European Commu-
nity and Portugal (Doc. 187/77);

report by Mr de Koning on behalt of the
Committee on Agriculture on the proposal from
the Commission to the Council for a regulation
amending Regulation (EEC) No 974/71 as regards
the price level to be taken into consideration for
the calculation of monetary compensatory
amounts (Doc. 188/77);

report by Mr Bangemann on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for a regulation on the application of the
provisions of the Financial Protocol concluded
with Malta (Doc. 189/77);

report by Mr Albertini on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets on the fifth financial
report on the European Agricultural Guidance
and Guarantee Fund (1975) submitted by the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council and to the European Parliament (Doc.
190/77);

report by Mr Broeksz on behalf of the Commuttee
on Development and Cooperation on the commu-
nication from the Commission of the European
Communities to the Council concerning the 1977
skimmed-milk powder and butteroil food aid
programmes (Doc. 191/77);

report by Mr Cousté on behalf of the Commuttee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs on the crisis
in the Community’s iron and steel industry (Doc.
198/77),

report by Mr Terrenoire on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for a regulation on the application of the
provisions of Protocol No I to the Cooperation
Agreements concluded with Algeria, Morocco and
Tunisiz (Doc. 199/77);

report by Lord Ardwick, on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs on

tary and amending budget No 1 of the European
Communuties for the financal year 1977 (Doc.
202/77);

report by Mr Bourdelles on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Communities to
the Counal (Doc. 146/77) for a directive
amending Dnrrectives 66/400/EEC, 66/401/EEC,
66/402/EEC, 66/403/EEC, 68/193/EEC,
69/208/EEC, 70/458/EEC, and 70/457/EEC on
the marketing of beet seed, fodder plant seed,
cereal seed, seed potatoes, material for the vegeta-
tive propagation of the vine, seed of oil and fibre
plants, vegetable seed and on the common cata-
logue of varicties of agricultural plant species
(Doc. 203/77);

report by Mr Spicer, on behalf of the Commuttee
on Economic Relations on the proposals from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council for:

L. a regulation extending the arrangements appli-
cable to trade with Malta beyond the date of
expiry of the first stage of the Association
Agreement

Il a regulation extending the arrangements appli-
cable to trade with the Republic of Cyprus
beyond the date of expiry of the first stage of
the Association Agreement

(Doc. 206/77);

(c) the following oral questions with debate :

— oral question with debate by Mr Cousté on behalf

of the Group of European Progressive Democrats
to the Commussion on dumping (Doc. 174/77);

oral question with debate by Mr Leonardi, Mr
Verones;, Mr Masullo, Mr Lemotne and Mr
Maigaard on behalf of the Communist and Allies
Group to the Council on the relations between
small-scale industries and the Community nstitu-
tions (Doc. 175/77);

the economic situation 1n the Community (Doc. — oral question with debate by Mr Berkhouwer on behalf of
200/77); the Political Affairs Committee to the Council on the

— report by Mr Kaspereit, on behalf of the introduction of a uniform passport (Doc. 176/77),

Commuttee on External Economic Relations on — oral question with debate by Mr van der Hek,

the proposals from the Commussion of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council on seven Regu-
lations on the safeguard measures provided for in
the Cooperation Agreements and Intennm Agree-
ments between the European Economic Commu-
nity and

— the Arab Republic of Egypt

— the Hashemite Republic of Jordan

— the Syrian Arab Republic

— the Lebanese Republic

— the Kingdom of Morocco

— the People’s Democratic Republic of Algeria
— the Republic of Tunisia

(Doc. 201/77);

report by Lord Bruce of Donington on behalf of
the Committee on Budgets on draft supplemen-

Lord Bruce of Domington, Mr Glinne, Mr Prescott
and Mr Seefeld to the Commission on the pharma-
ceutical industry in Europe (Doc. 177/77),

oral question with debate by Mr Kaspereit on
behalf of the Commuttee on External Economic
Relations and Miss Flesch on behalf of the
Committee on Development and Cooperation to
the Commission on the North-South Dialogue
(Doc. 178/77);

oral question with debate by Mr Pisoni, Mr Pucct.
Mr Noe, Mr Fuchs, Mr Granelli, Mr Lucker, Mr
Vandewiele, Mr Ney, Mr Schyns, Mrs Cassanmag-
nago-Cerretti, Mr van der Gun and Mr A.
Bertrand to the Commussion on unemployment
among young people (Doc. 179/77),
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— oral question with debate by Mr Lange, Mr
Schmidt, Mr Laban, Lord Brimelow and Mr
Glinne on behalf of the Socialist Group to the
Commission on the relations between the
Community and the EFTA countries (Doc.
180/77);

(d) for Question Time on Tuesday $ and Wednesday,
6 July 1977, pursuant to Rule 47A of the Rules of
Procedure, oral questions by Mr Nyborg, Mr
Brown, Mr Liogier, Sir Geoffrey de Freitas, Sir
Derek Walker-Smith, Mrs Ewing, Mr Spicer, Mr
Patijn, Sir Brandon Rhys Williams, Mr Couste, Mr
Broeksz, Mr Cifarelli, Mr Inchauspé, Mrs
Dunwoody, Mr Bangemann, Mr Normanton, Mr
Dondelinger, Mr Hamilton, Mr Corrie, Mrs Walz,
Mr Dalyell, Mr Kaspereit, Mr Vandewiele, Mr
Price, Mr Pintat, Mr Meintz, Mr Scott-Hopkins, Mr
Nyborg, Mr Cousté, Sir Geoffrey de Freitas, Mr
Hamilton, Mr Dalyell, Mr Howell, Mr Corrie, Mr
Berkhouwer, Mrs Ewing, Mrs Ewing, Mr Cifarelli,
Sir Derek Walker-Smith and Mr Price (Doc.
197/77);

(e) a motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Howell,
pursuant to Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedure, on
the Tripartite Conference (Doc. 204/77),

which has been referred to the Political Affairs
Committee ;

(fy from the Council, preliminary draft amending and
supplementary budget No 1 of the European
Communtties for the financial year 1977 prepared
by the Council on 21 June 1977 (Doc. 192/77).

which has been referred to the Committee on Budgets
as the committee responsible and to the Committee
on Agnculture for its opinon.

S. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council

President. — 1 have received certified true copies of
the following documents:

— Agreement between the Member States of the Euro-
pean Coal and Steel Community and the Republic of
Tumsia,

— notice of the completion by the Community of the
procedures necessary for the entry into force of the
Interim Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Hashemite Kingdom ot Jordan ;

— notice of the completion by the Community of the
procedures necchsary for the entry 1nto force of the
Interim Agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Arab Republic ot Egypt;

— notice of the completion by the Community of the
procedures necessary for the entry into force of the
Interim Agreement between the European Economic
Communmty and the Syrian Arab Republic;

— Agreement between the Member States of the Euro-
pean Coal and Steel Commumty and the Kingdom ot
Morocco ,

— Agreement in the form of an exchange of letters dero-
gating from Article 1 of Protocol No 3 to the Agree-
ment between the European Economic Community
and the Republic of Finland ;

— Agreement in the form of an exchange of letters dero-
gating from Article 1 of Protocol No 3 to the Agree-
ment between the European Economic Community
and the Swiss Confederation

— Agreement 1n the form of an exchange of letters dero-
gating from Article 1 of Protocol No 3 to the Agree-
ment between the European Economic Community
and the Kingdom of Norway;

— Agreement 1n the form of an exchange of letters dero-
gating from Article 1 of Protocol No 3 to the Agree-
ment between the European Economic Community
and the Republic of Iceland;

— Agreement 1n the form of an exchange of letters dero-
gating from Article 1 of Protocol No 3 to the Agree-
ment between the European Economic Community
and the Republic of Portugal,

— Agreement between the European Economic Commu-
mty and the Government of the United States of
America concerning fisheries of the coasts of the
United States.

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

6. Authorization of reports

President. — Pursuant to Rule 38 (1) of the Rules of
Procedure, 1 have authorized various commuittees to
draw up reports as follows :

— Political Affairs Commuttee :

a report on the prospects for the enlargements of the
Community — asked for its opinion : Committee on
Agriculture

— Commuttee on Agriculture :
a report on the influence ot the industries that supply
goods to and are supplied by the agricultural sector
on the situation of agricultural producers;

__ Committee on the Environment, Public Health and
Consumer Protection
a report on the Commussion documents entitled ‘State
of the environment — first report .

— Commuttee on Energy and Research.
a report on the need for a Community supply policy
for petroleum and petroleum products.

Moreover, the Committee on Social Affairs, Employ-
ment and Education has, as its own request and
pursuant to Rule 38 (3) of the Rules of Procedure,
been asked for its opinion on the statement on the
economic situation in the Community, which has
been referred to the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs as the commuttee responsible.
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7. Statement by the President

President. — In recent part-sessions it has been
noted that the progress of our work has been consider-
ably disrupted by the frequent and prolonged debates
on the order of business.

At recent Bureau meetings we have tried to work out
a series of proposals which will be submitted to the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions,
seeking to introduce a number of changes in the
Rules of Procedure with a view to simplifying our
debates on this subject.

However, at 1ts meeting of 16 June 1977, the enlarged
Bureau decided that a system designed to rationalize
our voting procedures should be imtroduced on an
experimental basis with effect from the September
part-session.

I would, therefore, inform you that, with effect from
September, votes on reports placed on the agenda will
be held not at the end of the debate on each item on
the agenda but at a fixed time, namely :

— Tuesday at 5.00 p.m.

— Wednesday at 5.00 p.m.

— Thursday at 5.00 p.m.

— Fnday at the end of the sitting.

Resolutions on items on which the debate has been
closed will be put to the vote at these times.

No amendment may therefore be put to the vote if it
has not been moved in the debate, which means that
the President will be unable to accept amendments
tabled after the end of the debate.

Obviously this arrangement, which, I repeat 1s only an
expertment, will not apply to debates organized in
accordance with Rule 28 of the Rules of Procedure,
debates on motions of censure or budgets, or votes on
urgency requested 1n accordance with Rule 14 of the
Rules of Procedure.

In view of the fact that all the amendments will have
been moved in the course of the debate, it has been
decided that when the vote is held, only the rappor-
teur will be allowed to speak, in order to give a brief
outline of the position of the committee responsible
on the various amendments, by analogy with the
system already applied in the cases of votes on the
budget.

I hope that we will gain useful experience from this
new arrangement,

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

Before passing on to the order of business, I should
like to answer the questions that have been raised in
plenary sitting concerning the application of the
Rules of Procedure as regards oral questions with
debate and Question Time.

The enlarged Bureau agrees with me that oral ques-
tions with debate, once they been placed on the
agenda by Parliament, take precedence, over questions
on the same subject tabled for Question Time.

Oral questions with debate provide scope for a more
wide-ranging debate than Question Time for which,
incidentally, the rules of admissibility are much more
stringent. Furthermore, a question tabled for Question
Time can be incorporated in the debate which follows
on an oral question with debate, whereas the reverse is
not the case.

In order to ensure that an oral question which has
been declared void is nevertheless brought to the atten-
tion of Parliament, I agree with the enlarged Bureau
that a satisfactory solution to this problem would be
to allow the author of the question to speak in the
debate on the question which is in fact taken immedi-
ately after the author of that question.

This procedure will be applied with immediate effect.

8. Order of business

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

Pursuant to Rule 27A (6) of the Rules of Procedure,
the following Commission proposals have been placed
on the agenda for this sitting for consideration
without report :

— proposal for a regulation on imports of olive o1l origi-
nating n the Lebanon (Doc. 111/77).

which had been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible, and to the Committee on Agriculture and the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions;

— proposal for a regulation extending for the sixth time
the system of temporary partial suspension of the
Common Customs Tariff duties on wine originating
in and coming from Turkey provided for in Regula-
uon (EEC) No 2823/71 (Doc. 112/77),

which had been referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture as the committee responsible, and to the
Commuttee on External Economic Relations and the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions ;

— proposal for a Council directive amending for the
first tme Council Directive No 76/118/EEC on the
approximation of the laws of the Member States
relating to certain partly or wholly dehydrated
preserved milk for human consumption (Doc.
124/77),

which had been referred to the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protec-
tion ;

— proposal for a decision modifying Decision

75/4S8/EEC  concerning a programme of pilot
schemes and studies to combat poverty (Doc. 182/77),

which had been referred to the Committee on Social
Atfairs, Employment and Education as the committee
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responsible, and to the Committee on Budgets for its
opinion ;
— proposals for:

— a regulation amending Regulations (EEC) Nos
3035/76 and 3036/76 opening, allocating and
providing for the administration of Community
tariff quotas for dried figs and dried grapes falling
within subheadings ex 08.03 B and 08.04 B I of
the Common Customs Tariff, originating in Spain
(1977)

— a regulation amending Regulations (EEC) Nos
3032/76, 3033/76 and 3034/76 opening, allo-
cating and providing for the admunistration of
Community tanff quotas for certain wines falling
within subheadings ex 2205 C of Common
Customs Tariff, originating in Spain (1977)

(Doc. 193/77),

which has been referred to the Committee on
External Economic Relations as the committee respon-
sible, and to the Committee on Agriculture for its
opinion.

Unless any Member asks in writing for leave to speak
on these proposals, or amendments are tabled to them
before the opening of the sitting on Friday, 8 July
1977, T shall declare the proposals to be approved at
that sitting, pursuant to Rule 27 A (6) of the Rules of
Procedure.

At its meeting of 22 June 1977, the enlarged Bureau
drew up the draft agenda of the sittings, which has
been distributed.

The draft agenda for today’s sitting includes a vote
without debate on the motion for a resolution
contained 1 the report by Mr Nyborg, on behalf of
the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning
and Transport, on electronic traffic aids on major
roads. An amendment to the motion for a resolution
has since been tabled by Mr Ripamonti, so that a
debate will in fact be held on this motion. In addition,
the Committee on External Economic Relations has
approved the report by Mr Spicer on trade with Malta
and Cyprus and the report by Mr Kaspereit on agree-
ments between the EEC and the Mashrek and
Maghreb countries.

I propose that these reports be included in Friday's
agenda without debate.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

I call Mr Muller-Hermann.

Mr Miiller-Hermann. — (D) At the last part-session
in Strasbourg I tabled an oral question on the Commu-
mity’s fisheries policy. The Bureau converted it 1nto a
written question. I agreed to this, particularly in view
of the fact that onc Member State with a special
interest in the matter was facing new elections. I then
tabled a new oral question on the fisheries pohicy for
this part-session, and 1 am convinced that there 1s
certainly every reason for the House to deal with this
matter, because the Community 1s at present unable

to act even though vital agreements have to be negoti-
ated with third countries, and a sort of trade war has
broken out as the result of the action taken by one
Member State. There have even been reports of a
foreign ship being seized.

I greatly regret that the Bureau has once agam
converted this oral question into a written question. I
would recall that the Socialist Group recently drew
attention to the fact that written questions unfortu-
nately take weeks, months or even years to be
answered. 1 very much regret that Parliament is
depriving itself of the opportunity to form an opinion
on this important and pressing issue. I should there-
fore like to ask the Bureau to reconsider whether this
matter could not be dealt with during the course of
this week as an oral question.

President. — 1 call Mr Glinne.

Mr Glinne. — (F) On behalf of the Commuttee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs, may I request that
three items be placed on the agenda.

First, the report by Lord Ardwick on the economic
situation in the Community. Secondly, the presenta-
tion of an oral question to the Council on the second
development programme for informatics. Thirdly —
and I note that we shall dealing with Mr de Koning’s
report on the subject on Friday — the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs would like to deliver
an oral opinion on Mr de Koning’s report. May 1 ask
whether it will be possible to comply with these
requests by the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs ?

President. — 1 call Mr Durieux.

Mr Durieux. — (F) Mr President, with reference to a
speech by one of our colleagues, an oral question with
debate by Mr Kofoed, concerning fishenes, has been
brought before Parliament. I would ask that this ques-
tion be dealt with by urgent procedure.

President. — I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, there are two
points I should like to make. The first 1s this : we have
on the agenda Mr Bayerl’s report on economic and
trade relations with Portugal. Unfortunately, however,
this report was only printed and distributed today, 4
July. Since this 15 a report which requires the detailed
attention of the House and the political groups, and
since the motion for a resolution deals with a wide
range of matters apart from those implied in the
report’s title, my group would like to have an opportu-
nity to discuss this report. It has been usual 1in the
past, whenever a report has been printed so late that 1t
only appears on the day of the sitting iself, that a
group's request to consider 1t has always been agreed
to, and my group would now lke to take advantage of
this custom. We do no think that we can deal with
this report on Tuesday. That is the first point I wanted
to make to the agenda.
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The second point on the agenda is this: if I under-
stood it correctly, the Liberal and Democratic Group
have tabled an urgent question on fisheries policy, on
which a decision has to be taken. This puts me in
something of a quandry, because the Bureau decided
to convert the oral question with debate tabled by Mr
Miiller-Hermann into a written question. If the
request for urgent consideration of Mr Kofoed’s ques-
tion is accepted, then [ should like to ask that Mr
Miiller-Hermann’s question should be incorporated
into this debate.

Finally, Mr President, a word on the timetable. We
have agreed that, as far as possible, the first three days
of the agenda should not be changed, and looking at
the business on the agenda it would seem to me that
we shall not have time for such a debate before
Thursday. I should therefore like to suggest that, if we
take this urgent question by Mr Kofoed together with
Mr Miiller-Hermann’s, we do so on Thursday after the
Walz report.

Mr Durieux. — (F) I agree!
President. — I call Mr Hughes.

Mr Hughes. — Mr President, if my memory serves
me right Mr Miiller-Hermann’s question was in fact
an oral question without debate on fishing, not a ques-
tion with debate. I would, however, wish to support
very strongly the request of Mr Kofoed for an urgent
debate on the fisheries situation facing the Commu-
nity. On a number of occasions this House has
requested Commissioner Gundelach and the Council
to keep us up to date with all developments and it
would seem quite improper if we had a part-session
this week without a full and adequate debate on the
fisheries problems.

President. — I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, I am surprised
at the request of the Christian-Democratic Group to
have the motion for a resolution on trade relations
between the Community and Portugal, tabled by the
Committee on External Economic Affairs, put back
until September.

I believe that our responsibilities as a Parliament
extend beyond our own frontiers and it would prob-
ably be ill-understood by public opinion in Portugal if
we were now to defer this matter until after the
summer break.

We should also bear in mind that the Committee on
External Economic Relations considered the draft
report on 15 February, 15 March and 21 June and
adopted the motion for a resolution and the explana-
tory statement unamimously; in other words, the
Chnistian Democrats on the committee also voted for
1t. The same applies to the Committee on Agriculture,
which was asked for its opinion. The Committee on

Agriculture appointed Mr Cifarelli, of the Liberal
Group, draftsman of the opinion, and the committee
not only considered his opinion but also adopted it
unanimously. 1 therefore cannot imagine that the
Christian-Democratic  Group suddenly finds tself
confronted with totally unexpected difficulties
concerning the Portugal report after members of this
group voted in favour of it in two commuttees. [ there-
fore appeal to the Christian-Democratic Group to
agree that we should deal with this report on Portugal.
They are bound to have a chance tomorrow morning
— like the other political groups — to take a look at
this draft report, which was not, incidentally, changed
to any great extent between the second and third
discussions on it in the Committee on External
Economic Relations.

I must make it plain, therefore, that my group is in
this case not able — contrary to 1ts normal custom —
to agree to the request of the Christian Democrats,
because I am convinced that they had every reason to
approve the report in its present version in the two
committees I have mentioned.

President. — 1 call Mr Rippon.

Mr Rippon. — Mr President, I would like, very
briefly, to support the request that there should be an
oral question with debate on the subject of fisheries,
as I indicated myself at the last part-session we had
the debate on a Friday, you will remember. I do
believe this is the most difficult and the most sensitive
issue that faces the Communities at the present time.
I think it would therefore be most regrettable if this
Parliament did not make some effort to understand
just what is at stake in this matter.

President. — I call Mr A. Bertrand.

Mr A. Bertrand. — (NL) Mr President, I should hke
to assure Mr Fellermaier that our request that this
report should not be considered at this sitting 15 1n no
way a political one. All we want 1s to render Portugal a
real service and ensure that, in addition to the proto-
cols concluded on 20 September 1976, other
economic and financial aid is granted on a priority
basis. The data on which this report is based were
collected in 1974 ; the figures on the economic and
financial situation 1n Portugal also date from 1974.
With such data, we cannot hold a serious debate with
full knowledge of the facts that will be to the advan-
tage of that country. In addition, there are some para-
graphs 1n the resolution for which no justification 1s
given 1n the explanatory statement. These paragraphs
have been added and are of real political significance.
In order to avoid confusion now and not to hold a
debate which could turn out to be to Portugal’s disad-
vantage, our only desire is for this report to be
brought up to date so that we can determine our post-
tion in full knowledge of the facts.
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Meanwhile, we could possibly table a resolution on
the protocol and its implementation, today or later on
in the week, in order to place the main emphasis on
it. We insist, however, that we should not restrict
_ourselves to the implementation of the protocol but
should also act sooner. The report as it stands, Mr
Fellermaier, can create all manner of confusion, and it
would be against Portugal’s interests for a vote to be
taken on the resolution on that basis. We therefore
request that the resolution should not be considered
now.

President. — 1 call Mr Price.

Mr Price. — Mr President, I would just like to reply
to that, since 1 was the acting rapporteur in the
Committee on External Economic Relations for this
report on Portugal. We have been debating this in
that committee for 6 months now — indeed, since
before the time 1 became a Member of this Parliament
— and I do think that we shall be doing no help to
Portugal at all by putting off this debate for another
month. We really must have some order in our
debates here, and if we simply put things off it con-
gests the agenda for September, which might be just
as congested as our agenda today. It is true that certain
new elements were added to the motion for a resolu-
tion in the committee, but after a not very difficult
debate, these were agreed to by all the parties in the
committee, and we got a unanimous report. I would
urge that, to keep faith with those people in Portugal
who want some assurance of their relationship with
Europe, we take this debate this week.

President. — The situation is this: several requests
have been made concerning the debate on fisheries. 1
think all concerned will agree to combining the
request from Mr Kofoed with that from Mr Miiller-
Hermann. When the time comes to consider the
substance of these items, the Bureau will reach a deci-
sion.

The Bureau decided unamimously that for the first
threc days of this part-session, no changes to the
agenda would be allowed. Requests are to be noted at
the opening of the proceedings and subsequently
considered en bloc.

There are also the requests from Mr Glinne
concerning  three matters of importance to his
committee. These will also be constdered en bloc
when the Bureau comes to consider the agenda, and |
undertake to inform the Assembly of its decision.

There 15 also the item concerning trade with Portugal,
but before dealing with this, 1 should like to ask the
Commissioner, Mr Burke, if he wishes to comment on
the inclusion of the 1tem on fisheries on the agenda.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, although the question by Mr Kofoed on fisheries
s not within the time-limits, nevertheless, the

Commission would be anxious to accommodate the
Parliament in this regard, and would like to underline
the importance of the matter to all our Community
countries and to the Community itself. I would there-
fore be prepared to commit my colleague, Vice-Pres1-
dent Gundelach, to coming here on Tuesday or
Wednesday to answer a question with debate on this
subject.

If it were on Thursday, Mr President, it would have to
be very early in the morning, because Mr Gundelach
has to leave for an appointment which he cannot
escape at a fairly early stage on Thursday.

President. — While that statement is helpful from
the political point of view, we are still faced with the
problem of not being able to reach a decision on this
matter on Tuesday or Wednesday. We will be able to
do so by Thursday, however, and I would therefore ask
the Commission to take this item on Thursday or
Friday.

I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, I wish to be as helpful as posstble. Having
regard to the commitments of my colleague, I would
suggest that if it were possible to have the debate first
thing on Thursday morning, then both Parliament
and the Commission could have a happy conjunction
of interests and my colleague on the Commission
would be available at that time.

President. — I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, the House
cannot work like this, arbitrarily changing agendas.
Item No 141 on the draft agenda reads : ‘vote on the
motion for a resolution ... of the Committee on
Budgets on draft supplementary and amending budget
No 1. This is followed by a footnote which says that
amendments will only be adopted if they receive the
votes of a majority of Members of the European Parlia-
ment. Members have organized their schedules accord-
ingly. So we cannot suddenly say, because the
Commissioner responsible, understandably enough,
only has time on Thursday morning, that we will
simply postpone the entire budgetary debate, because
if we do, we will really be turning the agenda on its
head. 1 must therefore make it clear that we cannot
agree that the budgetary debate be simply put back to
some unspecified date. We know, from bitter experi-
ence, that an oral question on fishing policy will take
up an entire morning oOf afternoon. I would be
grateful 1f you, Mr President, would make arrange-
ments with the various political groups to keep this
debate extremely short, or to find some alternative.
We always have to make do with one Commissioner
on Fridays, who stands in for the others. He may well
also be 1 a position to stand in for Mr Gundelach on
this matter, but please, do not start interfering with
our day ot budgetary debates on Thursday.
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President. — We shall bear your remarks in mind
when we come to deal with this item, Mr Fellermaier.
I would ask Members not to dwell on this point ; it
will be dealt with at the appropriate time. We now
have to decide on the request by Mr Klepsch on the
postponement of the debate on Portugal. Do you
maintain your request, Mr Klepsch ?

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, Mr Bertrand has
already tried to explain. I must make it clear that my
group only made its proposal this afternoon, after
careful examination and for well considered reasons,
to ask that we should be given the opportunity to
thoroughly discuss the report and the motion for a
resolution in the group. There are two points I should
like to mention in this connection, with a view to
making our concern comprehensible to Mr Feller-
mater. In the first place, we have no deadlines to
meet, because what we are dealing with is an own-
initiative report of this Parliament. Moreover, it is
important that the report that we submit should be in
all respects properly balanced, because it will repre-
sent to some extent a model for other applicant coun-
tries, and we must bear in mind that every decision
that we take in this connection constitutes a prece-
dent for each of the others. That is why my group
feels that 1t is necessary that we should give careful
consideration 1n the group to this report. This has
absolutely nothing to do with the significance we
attach to Portugal — on the contrary. After all,
everyone is perfectly aware that this House is unani-
mous 1n its support for Portugal.

I therefore appeal to your understanding when I
uphold my request that we should not deal with this
report on Tuesday's agenda because of its late submus-
sion on 4 July.

President. — [ call Mr Giraud.

Mr Giraud. — (F) Mr President, it is stated in the
text of the resolution that Parliament approves the
additional protocol and the financial protocol. This
seems an extremely important and significant point as
far as Portuguese public optnion 1s concerned. There
is no need for me to explan at length to this Parlia-
ment what a difficult situation Portugal is in, economi-
cally and perhaps also politically, at the present time.
Consequently, a gesture by Parliament, even a rela-
tively superficial one — namely, the approval of a
protocol — will be favourably received. 1 therefore
urge our colleagues in the Christian-Democratic
Group to agree to our discussing  this matter
tomorrow. This will not be the last debate on the
subject, and 1f there are fundamental objections there
will be a chance to discuss it further at a later date.

President. — I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, Mr Bertrand has

already cxplained my group’s views on what Mr

Giraud has to say. Mr Giraud is referring to paragraph
2 of the motion for a resolution, which has nothing to
do with the original text of the report. We well be
prepared to adopt this paragraph 2 of the motion for a
resolution as a separate motion of this House during
the week. There is no problem about that. There is
absolutely no problem for us in accepting Mr Giraud’s
wish, nor does is constitute any problem for the
House as a whole. It is the remainder of the text that
requires careful consideration by my group and I
would therefore propose a compromise, Mr Feller-
maier : perhaps we should agree, since my group is
willing to accept the first two paragraphs, to take these
and adopt them as a completely separate resolution,
leaving the remaining questions for my group to
discuss. That, I think, would provide a solution which
would also be best for our Portuguese friends.

President. — 1 call Mr Laban.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, 1 shall not repeat
all the arguments but it is clear that Members who
belong to the Committee on Budgets, the Committee
on Agriculture and the Committee on External
Economic Relations, as well as those from the Christi-
an-Democratic Group have discussed this whole
matter. This question is on the agenda tomorrow. It is
perhaps the case that a number of things are
mentioned in the motion for a resolution but not in
the explanatory statement, but the rapporteur will will-
ingly present the explanatory statement orally
tomorrow. The members of Mr Klepsch's group know
what is involved and the Christian-Democratic Group
is, I assume, meeting again tomorrow. I should there-
fore like urgently to request Mr Klepsch to discuss
this matter tomorrow morning. He has more than
enough experts in the group who know this report
inside out.

President. — [ think we can solve the problem like
this : the item will not be postponed, it will stay on
the agenda, but the groups who have an interest in
this matter will agree to debating paragraphs 1 and 2
of the motion for a resolution tomorrow and the rest
of the motion will be taken at a later date.

I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. —(D) Mr President, if the House is
to reach agreement then it will only do so on the
basis that we deal with the report, although our group
will be very willing to look at possible improvements
suggested by the Christian Democrats and is also
willing to compromise by agreeing to taking the
report on some day other than tomorrow, so that the
Christian-Democratic Group have the time they need.
However, my group would like, for political reasons,
to see this report adopted during this week as a
gesture towards the Portuguese Parliament ; an ampu-




Sitting of Monday, 4 July 1977 11

Fellermaier

tated version, perhaps one in which paragraphs 1 and
2 were taken out of the text of the resolution and
adopted separately, would therefore be unsatisfactory,
because the various other paragraphs — right up to
paragaph 13 — contain a series of concrete proposals.
I am ready to accept, however, the Christian-Demo-
crats’ request, which is not intended, according to Mr
Klepsch, to delay the report as such, but simply to
allow time for an internal group discussion. We are
willing to accept any other day of this week to
consider this motion, to give the Christian Democrats
sufficient time for thought.

President. — I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, if it were as simple
as Mr Fellermaier seems to think, then I would have
long since taken an alternative course. But let me say
this. In the past 1t has been the usual practice that in
cases where a document has been printed and distri-
buted too late and a political group has asked for a
chance to give proper consideration to that document
the House has agreed to that request. I am main-
taining this request on behalf of my group. Of course
we can vote on it. If there is a majority against this
request, that will of course set a precedent for the
future. That is the first point I should like to make.

The second is this : we have after all tried — and that
is why I proposed to vote separately on paragraphs 1
and 2 — to respond to the only valid argument for
dealing with this matter now, and that is that the
House should record its support without delay for the
sentiments expressed in paragraphs 1 and 2. We
remain willing to do this. But we are not willing to
retreat from our position as regards the other question.
I would be sorry if the only way we can solve this is
by taking a vote, as Mr Fellermaier suggests, because
to do so would be to change a long-standing tradition
of this House.

President. — I think we have had adequate discus-
sion of this point. It is now time to take a decision.

[ propose that we vote first on the more conciliatory
proposal, which is that we hold a debate, and possibly
take a vote, tomorrow, on paragraphs 1 and 2. If that
is rejected, I shall put Mr Klepsch’s request for a post-
ponement to the vote.

I call Mr Fellermaier.

Mr Fellermaier. — (D) Mr President, as far as para-
graphs 1 and 2, or any other paragraphs, are
concerned, any political group has the right to invoke
Rule 14, under which a motion for a resolution can be
tabled by urgent procedure, but our Rules of Proce-
dure contain no provisions, in the case of an already
printed working document, for dealing with two para-
graphs of a motion for a resolution tomorrow and post-
poning 12 paragraphs of the same motion for a resolu-

tion until September ; after all, a motion for a resolu-
tion is a single entity. So all we can vote on is the
Christian-Democratic Group’s request for postpone-
ment. I have suggested that we deal with this report
later during this week. Quite apart from that, the
Christian Democrats, the Conservatives or anyone
else, including my group, are perfectly entitled, if they
so desire, to table a motion for a resolution on
Portugal, or any other matter, with request for urgent
procedure.

President. — [ call Mr Price.

Mr Price. — I would like to support that, Mr Presi-
dent. As acting rapporteur, | object very much to the
report by the Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions being sliced up from the Chair in this particular
manner. In my view the only proper way we can
discuss this report is all together. It does hang
together ; paragraphs 1 and 2 and the other para-
graphs are inextricably connected and it is absurd to
say we'll discuss some of it this month, and the rest
another month. I don’t honestly know what we can
say in September about this, that we can’t say now in
July. T think the first question that should properly be
put to this Parliament is whether we want to discuss it
tomorrow — because we did agree that the first three
days should stand as they were on the agenda — or, as
the Chairman of the Socialist Group has offered, we
put it off till Friday, which [ think would be a
perfectly reasonable compromise. But the compromise
that you suggested first — that is, to cut up the report
— is, I would suggest, quite out of order and would,
be quite wrong after all the work the Commuittee on
External Economic Relations has put in.

President. — I call Mr Laban.

Mr Laban. — (NL) Mr President, Mr Price has
already given the various arguments. The Bureau
decided not to change the agenda for the first three
days. The report on Portugal 1s on the agenda for
tomorrow so we can only decide whether or not we
agree with the Bureau’s proposal. It is on the agenda
and stays there. I can agree with a possible postpone-
ment to Thursday or Friday but then the matter must
be fully discussed.

President. — I call Mr Ajello.

Mr Ajello. — (I) 1 think the problem is simple
enough. The Christian-Democratic Group would, in
the event of a postponement, like to consider the prop-
osal made by Mr Klepsch to the effect that instead of
taking the first two paragraphs of the motion
contained in this report, a separate motion, more Of
less identical in content, could be tabled. The objec-
tive is simply to plug a political gap, between now and
the next part-session, on the lines of the first two para-
graphs of the motion contained in the report.
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President. — I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D} Mr President, Mr Ajello has
made my point extremely well. I think that that was
what Mr Fellermaier also meant when he spoke about
the vote. If you accept my group’s request, the polit-
ical groups will undoubtedly be able to agree to table
and vote sometime this week, on a resolution which
expresses the substance of the first two paragraphs of
this motion for a resolution. There is just one thing I
would like to say to the honourable Member who
spoke just before Mr Ajello. This is a vital matter, and
it concerns the fact that, until now, it was the custom
in this House that if a political group requested time
to discuss a report which had been distributed too
late, which is what has happened in this case, this
request was, in the past, always agreed to. That is what
we are now voting about, and I appeal to the House to
consider very carefully what it is about to do.

President. — I put Mr Klepsch's proposal to the
vote.

The proposal is adopted.

However, if there is to be a debate, the group which
wishes to initiate it must comply with the relevant
procedural requirements. Since urgent procedure is
required, the adoption of urgency will have to be
decided before we deal with the substance. But no
debate can take place until 1 have received a formal
request.

Still with regard to the agenda, I would recall that I
have received from Mr Bertrand, on behalf of the Polit-
ical Affarrs Committee, a motion for a resolution with
a request for urgent debate, pursuant to Rule 14 of the
Rules of Procedure, on the political situation in Spain
following the recent elections. The motion has been
distributed as Doc. 208/77. 1 shall consult the
Assembly on the adoption of urgent procedure at the
opening of tomorrow’s proceedings.

I call Mr Durieux.

Mr Durieux. — (F) Mr President, I am not sure if I
have correctly understood the procedure that you were
proposing to adopt in regard to Mr Kofoed’s oral ques-
tion on fisheries. Since we have requested the adop-
tion of urgent procedure a vote will have to be held
on this point tomorrow morning. [ gather that Mr
Gundelach is prepared to answer this question on
Thursday morning, or even on Wednesday evening
since we shall be sitting in the evening. I think that
we should vote on whether to hold an urgent debate
so that Mr Gundelach knows that he will be able to
answer the question by Thursday morning at the
latest, since he has to go to the United States on
Thursday. So shall we vote today or tomorrow on
whether to adopt urgent procedure ?

President. — I have received from Mr Kofoed, on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group, an oral

question with debate to the Commission, on common
fisheries policy (Doc. 211/77) with a request for urgent
procedure, pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Proce-
dure, and from Mr Muller-Hermann, on behalf of the
Christian Democratic Group, an oral question with
debate, to the Commission, on Community fisheries
policy (Doc. 210/77). A decision on whether these
questions should be placed on the agenda will be
taken at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting. With
these changes, the order of business will be as
follows :

This afternoon :

— Commussion statement on the action taken on the
optnions of Parliament

— Bangemann report on the Financial Protocol with
Malta

— Nyborg report on transport infrastructure

— Nyborg report on a European project 1n the field of
transport

Tuesday, 5 July 1977

930 a.m.

— Decision on the urgency of the motion for a resolu-
tion on Spain and on other matters

— Cousté report on the crisis tn the Community's 1ron
and steel industry (presentation and debate)

— Oral question with debate to the Commussion on
dumping

— Oral question with debate to the Commussion on the
pharmaceutical industry in Europe

— Kaspereit report on economic relations between the
EEC and China

— Maigaard report on relations between the EEC and
the Nordic countries

— Bruce report on amending budget No 1 for 1977
(presentation and debate)

3.00 p.m.
— Question Time

4.30 p.m.

— Cousté report on the crisis in the Community's iron
and steel industry (vote)

Wednesday, 6 July 1977, ar 1000 wm. and 3.00 pon.

— Question Time (resumption)

— Jomnt debate on the statement by the Council on 1ts
programme of action, the statement by the Commus-
sion on the European Council, the oral question with
debate to the Commission on relations between the
EEC and EFTA, and the oral question with debate to
the Commission on unemployment among young
people

— Onal question with debate to the Council on small-
scale industries

— Oral question with debate to the Council on a
uniform passport

— Oral question with debate to the Commission on the
North-South dialogue

— Oral question with debate to the Commission on
human rights 1n Ethiopia
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Thursday, 6 July 1977, at 10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.

— Bruce report on amending budget No 1 for 1977
(vote)

— Presentation of the preliminary draft general budget
for 1978 (followed by a debate)

—- Shaw report on the Financial Regulation applicable to
the general budget of the Communities

— Aigner report on the budgetary discharge

— Cointat report on the European Unit of Account

— Walz report on power stations

Friday, 8 July 1977, from 9.00 a.m. to 12 noon

— Procedure without report

— Spicer report on trade between the EEC and Malta
and Cyprus (without debate)

— Kaspereit report on the agreements between the EEC
and the Mashrek and Maghreb countries (without

debate)

— Albertini report on the fifth financial report on the
EAGGF

— De Koning report on monetary compensatory
amounts

— Bourdellés report on the marketing of various seeds

— Terrenoire report on the Cooperation Agreements
concluded with Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia

— Broceksz report on the skimmed milk powder and
butteroil food aid programmes

Are there any objections ?

That is agreed

9. Limit on speaking time

President. — 1 propose, that except for the Cousté
report on the iron and steel industry, the joint debate
on the statements by the Council and the Commis-
sion, relations between the EEC and EFTA, and unem-
ployment among young people, speaking time be
limited as follows :

— 15 munutes for the rapporteur and for one speaker on

behalf of each group;

— 10 minutes for other speakers.

Are there any objections ?
That is agreed.

At tts meeting of 22 June 1977, the enlarged Bureau
decided to limit speaking time to three hours for the
debate on the report by Mr Cousté on the steel
industry, and to four hours for the joint debate on the
statements by the Council and the Commission and
the oral questions (Doc. 180 and 179/77). Speaking
ume will therefore be allocated as follows :

Cousté report (Doc 198/77):

— Rapporteur 15 minutes
— Socialist Group 55 minutes
— Christian-Democratic Group 45 minutes
— Liberal and Democratic Group 25 minutes

— Group of European Progressive Democrats 20 minutes
— European Conservative Group 20 muinutes
— Communist and Allies Group 20 minutes
— Non-attached Members 10 minutes

Joint debate :

— Authors of questions 10 minutes each

— Soctalist Group 60 minutes
— Chnistian-Democratic Group 50 minutes
— Liberal and Democratic Group 35 minutes

— Group of European Progressive Democrats 30 minutes

— European Conservative Group 30 minutes
— Communist and Allies Group 30 minutes
— Non-attached Members 15 minutes

I call Mr Klepsch on a procedural motion.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, I am in full agree-
'ment with the speaking time proposed for the Cousté
report. However, as far as speaking time for the Simo-
net/Jenkins debate is concerned, T regret that I must
ask you to explain the criteria on which you have
applied Rule 28 in allocating speaking time in this
instance. Rule 28 reads:

(a) a first fraction of speaking time shall be divided
equally among all the political groups;

(b) a further fraction shall be divided among the political
groups in proportion shall be to the total number of
their members.

I should like to know the basis on which Rule 28 (a)
and (b) have been applied in allocating speaking time
in this case. My group considers it has fared rather
badly.

President. — Mr Klepsch, the same criteria have
been applied as in similar debates.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, you simply have to
compare the allocation of speaking time for the
Cousté report with that for the other debate and you
will see that this is not the case.

Let us not have a discussion about this tonight, but
may 1 ask you to postpone the decision on this point
until tomorrow morning. Perhaps we can reach agree-
ment in the group about it.

President. — Mr Klepsch, I can assure you that the
question you raise will be given careful attention.

10. Time limit for tabling amendments

President. — The time limit for tabling amendments
to the report by Mr Cousté on the iron and steel
industry has been fixed for 6 p.m. on Monday, 4 July
1977 and for the report by Lord Bruce on amending
budget No 1, for 11 am. on Wednesday, 6 July 1977.

However, as 1 am only now announcing the deadline
for tabling amendments to the report by Mr Cousté
just as it is expiring, now at 6 p.m. | propose to
extend it by one hour until 7 p.m. this evening to
enable any Members who still wish to table amend-
ments to do so.

Are there any objections ?

That is agreed.
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L1. Action taken by the Commission
on the opinions of Parliament

President. — The next item is the statement by the
Commission on the action taken on the opinions of
Parliament.

I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, I am glad to inform you of the action the
Commission has taken on the opinions delivered by
the Assembly on its proposals. The Commission has
just forwarded to the Council a modified proposal on
the regulation on a Community financial aid scheme
to promote the use of coal in electricity generation.
Lord Bessborough the rapporteur, had proposed that
one fifth of the total amount of financial contribu-
tions should be earmarked for undertakings that
agreed to make exclusive use of Community coal. The
Commission has endorsed that principle. I am happy
to say that in forwarding that modified proposal to the
Council, the Commission has met all its commit-
ments to the Assembly as regard amendments to its
initial proposals. The proposals on which the
Assembly delivered its opinion at the June part-ses-
stion are still outstanding, but in view of the short
interval between that part-session and this one, you
will appreciate that the Commission has not yet been
able to draw up modified proposals. There is also the
important matter of the Commission’s position on the
European Export Bank, which it has undertaken to
review by the end of the year.

IN THE CHAIR : MR SCOTT-HOPKINS

Vice-President

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
189/77) by Mr Bangemann on behalf of the
Committee on Budgets on the

proposal from the Commussion of the European Commu-
nities to the Council for a regulation on the application
of the provisions of the Financial Protocol concluded
with Malta.

I call Mr Lange

Mr Lange, deputy rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
honourable Members, I am today replacing Mr Bange-
mann in introducing this report by the Committee on
Budgets on the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council for a regula-
tion on the Financial Protocol with Malta.

It would be worthwhile pointing out here, Mr Presi-
dent, that this report and its motion for a resolution
follow the customary pattern for similar reports of the
Committee on Budgets on financial protocols. One

thing, however, comes out more strongly in this
report : because of the increased budgetary powers we
now have — particularly as a result of the budgetiza-
tion of all aids granted to associated countries and
third countries and, therefore, of a greater degree of
budgetary integrity and clarity — the resolution itself
has also been couched in stronger terms.

We feel that the budgetary authority, i.e. Parliament
and Council, should be clearly and responsibly
informed even of aids granted through the European
Investment Bank, which means, whatever happens,
the submission of proper reports. Moreover, the
management committees — and here we again have
management committees in the act — should have no
opportunity of by-passing Parliament’s budgetary
rights. Qur concern, therefore, is to make sure once
and for all that the Commission should retain, is-
d-uvis the budgetary authority — Council and Parlia-
ment — its responsibility for implementing the
budget. Nobody can take this responsibility from it.
When funds are disbursed by the European Invest-
ment Bank, the bank must notify the Commission,
and the Commission then has to report to Council
and Parliament.

The question has arisen in this connection whether
the EIB should not perhaps report to Parliament
directly. The Committee on Budgets was opposed to
this. The European Investment Bank is not a Commu-
nity institution. The Community’s institutions are the
Commission, the Council and Parliament — and on
this occasion I exclude the Court of Justice, which is
a particular type of institution. The European Invest-
ment Bank is an institution concerned exclusively
with banking. Moreover, it would not be proper —
and I should like to make this extremely clear — to
pretend that the European Investment Bank is some-
thing more than a normal bank. For if we were to
require the European Investment Bank to report to
the Parliament directly, we would be running the risk
that people would start equating the EIB with the
central banks of the Member States and the tendency
would develop to regard this as the development of a
sort of European central bank. This is something the
European Investment Bank can never become,
because that is a role earmarked for the embryonic
European Monetary Cooperation Fund, which is to be
further developed to this end. To that extent, then, the
European Investment Bank remains what it is : a bank
subject to the institutions of the Community and
responsible to the Commission and which, with the
Commission’s help explains to Parliament and
Council exactly what it has or has not done.

These considerations have led us to propose amend-
ments to certain articles of the regulation : in Article 2
we have specifically added a reference to Article 205
of the EEC Treaty, because that is where the Commis-
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sion’s responsibility for implementing the budget is
laid down in connection with the Financial Regula-
tion of 25 April 1973 which is still in force. In Article
4 we are calling for annual notification of the
Commission to enable it to produce an annual report.
In Article 5 we are asking for the deletion of the
words ‘with a view to defining aid guidelines’, because
all we wanted was the opinion of the Community in
the association Council, which would then be decided
upon by the Council on a proposal from the Commis-
sion in close cooperation with the Bank. In Article 8
something has been changed ; the idea originally was
that if a Commission proposal was not adopted, either
the Commission would withdraw it or, alternatively,
submit it to the Council as soon as possible, which
would then have to decide by a qualified majority. We
do not want to leave any third possibility open, which
would be implied by the word ‘can’. This word ‘can’
was contained in the rapporteur’s original proposal
instead of the word ‘shall’. In Article 10 we have left
out the footnote to the second subparagraph of para-
graph 2, in which the special wish of the European
Investment Bank concerning the wording of this
subparagraph is made known.

No account is thus taken of this special wish in this
connection. Article 11 then once again emphasizes
our wish that the Commission should report to the
Council and to the European Parliament.

Mr President, that is in fact all I have to say on the
substance and on the amendments. We thus go some-
what farther than the opinion of the Committee on
External Economic Affairs, which approved the prop-
osal for a regulation on the implementation of this
Financial Protocol without reservation and considered
that it could be adopted without any textual amend-
ment. Given the fact, however, that this House — and
1 make no apologies for repeating myself — has again
and again during recent part-sessions stressed the
budgetary powers, the Committee on Budgets had no
alternative but to put forward these proposals. The
various changes to the proposal for a regulation are
contained in the two paragraphs of the motion for a
resolution. I therefore appeal to the House to endorse
the Committee on Budgets’ proposal.

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

Mr Ajello. — (1) Mr President, honourable Members,
the Socialist Group supports the regulation before us
which lays down provisions for the application of the
financial protocol annexed to the Treaty associating
Malta with the European Community.

We should like to take the opportunity to make some
observations of a political nature on the vote we shall
be taking and on the political context of the regula-
tion and the Financial Protocol.

For very many years, because right from the moment
it was handed over to the Knights who had been

expelled from Rhodes, Malta had been a fortress, a
military base. First for the Knights, and then under
Napoleon and more recently as a NATO base and a
British base for which the contract will expire in
March 1979, the island’s role has always been linked
to its fate as a military stronghold. Now there is the
chance for this island, that has been an instrument of
a war for so many years, to become an island of peace
that will give a favourable impetus to the promotion
of much-needed cooperation and security in the Medi-
terranean.

Prime Minister Dom Mintoff's proposal for a status of
active neutrality for the island and the idea of its non-
alignment to me to fit admirably this scheme. The
concept of active neutrality could become a factor in
the cooperation between Europe and the Arab world
and might provide a worthwhile model for other coun-
tries in the Mediterranean area whose situation is
marked by much more serious tensions and conflicts.
I have particulary Cyprus in mind.

I think it is important for the Community to keep
this in sight, especially at a time when it is contem-
plating its enlargement to include other Mediterra-
nean countries and so must inevitably become
involved in developments in that area. We should not
look on the Mediterranean merely as a land-locked
sea to those but rather as a bridge between Europe
and Africa in which Malta will become the symbolical
central pillar - particularly in a period when Europe, a
producer of technologies par excellence, has a special
need to maintain contacts with the Arab world and
Africa, where sources of raw materials and of energy
lie.

The relationship certainly must not must not be of
the colonial type, but should be a partnership, a
dialogue. The role of Malta, lying as it does in the
middle of the Mediterranean could be to promote this
dialogue. Besides, I am convinced that Europe must
adopt a separate and independent posture in relation
to the great powers if it wants to be economically and
politically independent.

This is the international background against which we
must look at Malta, the tiny archipelago with some
300 000 inhabitants who look towards us both as a
Community and as European States.

The proposal for the island’s neutrality is accompa-
nied by a request for economic aid to help transform
its economy from that of a fortress to a more peaceful
model. Help for this economic transformation can
come only from the Community and its constituent
countries. A request has been made to four countries
to guarantee the island’s neutrality, and another, to a
much larger group of countnes, to accept responsi-
bility for the island’s economic development through
aid and a system of cooperation.
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Malta’s economy can only be based on manufacturing
industry, since the island is totally lacking in raw mate-
rials and energy resources and, owing to an acute shor-
tage fresh water its agriculture leads an extremely
precarious existence.

The Financial Protocol, the regulation for which we
shall be today approving, is a very important instru-
ment to promote this industrial development which,
in our view, has not only an economic, but also a polit-
ical significance. For there is no doubt that if the
Community and its Member States were to turn a deaf
ear to Malta’s request, the island might be constrained
to follow a different path, that is to trade once again
its only asset : the advantages it can offer as a fortress.
Without speculating on who might be interested in
locating military bases there, we can say for certain
that we should have missed a great opportunity for
turning Malta into a neutral country, a country, as I
was saying, whose natural role ought to be the promo-
tion of a dialogue between the two shores of the Medi-
terranean Sea.

I think it is a very good thing, therefore, that Parlia-
ment should be now approving this financial Protocol,
although I must say that the time it has taken to
arrive at the Association Agreement, together with its
protocols, has been extremely long. Talks on the ques-
tion began in 1967 ; the Association Agreement was
signed in 1970 — and yet the 1976 Financial Protocol
has still to come into force.

In 1979, when the lease for the British naval bases
expires, Malta’s economy can no longer be geared, as
it has been so far, to the presence of these bases.
About 4 000 jobs will disappear.

It is necessary, therefore, to make suitable preparations
for an economic transformation well before that date.

This is why I fezl I must here and now appeal to the
Commission to ensure that the agreements signed
come into force as soon as possible. It would be well,
for instance if, in respect of the Financial Protocol,
the method, which has already been suggested in
other cases, were adopted, wereby the Protocol could
be considered as completely concluded once it has
passed through all the stages of Community proce-
dure, without waiting for its ratification by individual
Member States.

As for Community countries, whether those more
directly concerned, as France and Italy, who will be
called upon to guarantee the island’s neutrality
through bilateral agreements, or the other Community
countries who are prepared to join this ‘Friends of
Malta Club’ and to provide financial help for its deve-
lopment, it is important that they should do it
quickly, take action when it is needed, and not let
themselves be deluded by the argument that the
problem is of minimal importance because it
concerns only such a tiny country, a little rock
sticking out of the Mediterranean Sea. A complacent

attitude prevails in some European cabinet offices on
this question. Yet it is a serious problem because
Malta as an island of peace in the Mediterranean
would certainly be welcomed by all, whereas if it
should return to its old role of Mediterranean fortress,
it will create new politicial problems which will do
nothing to encourage the détente, peace, security and
cooperation that we all claim to want for the Mediter-
ranean area.

President. — I call Mr van Aerssen to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr van Aerssen. — (D) Mr President, honourable
Members, the Christian-Democratic Group welcomes
the fact that the thorough discussions in the commit-
tees responsible have led to a clarification of these
complex budgetary questions and the various key
issues relating to cooperation between Commission,
committee and Parliament, and that the balanced view
of the Committee on Budgets has prevented any false
move being made. Welcome though the economic
and political aspects of this Financial Protocol are —
and on this point we can only endorse what Mr Ajello
has said — we nevertheless feel that today’s debate
should concentrate more on matters of financial
policy and budgetary problems which are inevitably
raised by this Financial Protocol.

In spite of certain reservations, the Chrnistian Demo-
crats can agree to this regulation and would recom-
mend that the House does likewise, because we feel
that the amendments proposed by the Committee on
Budgets in the motion for a resolution now before the
House, will, provided they are accepted by the
Commission, go a long way towards eliminating these
reservations.

There are five central questions raised by this Finan-
cial Protocol. The first question is the problem of the
Commission’s overall political responsibility exter-
nally, and the proposal now before us does take into
account that, even in the case of direct administration
of the funds by the Bank, this overall responsibility of
the Commission will at any rate not be affected, and
there will be no consequent dilution of responsibilt-
ties.

The second question that arises is the relationship and
responsibilities of the Commission towards the two
other institutions concerned with the budget, namely
Parliament and Council. Here too the new version of
the regulation makes it quite clear that it is the
Commission alone which reports to the two other
institutions, so that the power relationship between
these three institutions remains undisturbed, which
might not have been the case had the regulation not
been amended by the Committee on Budgets.

A third point is that the accountability of the Bank,
vis-d-vis the Parliament and the Committee on
Budgets, has been amended and that too helps to
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ensure that there is no blurring of responsibilities and
that the Commission is not undermined in its posi-
tion as the nstitution responsible.

Fourthly, the new wording ensures that the principle
of Article 205 of the EEC Treaty — that the Commis-
ston, on the basts of the Financial Regulation, adminis-
ters budgetary appropriations on its own responsiblity
— now runs as a clear and precise thread through this
entire regulation. In our view, Article 205 would have
been undermined if, as onginally intended, the
management commuttees, consisting of representatives
ot the individual Member States, had a delaying right
of veto. The straightforward solution now being
proposed however, takes full account of the principle
of Article 205.

Fifthly, we consider that a satisfactory solution has
been tound regarding the Commissions reports on the
individual aid projects, which are to take place at
regular intervals before the Commmttee on Budgets as
representative of - Parhament, and  this will  be
combined with careful and continuing surveillance ot
the implementation of these projects by the Commis-
sion.

To sum up, ladies and gentlemen, we can say that our
doubts have been allayed thanks to the fact that these
cniteria have been taken fully into consideration 1n the
new version proposed by the Commuttee on Budgets,
and we therefore recommend to the House that 1t
endorses the regulation.

President. — I call Mr Spicer to speak on behalf of
the European Conservative Group.

Mr Spicer. — Mr President may 1 say at the outset
how very much we welcome this report and the finan-
cial provisions contamned in 1t. Mr Ajello said that he
would turn immediately to the political aspect and to
our links with Malta, and he paimnted quite clearly a
picture ot the very strong links that we have m this
Commumty with Malta. You went back, Sir, to the
year 1200, T think, but I won't attempt to do that. But
there 1s not a country represented i the Community
that does not have very strong links and ties of very
great triendship with Malta. The tact that Malta 1s in
assoctation with the Community is again something
that we all are proud ot and delighted that 1t has been
achieved.

But it I may turn to a slightly sour aspect of our rela-
tions with Malta. Mr President, you will remember
last year, on the Commuttee on External Economic
Relations, when we were discussing my report, that
one ot our tirm recommendauons was that those hinks
should be strenghened and should, 1 particular, have
a parliamentary aspect to them. That proposal was
made by me, 1t was accepted by this House, and no
action was taken. We pressed the President at the
tme to imtiate the moves for that parliamentary hink,
and eventually, 1n November, the President did wrte
to the Maltese Parhament saying that we would be

delighted to extend those links, not on a very wide
scale, but at least to set up contacts between Members
of this House and the Maltese Parliament. It is now
some eight months later. 1 have raised this two or
three times. It has been raised with the President, and
no reply has been received from Malta. I think at the
very least one would say that that is a discourtesy to
someone with whom one is working in partnership.
All I would say on this particular occasion is that I am
delighted and pleased that the Bureau of this Parlia-
ment has now put the ball back into my court and has
entrusted me with the task of making informal
contacts with the Maltese Parliament to see if we can't
get this closer contact working between this Parlia-
ment and theirr Parliament. Because, quite honestly,
financial protocols and aid assistance which we all
wish to give must, in the end, be based upon the hnks
which we can establish through this Parliament, the
direct links which come in alongside the work that
the Commission are domng. That is all I wish to say.
I'm dehghted that there has been — 1 won't say a
conclusion — but at least a beginning to contacts that
I feel should have been initiated many months ago.

President. — [ call Mr Price.

Mr Price. — I do not intend to detain the House for
more than a minute. My Italian colleague has spoken
for the Socialist Group, but perhaps | could add a
word.

The history ot Malta has been very much character-
1zed over the last 100 or so years by a certamn tension
between those who favour Britain and those who
favour ltaly, and 1 very much hope that this turther
strengthening of relationships between Malta and the
Community, and now that both Britain and Italy are
in the Community, might 1n the end, see the end ot
that tension. Those who know the Maltese language
— it's curious language — will know that all the
words for art, and all ecclesistical words, are ltalian ;
all the words for sport, and war are British, and they
swear in Arabic. It strikes me that now this increasing
contact 15 being made with Europe, we might eventu-
ally wholly exclude the sort of tension that has existed
in Malta in the past.

1 also think, as a member ot the Committee on
External Economic Relations that this agreement,
which 15 only onc ot a number ot moves to strengthen
relationships between Malta and Europe, 1s a very
important step 1n the development ot our Mediterra-
nean policy. Malta 15 one ot the very few European
countries which has good relationships with Libya
and, in the sense that we in Europe want to develop
our relationships with all the countries i Africa —
and our Mediterranean policy must be designed to
strenghten our relationships with countries to the
south ot Europe — this particular arrangement with
Malta, winch, who knows, one day might develop mnto
tull membersiinp, s estremely important i deves
loping the sort ot Mediterrancan policy that we want.
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For those very few reasons, as a Member of the British
Parliament with which 20 years ago, Malta nearly
achieved but finally rejected the very close relation-
ship that exists at the moment between the French
overseas departments and France, I am very pleased
that Malta is now moving toward that sort of relation-
ship with Europe as a whole.

President. — [ call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — First of
all, I must congratulate the Committee on Budgets on
its report, which goes in considerable depth into this
new domain of the management through the budget
of the Community’s external financial aid. The
Commission welcomes the modification proposed by
the committee, since they underline the responsibility
with which the Commission is charged for the imple-
mentation of the budget. In so doing, the Commis-
sion’s responsibility in this matter to the budgetary
authority of Parliament is also confirmed. The commit-
tee's main objective, as has been brought out in the
interventions here this evening, is to ensure that the
Commission’s authority, under Article 205 of the
Treaty of Rome, to manage the budget on its own
responsibility is not derogated from by the method of
implementation. The modifications proposed all have
the objective of underlining the Commission’s direct
responsibility in this matter as well as the Parliament’s
role as budgetary authority. Parliament might be inte-
rested to remember that a similar proposal was made
for the Maghreb countries and identical modifications
were proposed by the committee. In that case also, the
Commission was able to accept the modifications.
Although no special mention was made in the prop-
osal, the Commission’s intention was naturally to
inform the Parliament regularly of progress in the
implementation of the protocol. The modification
proposed in this respect will formalize this situation.

President. — Since no one else wishes to speak, 1
put the motion for a resolution to the vote.

The resolution is adopted. !

13. Tramport infrastructure

President. — The next item 1s the report (Doc.
185/77) by Mr Nyborg, on behalf of the Commuttee
on Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport,
on

(1) the communication from the Commission to the
Counail on action i the field of transport (nfrastruc-
ture and on the proposals from the Commussion to
the Council for

a decision nstituting « consultauon  procedure
and creating a comnuttee n the field of transport
intrastructure

— a regulation concerning aid to projects ot Commu-
nity nterest in the tield of transport infrastructure

and
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{2) the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Berkhouwer,
Mr Girardin, Mr Krieg, Mr Martens and Mr Osborn
on the construction of a tunnel under the Enghsh
Channel (Doc. 7/76).

I call Mr Nyborg.

Mr Nyborg, rapporteur. — (DK) Mr President, I do
not think I need to take up too much of Parliament’s
time today in a presentation of this report, as we did
discuss the principles on which the Commission’s
proposals were based back in November last year
when I produced an interim report.

On that occasion we suggested that the Committee on
Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport
would have tc obtain the opinion of the Committee
on Budgets before the final report was drawn up.

The Committee accepted this view and, with a few
minor exceptions, we incorporated all the amend-
ments proposed in their opinion by the Committee
on Budgets, in our report.

In view of the important budgetary implications for
the European Parliament of Article S in the proposal
for a regulation concerning support for projects of
Community interest in the field of transport infrastruc-
ture, we inserted a paragraph 4 in the motion for a
resolution, calling for the initiation of a conciliation
procedure between Parliament and the Council if the
Council should intend to depart from the method
proposed by the Commission for the taking of deci-
sions.

As the Commission proposal would give Parliament a
considerable say in the final decision on aid for such
projects, the Committee did not hesitate to adopt the
Committee on Budgets' proposal.

The report also contains our views on the motion for
a resolution tabled by Mr Berkhouwer and others on
the construction of a tunnel under the English
Channel.

I should like to make 1t clear from the outset that I
have not attempted to assess the merits and demerits
of the plan for a Channel tunnel. I have merely
attempted to ascertain whether the project would
qualify for aid if the Commussion’s proposal were
implemented. In my view it is clear that a Channel
tunnel could receive Community aid, but of course
this is a matter for the two governments concerned. It
1s for them to decide whether or not they wish to
revive the project. I pointed this out in paragraph § of
the motion for a resolution, and I have no doubt that
if the French and British governments reappraise the
question of constructing a Channel tunnel, they will
do so in the hght of the Commission proposal.

Returning to my report, 1 should first like to say, in
respect of the two Commission proposals, that the
motion for a resolution was adopted by the
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Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning
and Transport unanimously, but with one abstention :
myself. [ shall be explaining my reasons later. It was
not becaue of anything in the report as it now stands,
but because of an omission from the report. Apart
from this one important point, I do however support
the report and, with this reservation, I have no hesita-
tion in recommending the two proposals. We all
know, and I think that Mr Burke will be the first to
agree with me, that in fact there has been very little
progress towards a common transport policy, and we
must therefore be prepared to welcome any step in
the right direction. There can be no disputing the fact
that the Council Decision of 28 February 1966, which
is being replaced under these proposals, has not
proved effective, either in bringing about any useful
examination of or support for individual projects or in
placing them clearly within a common economic and
regional strategy in the Community.

As 1 said before, I do not wish to go into the merits
and demerits of the Channel tunnel. But I should like
to say that those who oppose it do so on environ-
mental grounds in respect of the South-Eastern part of
the United Kingdom, and on regional and economic
grounds in respect of the North. This 1s a real fear in
the North of England that a Channel tunnel would
further concentrate industry in the South-East, to the
detriment of the North. I have therefore suggested an
amendment to Article 4 of the proposed regulation
and to Article § of the proposed decision, on the crea-
tion of a committee for transport infrastructure, to
ensure that regional, social and environmental implica-
tions are taken nto account when any transport
project of interest to the Community is being .onsid-
cered.

I have also suggested an amendment to Article 1 of
the first proposal to make it clear that airports and
seaports serving peripheral areas of the Community
qualify for assistance. I lay great importance on this as
the lack of good communications can be detrimental
to outlying communities. Most of the other amend-
ments in the report are of a budgetary nature,
reflecting the opinion of the Committee on Budgets.
The purpose of the amendments to Articles 5§ and 6
in the regulation on support s to ensure that support
can be given to individual projects immediately after
the final adoption of the budget In other words, to
make 1t clear in Article § that the provisons of Article
205 of the Treaty, giving the Commuission sole compe-
tence to implement the budget, shall be applied, and
to ensure in Article 6, for reasons of accountability,
that reports on the individual projects receiving finan-
cial support are submitted to the Community’s budge-
tary authorities during the course of the work. Finally,
both my committee and the Committee on Budgets
consider that the absolute requirement for confiden-
tial treatment of the information received, contained
in Article 7 of the regulation on support, is too
drastic, and we have therefore attempted to restrict
this to cases where it 1s necessary.

With your permission, Mr President, I shall now turn
to my personal reservations and to the amendments |
have tabled, Amendments Nos 2 and 3. In Amend-
ment No 2, I propose deleting the word ‘subsidies’ —
and this is closely related to amendment No 3 — to
insert a new paragraph in the motion for a resolution :

2a Considers that the Community aid for such projects
should as far as possible be confined to loan guarantees
and loans, and that interest rate reductions should be
used only for projects which are clearly of Community
interest ;

I should like to explain briefly what is involved here.
The proposal as submitted by the Commission
assumes that support should be possible in the form
of loans, loan guarantees, interest rate reductions and
direct subsidies, and I do not think that the Commu-
nity's financial situation is such that it would be reaso-
nable to include direct subsidies of this kind. That is
one reason. The other is that I do not think it has any
chance of being accepted by the Counail if it is
presented in this form. In my opinion it would be
much more sensible initially, that is to say on this
occasion, to omit the word ‘subsidies’, so that only
loans, loan guarantees and interest subsidies are
involved, and it would then stand a chance of being
adopted by the Council, with the possibility of wide-
ning its cope later if the opportunity arises, rather
than submitting something to the Council which will
almost certainly be rejected.

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

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Mr President, I wanted today first
of all to thank the Commussion for seizing every
opportunity, despite the generally somewhat unsatisfac-
tory situation in the transport sector, to put forward
new proposals for overcoming the apparent standstill
in transport policy. I understand very well how discou-
raging this can be. So | wanted to say to the Commis-
sion during this debate how much we in the Euro-

pean Parliament — and I think I can say that on
behalf of all of us — value the efforts they are
making.

If he were here today, Mr Meintz would probably have
referred to his report for the Committee on Budgets,
and have again been able to underline the fact that
there is an ominous standstill in the transport policy.
He speaks of the European transport policy taking a
step backwards in recent years, and the members of
the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning
and Transport can actually only be grateful that their
colleagues in the Committee on Budgets reach such a
conclusion when they are asked to report to the Trans-
port Committee.

The situation, therefore, remains depressing, and 1
should like to make just a few points and will other-
wise stick to the proposals of My Nyborg, who felt
that there was not really a great deal to add since the

¥
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last debate on the subject last year. The Commission
points out in its document that there is a need for the
Member States to work more closely together than
they have been doing in solving the problems of trans-
port infrastructures in the Community. All I can actu-
ally do is to stress what the Commission pointed out
in a few sentences on transport infrastructure in its
communication to the Council.

It remains true — and this applies to the planning of
transport infrastructures — that the first considera-
tions are national and only then does a second stage
in the argument agise, namely how can links to the
neighbouring country be somewhat improved with a
view to providing a smooth flow of traffic ? Only then
is consideration given to how one might be able to
integrate one’s own transport plans into an overall
European transport network.

Each individual Member State, the Commission says,
is increasingly burdened by the inadequacies that exist
in the transport network of the other Member States,
and — this is something I would also emphasize —
there will also be problems with third countries unless
we start cooperating with one another in this sector.

It is this basic idea that I have been trying to
summarize in these few words. We have, in the
Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning
and Transport, again considered these overdue ques-
tions which have already been explained by the
Commission. I can say as far as my group is
concerned that we are extremely pleased that we can
fully endorse the report, and believe that — so far as it
concerns transport infrastructures — it represents a
good piece of work by our colleague Mr Nyborg and
the committee.

Let me make a few observations on certain criticisms.
There are certainly a number of people in responsible
political positions who say : what about the Commis-
sion’s demands ? Are all the planning measures going
to be taken ? There are people — as you well know —
who say again and again that we should not give too
much planning power to Brussels, because there is
enough power concentrated there in any case. That
may be true in this case or that; but it is not true in
the case of the tranposrt sector. To this extent I think
it is a good idea to point out that the Commission’s
proposal to the Council states in very precise terms
just what sectors are involved. It is very clearly stated
that the emphasis is to be placed on transport infras-
tructure problems of Community-wide significance.
These include cross-frontier projects; they include
projects of one Member State which might usefully
benefit its own commercial transport or that of
another or severeal other countries. It also includes, as
I noted with great interest, border areas and structur-
ally weak areas, and this it of particular interest for
those Members who feel themselves particularly
concerned with questions of regional policy. Mr
Nyborg is one of those. Measures such as those

planned by the Commuission are thus of particular
importance from the point of view of regional policy.

May I now make a personal point. I also noted with
great interest that Mr Nyborg raised in his report the
issue of air and sea transport. I was particularly grati-
fied that Mr Nyborg did include in his report sea trans-
port, because we cannot go on excluding certain
important forms of transport simply because the
Council of Ministers has yet to state publicly that this
sector of transport policy does fall within the compe-
tence of the Commission, or to be more precise, the
EEC Treaty. So I take this opportunity to say once
again that there can be no proper common transport
policy until Article 84 (2) of the EEC Treaty covering
sea and air transport is applied.

One final point, Mr President, on the subject of sea
and air transport. A few days ago the Council of Trans-
port Ministers met. I do not want at this stage to
assess this meeting — it would indeed have to be an
extremely negative assessment, if one looks at the
outcome. Nor do I want to speak abcut the commu-
niqué that was issued at the time. When I read
sentences such as: ‘the debate gave the delegations
the opportunity to express their satisfaction or
concern at developments in the common transport
policy’, then all I can do is laugh. What sort of a
Council of Ministers is it in which ministers get
together to express their satisfaction on the one hand
and their concern on the other ? This then appears in
an official communiqué and is fed to the man in the
Community street as the significant result of this
Council meeting. It is enough to make one despair ;
but T will leave that now, and return to it when the
Council is represented here in somewhat greater
strength.

I mention this, Mr President, because there was,
despite everything, also something positive in this
communiqué : the Council agreed, on a proposal from
the British chairman, to look into certain questions of
air transport. It may be that these include some of
those that we refer to in the amendment that we wish
to make the Commission proposal.

Mr President, I do not want to say anything at this
time about the Bntish, French, or, if you prefer, Euro-
pean Channel tunnel project. This is something we
have discussed in this House on several occasions. Mr
Berkhouwer took the initiative again just a short while
ago. All I can say is that the opinions regarding the
need for and the expediency of such a tunnel undoubt-
edly differ considerably, particularly when the ques-
tion arises of who 1s to pay for it. But I too share the
view, as do, I am sure, most of my colleagues in my
group, that whatever one thinks of this particular
project, of or the others that were mentioned earlier in
the debate, it should surely figure in any discussion on
transport infrastructures in Europe.

Mr President, I shall leave it at that for today. We can
certainly endorse the document before us. On behalf
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of the Socialist Group may I say that we can agree to
the decision to introduce a consultation procedure
and to set up a committee on transport infrastructure,
that we favour a regulation on the support of projects
of Community significance in the field of transport
infrastructures, and that we appeal to the Commission
to pursue this course, because we believe it is the
correct one if we are to make further progress towards
a common transport policy.

President. — I call Mr Noé to speak on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Noé. — (I) Mr President, honourable colleagues,
the Christian-Democratic Group will also vote for this
motion for a resolution. I wish to thank My Nyborg
for the useful work he has done. It is certainly true
that in years past those concerned with transport in
the Community have been bemoaning the scant atten-
tion paid to infrastructures, at least to those large-scale
infrastructures the creation of which would produce
tangible results, not only in terms of transport, but
also in terms of progress for the countries concerned
and of closer brotherhood between our peoples. What
I am saying now has been said many times in this
House, and it is the view of the Christian-Democratic
Group. I should like only to make some specific
comments, not because I want to add further detail,
but because the Chairman of the Committee on
Regional Policy, Regional Planning and Transport, Mr
Evans, had the happy idea of organizing, during the
last part-session in Strasbourg, an information meeting
at which we were able to learn some important new
facts concerning this project for a Channel tunnel a
matter on which Mr Berkhouwer had taken some
praise worthy initiatives in the past. Essentially, it
comes down to this : it seems that the original project
is being reviewed with the aim of finding a less costly
solution. Briefly, it was thought earlier that the tunnel
under the Channel should be able to take motor
traffic as well, and this has proved a very expensive
idea, especially today, with the energy crisis and the
costs of ventilation that would be involved. If internal
combustion engine vehicles were to drive through a
42 km tunnel — and that is the length needed for the
tunnel under the Channel — then ventilation shafts
would have to be installed at an enormous cost, and
the running costs in succeeding years would also be
extremely high.

The same question was also studied in relation to the
low-lying tunnel through the Alps of a similar length
— 45 km. In this respect, the problems are thus anala-
gous ; that is why I think the current British proposal
envisaging a tunnel taking only electric trains, and
leaving the question of motor vehicles for a separate
solution,” will bring considerable economies, not least
in the running costs.

I should add that in the Alpine projects, which for the
moment are still on paper and will not be realized for
some time, an attempt has been made to solve the
problem by providing for special trains to ferry the
cars separately from the passenger-carrying train. This
is a more rational arrangement than the system now
used in the Lotschberg and the St. Gotthard tunnels.

Myself and several other members of our Group have
tabled an amendment to paragraph 5 because we are
convinced of the need to activate this policy on infras-
tructure ; we therefore ask that one of the proposed
low-lying tunnels through the Alps should receive the
same treatment as the Channel tunnel, because it, too,
would serve to bring our peoples closer together. This
is why we ask the Assembly to give its special atten-
tion to this tunnel through the Alps as well.

May I now address the Commission, and say that Mr
Seefeld was right to criticize some of the statements in
the Council of Ministers’ final commungqiué ; let me
say that even if high-level representatives of the
various ministries had been present, no satisfactory
solutions would have been reached, because the
preparatory work for meetings of this kind is at the
moment unsatisfactory, not to say non-existent. We
have had, and are still having, great disappointments
in other fields, as for instance in the energy field, but
at least the spade-work had been done. In this parti-
cular area the disappointment is all the greater,
because solutions are in sight but all the necessary
preparatory work has not been done in any acceptable
way. | have said it before and I shall say it again : I
deplore the fact that the Commission has not
accorded due attention to the tunnel under the Alps
because, while for the Channel tunnel the solution is
there — in practice, changes might be made to the
profile, but the route is almost inevitably fixed — for
the Alpine tunnel, several competing solutions are
possible, and the only country that has made any
serious study of the problem is Switzerland, since the
route must run through its territory. But, naturally
enough, the Swiss studies have been made with Swiss
interests in mind ; [ regret therefore that the Commis-
sion has not made a study of the routes projected by
Switzerland, which now have been reduced to two or
three, with possibly another one going through
Austria.

This work will have to be completed in the absence of
these preliminary studies : I have given one example,
but a couple of years of hard work would be needed to
carry out such a review properly. Without this prepara-
tory work, the meetings of the Council of Ministers
will continue to be occasions for the issuing of woolly
communiqués, for there is no hope of solving the
problems unless the necessary groundwork has been
done. Having made this appeal to the Commission, |
can state that the Christian Democrats will vote for
the Nyborg resolution.
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President. — | call Berkhouwer to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Berkhouwer. — (NL) Mr President, both person-
ally and on behalf of my group, I welcome the
Commission’s initiatives in this field and I can
subscribe to the views — which I do not need to
repeat — expressed by my colleague Mr Seefeld. Mr
President, if I now turn to the Commission, that is
because on a previous occasion the President of the
Commission, Mr Jenkins, reacted sympathetically to
some ideas which I put forward concerning a Channel
tunnel. For you understand, Mr President, that I am
mainly concerned here with this aspect of the matter.
You may consider me as an advocate of the joining of
Great Britain with the Continent so that when there is
a mist over the Channel, the British can no longer
say : ‘the Continent is isolated’.

The Commission brought out a document recently in
which were set out all sorts of advantages which the
United Kingdom has derived from its membership of
the Community, eg. that its trade with the EEC has
increased by 75 % and so on. But in the same docu-
ment, 1t was also stated — Commissioner Burke will
perhaps remember this — that there was sull a lot to
be done to bring the Community closer to the man in
the street. When I read this, I thought to myself: it’s
nice to see that the Commission has now come round
to a view | have been defending here for years. It
seems to me that the Commission is beginning to
understand the idea that so long as the large undertak-
ings don’t succeed, then we must turn to the small
undertakings. In this respect, this last week before the
summer recess is perhaps a good week, since my
beloved European passport is on the agenda again.

I should like first to ask the Commission 1f 1t does not
look upon the union of the United Kingdom with the
Continent above all as a symbol for the ordinary man,
who can then go with his car from the Continent to
Great Britain and also the ordinary man in Great
Britain who can come n his little Austin Mini with
his farmily to the Continent. At the moment, it still
costs money 1f you want to go in any way at all from
one side of the Channel to the other. That is why I
am so delighted at the Commission’s proposals.

I come now to a couple of technical and political argu-
ments. The union of the United Kingdom with the
Continent 1s naturally not the only one. We have
connections with all sorts of coastal states on the
southern shores of the Community and connections
with countries on the other side of the Alps, etc. Now
I should like to hear from the Commuission whether it
shares our view that this 1s not pre-eminently a matter
which is taken 1into consideration when we give
Community support to specific projects, not to
mention loans trom the Investment Bank or the possi-
bility ot ‘popular shares’. Our forefathers had shares in

the Suez Canal Company ; they built the Suez Canal
with shares. This Company still exists in Paris ; it is
doing other things now — very good things, what is
more — why can we not do something similar : small
shares of £ 25 per person ? Let the Commission show
some imagination for once! I have often proposed
this in the past, and last year this notion received
some favourable reaction from Mr Jenkins — whose
absence I regret. I would like the Commission to say
to the countries on both sides of the Channel that this
could now be an opportunity to apply in practice the
ideal we are trying to establish here. For it is not a
matter for the United Kingdom and France alone.
The whole of Belgium is concerned, the whole Delta
region, the Ruhr, Denmark, the Paris basin, in short
the whole of North-Western Europe. The European
Investment Bank financed the bridge joining Europe
to Asia, the bridge over the Bosporus. This is a long
way away, Mr President.

(The speaker continues in English),

It may be many bridges too far, not just one bridge,
but all the same I am not against it. I am in favour of
it, Mr President. So why not this bridge — so near and
not too far?

(NL) Mr President, it would be incredible and stupid
if nothing were done here. I made contact last time
with the British railway uions, thanks to Mr Evans.
And 1 found that what the people from the British
railway unions had to say to me was marvellous. They
said : “We must have a tunnel as soon as possible’.
And then I said: ‘Yes, but I've always heard that
people in England say : but then we’ll get congestion
in South-East England and the North will be jealous’.
The North can naturally never be jealous, since Dover
is closer to Calais than Aberdeen, and nothing we can
ever do will change that. It will never be economically
justified to build a tunnel from, shall we say, some-
where in Jutland to Aberdeen. One can't say: the
south of England may not have the tunnel, because
what is in it for us? Such a comparison cannot be
made. What counts 1s the fact that such a tunnel
would create 4000 jobs in Dover alone. The people
from British Rail also said that the argument about
the environment was not valid — that was also
brought up again — since, they said, if we join the
British Rail network to the continental network and
send the containers by rail, then the number of lorries
driving with all their smoke etc. through South-East
England will be less. It will therefore have an enor-
mous cleaning-up effect if we transport things by rail
instead of in the dozens of lorries with all the diesel
fumes which electric railways do not have.

You realize, Mr President, that we would be able one
day to send containers by train from Inverness under
the Channel to the Persian Gulf. Would that not be a
performance which the whole world would look up to
and above all, one which would bring the European
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Economic Community closer to ordinary men and
women who want to travel through the Community
with as few papers as possible ? Would that not also
support the effort I have been pleading for years,
namely to bring the Community home to the man 1n
the street ? I should like to hear from the Commission
whether 1t is willing to stick its neck out and say yes
or no, and not come up with all sorts of excuses.

I should like to thank you for the opportunity you
have given me to speak about this matter which has
been dear to me for many years.

(The speaker continues in English).

Mr President, [ suppose that our resolution will also
be voted.

But that 1s a technical matter. I leave it to you, Mr
President, but that 1s how I understand 1t.

President. — I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Mr President, it is a sheer
delight to follow Mr Berkhouwer in his very robust
advocacy of the Channel Tunnel, an ideal which 1
share with him. When the Commission first
published these proposals a year ago my group
welcomed them as a recognition of the fact that
Member States can no longer plan their transport
structure without reference to the Community as a
whole, and that existing procedures for consultation
between Member States and the Commission are
clearly — to put it politely — wholly inadequate. We
also welcome the interim report presented by Mr
Nyborg at the end of last year and are happy to be
able to endorse the more detailed report presented
today.

There is quite clearly no need to remind this House
that the transport sector is one mn which there has
been remarkably little progress in recent years. Some
of the proposals put forward have been over-ambi-
tious ; some unworkable. But a few have been nothing
more or less than commonsense, of which I am happy
to say that the report here before us today is one
example. The rapporteur 13 to be very much congratu-
lated. I particularly welcome his emphasis on the need
for speed 1n implementation referred to in paragraph
3. It is surely right that this proposal for a new consul-
tation procedure for transport projects should be
presented together with one opening up new possibili-
ties for Community aid to projects of Community
interest. We hope, too, that the Council will take
careful note of the points raised 1n paragraphs 1 and 2
of the motion. That 1s, that the defimition of what is
meant by ‘transport infrastructure’ should embrace
scaports and airports, and even more tmportant, that
whatever consultative bodies are set up in the trans-
port sector are required to work 1n conjunction with
those responsible tor regional policy generally, since 1t
1s of vital importance that no action should be taken
in this ficld which could 1n any way exacerbate the
already serious problems ot the disadvantaged regions.

Finally, I should like to add a word on the Channel
Tunnel, and how happy I was to hear Mr Berk-
houwer's strong support of this and his emphasis on
the human aspects in two regards : the prospects for
the man in the street to dump his family into the car
and go straight over to the continent and — even
more important, if I may say so — to have a chance
of taking a financial stake in this European project. As
the report points out this is not the only major project
of this kind on the horizon. Indeed, 1 must emphasize
that my group is very much in favour of the Christian-
Democrat amendment, referred to in his speech by
Mr Noeg, calling attention to the importance to the
Community of the low-level rail tunnel across the
Alps. But the Channel Tunnel — as the long and
complicated history of the project will show — is a
most useful test-case for the effectiveness with which
the Commission might be able to encourage the
British and French governments to undertake the
construction of the tunnel in earnest. However, as 1
have said before, the real implications of the project
are of great importance 1n that they illustrate what 1
was saying previously about coordination with
regional policy.

Perhaps the Commissioner in his reply to the debate
could outline very briefly his view on the regional
planning aspect of the tunnel. In my country I believe
that we have heard far too much about the extent to
which the tunnel will attract still more investment to
the South-East of England. I believe that we must
presumably set against this the dynamic effect on the
relatively poor area of North-West France, and 1 by
no means share the anxiety which the rapporteur
believes exists in the North and North-West of
England regarding possible adverse effects of the
Channel tunnel on their prospects. I'm convinced that
North-West England, in particular, has excellent
motorway and rail links with South-East England and
will benefit very substantially from the extension of
the links with the Continent. From our contact with
the European railway organizations, we understand
that a tunnel linking the continental countries of the
Community with the British Isles, which contain,
after all, between one fifth and one quarter of the
Community’s population, would be of inestimable
advantage, not least for the environmental reasons
stressed by Mr Berkhouwer, because we are very much
against these juggernauts chugging through our towns,
and indeed our countryside. If the Commission, with
these proposals, can put this tunnel project once more
back on its feet, that would indeed be an achievement,
and one which [ believe the Community itself would
never regret.

President. — 1 call Mr Evans.

Mr Evans, Chairmun of the Committee on Regronal
Policy, Regional Plunnig and Transport. — Could 1
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say at the outset that I and my committee welcome
the proposals from the Commission, and welcome the
work that Mr Nyborg has done as rapporteur. We feel
that it will be a modest contribution to work in the
transport field.

I think that most Members recognize now that it is
one thing to pass resolutions, it is one thing to make
emotional speeches on any subject under the sun, but
it 15 an entirely *different matter to put those resolu-
tions and those motions into practice. Nowhere is that
more obvious than in the very, very difficult field of
transport, because I am sure everyone appreciates
there are conflicts within the transport field ; there 1s
road versus rail versus air, versus sea; there are
different methods in different member countries ; two
of the member countries are cut off from the Commu-
nity by the sea — the United Kingdom and Ireland. It
is often lost sight of that Great Britain is not the only
country which is separated from the Community by
the sea; Ireland is equally cut off from the Commu-
nity, and I am quite sure that Mr Burke will have
thought long on that during the course of this dicus-
sion that we have had today.

The other thing I feel that is important, and that I
stress now, is that whilst we recognize the value of
setting up such an organization as the Commission
have suggested, at the end of the day it would be a
question of whether or not the member countries in
fact voted the funds to put into practice all these
wonderful ideas which have come forward in this and
other debates that we have had on the question of
infrastructure. 1 think everyone must bear that in
mind. One of the contradictions we have today is that
we  have rather concentrated upon the Channel
Tunnel, which obviously would have some value for
my country and France, and possibly Belgium, and
the Ruhr, but there is an amendment which points
out that an equally important Community project
could take place under these proposals between Italy
and Germany, and [ am quite sure that many
Members will be now starting to wonder whether or
not they should not rush in and put forward their pet
project to benefit their region, their area, their
country. I think in that context, Mr President, we have
to be somewhat careful.

But the main reason why I wish to take the floor
tonight, is to urge Parliament, in fact, not to discuss
the merits or the demerits of the Channel Tunnel. I
think in that respect it is rather important that I say
to this Assembly what I said to my committee two
weeks ago. 1 will repeat it here :

A number of members of my committee and other
Members of the European Parliament had a chance to
have a meeting with representatives of the Brtish
National Union of Railwaymen in Strasbourg last week,
when the union representatives were able to put to us
their case 1n favour of the Channel Tunnel project. | have
asked the secretariat of the committee to prepare a
summary of what took place at that meeting and to circu-

late to all members of the commuttee the statement of
position put forward by the union representatives. When
you have recerved these documents, we can consider at a
future meeting, the whole question of the Channel
Tunnel and decide whether we wish to make an own-
initiative report on 1it, or what steps we should take next.

I would hope today that the comnuttee will avoid getting
into any discussion of the ments or otherwise of the
Channel Tunnel project, because I think Mr Nyborg has
deliberately tried 1n this report to avoid doing this, and
has tried to confine himself to the question of whether a
project such as the Channel Tunnel would be one elig-
ible for aid under the Commussion’s proposals.

It is in that context Mr President, that 1 ask Mr Berk-
houwer not to press this evening his motion for a reso-
lution which was tabled so long ago and referred to
my committee, but to accept my word that we will, in
the next month or two, be giving deep and detailed
consideration to the Channel Tunnel and the effects
that it would have on the environment as well as the
regional impact that it may have in the United
Kingdom. I want to be absolutely non-controversial
and make 1t quite clear that there is a large body of
opinion 1n the United Kingdom which is wholly in
favour of the tunnel. There is an equally large body of
opinion which is utterly opposed to the tunnel, so, in
that respect 1 would ask Parliament to appreciate that
my committee has not yet had the opportunity of
discussing in detail the original motion for a resolu-
tion which Mr Berkhouwer proposed so long ago.

Could I just make one point, Mr President, because it
1s an important point. It is, ot course, always good to
hear the enthusiasm which Mr Berkhouwer generates,
not only in this subject, but in any subject on which
he speaks. But there are occasions when Mr Berk-
houwer does allow his enthusiasm to run slightly
ahead of facts. Can I say with due humility to Mr Berk-
houwer, that whereas he paints a very nice picture of
the man getting into his Mini 1n England with his
family and driving across into France, unfortunately,
whatever proposals are put forward for a tunnel under
the Englich Channel, I can assure Mr Berkhouwer
that the man will not be able to jump into his Mim
and drive across, because that is not the proposal and
never has been the proposal. What we are talking
about 1s a rail link and not a motor-car link. I say that
simply to put the record straight. ..

Mr Berkhouwer. — You drive the car onto the
train !
Mr Evans. — ... Could I turn very briefly to the

amendments, Mr President, because I think it needs to
be said with regard to Mr Noe’s amendment that there
is nothing wrong with 1t 1n any way whatsoever. The
only snag is that the committee has not yet discussed
the Channel Tunnel as a viable project in the hight of
the Commission’s proposals. Could [ therefore ask
him to remut it ? If necessary he can raise that parti-
cular issue in the committee where he 15 a member.
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With regard to the amendments proposed by Mr
Nyborg, | think it 1s only proper that as chairman of
the committee I inform the Assembly that in fact Mr
Nyborg's original amendments on these lines were
rejected overwhelmingly by the committee. I can very
briefly, Mr President, give the reasons why. This is a
new proposal. We welcome the setting up of this
committee but we do not think it would make good
sense to attempt to tie the committee’s or the
Commission’s hands behind their back before they
have even started. Whilst we understand the political
philosophy of Mr Nyborg, which would seek to delete
the word ‘subsidies’, the committee felt that in the
context of a new Commission proposal we should
leave all the options open 1n this respect. We have
stressed that it will be essential for Parliament to be
consulted on any proposal which 1s brought forth by
the committee at any stage, and surely that would be
the time when we could look at a Commission prop-
osal and say yea or nay as a Parliament as to whether
there should be a subsidy or a grant or a remission of
interest rates or whatever. For that reason, if Mr
Nyborg 1s obviously determined to press this amend-
ment, [ would ask Parliament to stand by the
commuttee and reject the amendments proposed by
Mr Nyborg and adopt the committee document as
printed.

President. — 1 call Mr Durneux.

Mr Durieux. — (F) Mr President, this Assembly will
not be surprised if a Member from the Nord/Pas de
Calais region speaks in the debate on a Channel
tunnel ; it 1s obvious that the construction of a tunnel
is important for certain regions, and indeed for the
Commumty as a whole, as Mr Berkhouwer has so
rightly pointed out. The improvement of the means of
communication is an essential for the European
Economic Community, and bottlenecks must be elimi-
nated. This applies also to the Straits of Messina — to
look further afield than the Channel to communica-
tions with the Faroe Islands, and the pass between
Germany and ltaly.

The building of this tunnel seems to have a symbolic
importance for us; 1t would connect England,
Scotland and Wales directly with the main motorway
network on the continent. There is no need to draw
attention to the importance of this project as regards
communications with the other Member States and
with all the other countries in Europe.

As a representative for this region I can assure you
that apart from 1ts general interest for the Commu-
nity, the tunnel will be an unparalleled centre of deve-
lopment for all the regions through which the
motorway extension of the tunnel passes. And the
request contained n the motion for a resolution on
which we are to vote that the Commission should the
possibility of building a tunnel with Community
funds and financial guarantees, will, you can be sure
Mr President, receive my full support.

It is highly desirable that the citizens of Europe
should participate as fully as possible in this project,
and in this connection I should like to draw attention
to the decision taken by the Nord/Pas de Calais
public and regional authority, at its meeting in Lille
this morning, to support the project and to send us a
telegram endorsing the motion for a resolution. That
shows the extent to which the Nord/Pas de Calais
region, which numbers several million inhabitants,
considers ttself to be directly affected by the project.

The suspension of work on the tunnel caused consid-
erable disappointement 1n France, particularly in our
region, where the building of the tunnel was to be
combined with the construction of new roads, which
has thus also had to be suspended. Strong disappoint-
ment was felt on the British side too, and this is
another factor to be taken into consideration.

As usual, Mr Berkhouwer has spoken with great enthu-
siasm on this project, pointing out that the building of
a tunnel would be a way of bringing nations closer
together. I myself, unlike the chairman of the Trans-
port Committee share this enthusiasm because,
although many British families are prepared to travel
through the tunnel by rail, I, in common with many
French people, would be happy to be able to take my
tamily to Britain 1n my own car.

We hope, therefore, that after today’s debate the
Commission will take steps to turn this grandiose
dream — though is it really so grandiose in this day
and age ? — of linking Britain to the Contingent into
a reality. The Liberal and Democratic Group will vote
unequivocally for the resolution that has been
submitted to us. However, if we have to comply with
the proposal by the President of the Commission, we
would also perhaps be prepared to endorse it, relying
on the promise he has made to carry out a study of
the matter. I hope that this study can be initiated
without delay, for I think that we are all now
convinced of the need to link the United Kingdom to
the other Member States of the Community and to
the rest of Europe.

President. — I call Mr Ripamonti.

Mr Ripamonti.— (1) Mr President, honourable
Members, I regard the Commission’s communiction
on action in the field of transport infrastructures, and
on proposals from the Commission to the Council for
a deciston instituting a consultation procedure and
creating a commuttee in the field of transport infras-
tructure and a regulation concerning aid to projects ot
Community interest 1n the field of transport infrastruc-
ture as a clear indication on the part of the Commus-
sion and the Council of their determination to
proceed to an etfective policy of land use planning 1n
order to restore a proper balance between funda-
mental regional factors, such as population, natural
resources and area, so as to counteract the inequalities
which have arisen.
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These inequalities are represented by high concen-
trations of population and productive resources in
areas characterized by high levels of economic deve-
lopment and high average per capita incomes : by the
phenomenon of developmental congestion side by
side with the existence of areas which are depressed
and underdeveloped. There are still closed circuits of
wealth side by side with poverty tracks from which
there is no escape.

Regional planning is the only method capable of
removing such imbalances. For its success it requires,
as Mr Nyborg, the rapporteur, rightly pointed out, a
mechanism for the planning of the entire transport
system. He is right to stress that the regional aspect of
transport development must no longer be a subsector
of the Community’s overall transport policy.

Only through a joint policy can regional transforma-
tion and mobility of the population be achieved, only
in this way can we strengthen economic, social and
cultural inter-relations within our continent. The plan-
ning of which I speak must not merely be the sum of
individual national or bilateral projects which may be
regarded as being of Community interest.

If this is what we want politically, then to assess the
true value of large projects, such as that for a Channel
tunnel or for tunnels across the Alps, we must plan in
a wide territorial context, try to visualize in a board
regional context the long-term consequences of
regional planning measures. Only in this way shall we
be able to estimate how individual infrastructure plans
fit into the overall objectives of regional planning.

Unless we do this we shall go on accumulating nation-
ally — or multinationally-inspired projects without
ever getting an overall view either of the process of
regional development or of how we should restore
economic and social equilibrium.

In closing, Mr President, I should like to stress that we
should review the Community’s transport policy in
terms of a cost-benefit analysis of each project. And it
15 by the method of cost-benefit analysis that we
should determine our priorities and ascertain whether
the decisions taken by the Community correspond to
our overall objectives — or merely to sectoral and
short-term aims.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Osborn.

Mr Osborn. — Mr President, I well accept that I was
not here at the opening of this debate, because I have
just come in from Britain. But I intervene at this late
hour because I supported Mr Berkhouwer in the orig-
inal motion which we are discussing in connection
with the Commission report. This morning in
London, 1 was looking through my notes on the
Channel Tunnel, notes that were at their peak in the
period 1970/74, and although 1 am well aware we are
not talking about the Channel tunnel only but about

improving communications, primarily between the
member countries of the Commungity, I find that the
original sponsors and enthusiasts for the Channel-
tunnel project perhaps have gone into cold storage at
the present time, and I asked the simple question of a
number of my original advisors, whether they could
update the case from 1972 and 1973. Well, the fact
that the project was started and then abandoned,
mainly by a British government and to the chagrin of
the French, is perhaps the reason for Mr Berkhouwer’s
original motion and my support of it a year ago.

This afternoon in London I happened to meet some
French deputies and senators, one of whom at least
came from the Calais-Boulogne area, and we discussed
the importance of this project. My impression from a
brief discussion is that the will for a link between
Britain and France still exists at back-bench level,
even if the certainty of its existence at government
level is not quite so strong. I wish 1 had more time to
discuss an issue which I have discussed perhaps for
ten years with French deputies and their attitude to
the fact that this project was abandoned some two-
and-a-half years ago.

The purpose of this Commission report is to set up a
committee and set up a procedure outlined in docu-
ment 244/76. 1 quote the original document :

One of the reasons why the Member States must accept
action at Community level on transport infrastructure
problems is the increase in the relauve importance of
internattonal traffic and, in particular, of traffic between
the member countries of the Community; this growth
means that each State will be more and more affected by
the imperfections which may appear 1n the communica-
tion systems of another Member State or even of certain
non-Community countries.

Each of us looks at this problem of communication in
his own way. The Italian Christian-Democrats and
Senator Noeé in particular, are obviously concerned
about the link between Italy and the rest of the
Community through the Alps. You, Mr Commis-
sioner, coming from a country that is even further
away from the bulk of the Community, will be
concerned with good links between your country,
Eire, and the rest of the Community. Denmark has its
problems because it is split into a number of islands
where there has been some development. The impor-
tant issue is to look at the means of improving
passenger and freight communications between our
respective countries.

Infrastructure, whether at the national or the interna-
tional level, is vital, and, of course, I, naturally, coming
from Yorkshire, in Britain, have to bear in mind that
there are other alternatives for passengers — air traffic
from aerodromes in the north of England, ferries from
Hull and perhaps Yarmouth, Lowestoft, and other
countries across the North Sea as well as shorter links
using conventional ferries, hovercraft and perhaps the
hydrofoil, which for passengers certainly has come
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into its own. But I very much hope that this House
will not balk the importance issue of looking at where
communication is difficult and I suggest, Mr Presi-
dent, that one of the barriers that must be overcome is
obviously the one across the Channel. Here I would
like to take to task Mr Evans, who has put forward the
point of view we heard in Strasbourg last month, the
case put by the NUR for a rail-link only across the
Channel. I very much hope this House will look at all
the alternatives, whether it be a land-link or a sea-link,
and that the proposal made in committee that we
extend our interests to air communications and sea
communications in this infrastructure review will not
be overlooked.

Mr President, I support the views already expressed by
my colleague Mrs Kellett-Bowman and very much
hope that action will be taken on this very excellent
proposal put forward by the Commission.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — You will
recall that the Commission, in its communication of
October, 1973, envisaged the establishment of a
system of transport involving, in addition to the organ-
ization of the market as specified in the past, action
also in the field of infrastructure. This proposal, there-
fore, may be seen as an attempt by the Commission to
get the Council to implement part of the policy of
that communication. The European Parliament gave a
favourable reception to this approach in its resolution
of 18 November 1976, welcoming the initiative taken
by the Commission while reserving the right to
express a more detailed opinion. I should like to recall
to Parliament that the budget for 1977 approved by
Parliament includes an item, No 373, relating to aid
in the field of transport infrastructure.

The Commission considers that there is a very close
connection between the decision instituting a consulta-
tion procedure and creating a committee in the field
of transport infrastructure, and the regulation
concerning aid to projects of Community interest in
the field of transport infrastructure.

First of all, let’s take the decision. The decision insti-
tuting a consultation procedure and, most impor-
tantly, creating a committee in the field of transport
infrastructure, constitutes, as an initial step, a direct
answer to numerous requests, including in particular
those of this Parliament, which has for years been
demanding a means of coordinating investments in
the field of transport infrastructure more effectively
than under the consultation procedure instituted by
the Council decision of 28 February 1966.

The regulation concerning aid to projects of Commu-
nity interest in the field of transport infrastructure
constitutes the second instrument for the proposed
action, and 1t has two main features. The Commission,
wishing to concentrate aid on a himited number of

projects that are particularly important from the
Community’s point of view, has preferred not to have
recourse to a fund, or the use of a fund, but has
provided for a novel system which makes effective
action possible by using the most appropriate method
of financing and by providing for decisions to be
taken under a procedure which corresponds to the
balance of power in the Community. Secondly, the
criteria for the selection of projects have been esta-
blished taking into account real needs and avoiding
overlap with other financial instruments such as the
Regional Developement Fund.

I would like to thank the rapporteur, Mr Nyborg and
the Committee on Regional Policy, Regional Planning
and Transport which has adopted the motion before
us. This motion is completely in accord with the spirit
of our proposal, and it contains a number of proposed
modifications which the Commission is happy to
adopt and give effect to in accordance with the proce-
dure laid down in the second paragraph of Article 149
of the Treaty.

Nevertheless, Mr President, as a meeting of the
committee has been told, the Commission is reluctant
to accept one modification, which is the one intended
to subsume ports and airports under transport infras-
tructure. From the legal point of view, the inclusion of
ports and airports 1s open to discussion in the context
of the possible application of Article 84 (2). However,
legal considerations were not the deciding factor for
the Commission. Political aspects deserve equal atten-
tion. The subject of port infrastructure is particularly
delicate. As you know, ports lay claim to considerable
autonomy in this field. It was feared that in discus-
sions with the Council the debate would concentrate
on this point. In view of its highly controversial char-
acter, we might even have endangered the proposal
itself. For this reason, we prefer not to mention this
subject. However, we believe that while the ports in
the strict sense are excluded, there remains a whole
range of infrastructure activity, which directly involves
the ports and which is covered by our proposal for a
regulation.

If I may now turn briefly to the subject of the motion
for a resolution tabled by Mr Berkhouwer and others :
this motion follows a question asked by Mr Berk-
houwer and others on the subject of a channel tunnel.
In 1976, as Members of Parliament will recall, it was
decided to adjourn the discussion and refer the
motion to the committee responsible. The Commis-
sion has not ceased to recognize the interest of the
Channel Tunnel project for the Community, but 1t
should be remembered that, until now, it has not been
possible to take any action on this question, except
within the framework of the consultation procedure
initiated by the Council in 1976 ; and 1 shall return to
this matter in just a moment. This procedure can only
be put into effect after notification by the interested



28 Debates of the European Parliament

Burke

governments of the project in question. However, no
initiative has been taken by the governments
concerned since the abondonment of the Channel
Tunnel project by the British Government. A solution
to this problem should be sought within the frame-
work of the committee for transport infrastructure
proposed by the ‘Commission. Indeed, this committee
will not only serve as a basis for consultation with
Member States on requests for financial aid, but will
also be able to make a detailed examination of any
question relative to the development of a Community
network of transport links.

If I may now turn briefly to the amendments before
the House and, if I may, link amendments 2 and 3:
the Commission would advise Parliament that the
word subsidies should be kept in Article 2. I noticed
that in his contnibutions, Mr Evans, the chairman of
the committee, urged us to keep our options open ; I
would echo that. Similarly, in amendment number 3,
where it is suggested that a new paragraph 2a should
be included, we would advise that if this new para-
graph is included, the word subsidies should be
included as well as guarantees and loans.

I think one of our reasons for saying this would be
that the Commussion, as indeed, I think, the comm-
mitttee of Parliament itself, would attach importance
to the power to grant direct subsidies. Parliament may
wish to recall that small projects, such as marshalling
yards, could be greatly aided if subsidies were to be
included. Insofar as such projects are financed by
budgctary appropriations and not by borrowing, the
Commuity should be able to intervene positively on
their behalf.

If T may now turn briefly to some of the remarks
made by the ten speakers in the debate, although it
will it be impossible, in the short time allowed, to
cover all of them adequately: I have noted with
interest, and have already congratulated Mr Nyborg
on, the balanced presentation of the report to us. I
noted too, with some pleasure, that Mr Seefeld said
that the Commussion never fails to find ways and
means to implement — or to try to implement — its
transports policy. I noted too, with interest, that he
intends, at some future date, to address questions
directly to the Council of Ministers. I would hope to
be present for this interesting exchange of views. I
would just offer this point though — that I wouldn’t
be as pessimistic about the outcome of the recent
Council meeting as the wording of the communiqué
might perhaps indicate. And indeed, to Mr Noe, who
also referred to this communiqué, I would offer the
thought that the problem with the Council, if there 1s
a problem, is not so much that the meetings are not
efficiently and properly prepared. I think that they
are, but I think is that ministenial authority is not, 1n
fact, transmitted to the working transport group, and
to Coreper, to deal effectively with the questions

before it. So that, in the Council, we sometimes find
ourselves doing the work which in fact is of such a
technical nature that it should have been cleared in
advance by these committees. So what’s really lacking
here, in my judgment, is a political authority to the
committees to get on with work in which there is a
clear political mandate for success. I know that I
could develop this a greater length, and perhaps we
will await a further occasion so to do.

Turning to the contribution of Mr Berkhouwer: he
puts me personally in a vey difficult position, because
what I may feel personally about the Channel Tunnel
— or, indeed, what many Europeans feel about the
Channel Tunnel in a personal capacity — is one
thing, but what I may say on behalf of the Commis-
sion, as the Commissioner responsible for this general
area, is another. I would concede to him, in response
to his first question, that everybody can accept — and
this point has been made by a number of speakers —
that the Channel Tunnel would be a symbol, a token
for the man in the street, drawing attention to the
European Community. As the Member of the
Commission responsible for consumer affairs, I would
also offer Parliament the thought that advancing
consumer legislation and consumer affairs would also
be another way of showing a certain human face, to
use the phrase that was used by President Jenkins
earlier this year. And there are other ways in which
this could be done, so I would say : yes, it is a symbol
or token.

The second question he asked me was: Does the
Commission believe that if we are going to aid certain
projects, this 1s a good way of doing 1t ? I would point
out, first of all, that the Commission has, on a number
of occasions — and I have done so here again this
evening — expressed its interest in infrastructure
projects, ncluding the project which he mentions
particularly.

I would recall that the Commission recognized the
importance of the Channel Tunnel project by organ-
izing the consultation meeting 1mmediately, in
February 1973, when the project was notified. I would
also draw the attention of the House to the expression
of regrets by the Commission on the occasion of the
abandonment of the project. In regard to the diffi-
culties of the project, I would remind the House that
1973 costings were estimated at 2.03 billion u.a. I
suppose a conservative estimate now would be that the
cost would be somewhere tn excess of 3 billion va.
Now that’s just by way of giving some detail in the
matter. I would say to Mr Berkhouwer and to other
Members of Parliament ; yes, I can give a general state-
ment of support to the Channel Tunnel project if we
in the Commussion and the Communities can get that
most important infrastructure committee which I have
mentioned twice already this evening, This is the
instrument we need, this is the instrument we must
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get, and this is the instrument which, if we get it, will
enable us to talk with some effect in regard to the
construction, not only of tunnels, but of other projects
mentioned so persuasively here this evening by
various Members of Parliament.

In regard to his point about shares, it doesn’t fall to
my responsibility to indicate a position on this,
except to say that if such a project were to be under-
taken it would be a very useful way of assessing the
amount of public support for the Channel Tunnel
project.

I take his point, about the environment benefits of
such a project. I would to say to him generally, that
on a personal basis, I could support him fully, but he
must realize that 1 have to make my reservations,
having regard to the responsibilities which I hold in
the Commission.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman asked me, among other things, if
it was my belief that the tunnel would draw away
industry and development from the North of England
and from regions further away from the Channel. I
would say that, on the contrary — and [ speak here
again personally, because I don’t want to commit my
Commissioner colleague who deals with regional
policy — that in my judgment the development of
the regions near the tunnel on both sides obviously
would be favoured. But I don’t think personally that
development of the North of England and other
regions would be interfered with detrimentally by the
institution of such a link. In any event, even if it were,
there always falls to the Community the use of the
regtonal policy instruments to counterbalance any
detrimental effects there might be ; I'm not conceding
that there would be, but if there were, such policies
could in fact be implemented by a Community which
gave its proper emphasis to that most important part
of our development, regional development. As a final
thought on this, I would think that the Members of
Parliament and the committee dealing with these ques-
tions would be in a better position, even than the
Commissioner, to answer this question, in that they
have the opportunity of dealing, not only with
regional policy but also regional planning and trans-
port, all in one global activity. I think then that the
members of this commuittee are in a good position to
make their own deductions in this regard.

I noted with some interest Mr Evans’s point about the
new developments and the meetings with the
National Union of Railwaymen. Might I ask him on a
personal basis if, when he makes the document avail-
able to other Member of Parliament, he might send
me a copy too, because I would be interested ? I
accept the tenor of his remarks that one should
proceed in this matter with a certain amount of
caution, but if the action being taken now can in fact
result 1n some important initiatives, we will all sit
back and await these with interest.

I wouldn’t place too much difficulty on whether it’s a
road tunnel or a railway link, because we all know

there are developments such as platforms whereby
one can have easy access to trains which would
minimise the difficulty for cars in getting from one
side to the other. In addition to that, I would presume
that any good business venture would ensure that
there would be frequent links, so that the delays
would be very infrequent indeed.

I have noted, indeed with interest, Mr Durieux’s point
about the resolution which was passed today in Lille
and the points made by Mr Ripamonti and Mr
Osborn. I would therefore thank again Parliament for
its acceptance of the main points of our policy in this
regard ; I would reiterate that we have a little difficulty
in regard to the inclusion and the subsuming of ports,
as | have already outlined, and with that, I thank
Members of Parliament for their kind reception.

President. — Mr Dalyell, if you want to ask a ques-
tion of the Commissioner, I will allow you to do so,
but will you make it short and sweet.

Mr Dalyell. — Well the question is merely that
some of us misheard, or may have misheard. We
heard what we thought was an astonishing statement,
namely that ministerial authority was somehow not
transferred to Coreper. Now as it came over — Mr
Burke may want to explain things rather differently
— this in a sense sounded as if Coreper had defied
ministerial will. Now I may have got it wrong, but if
that 1s the situation it is obviously very serious.
Secondly, the Commissioner referred to a procedure
which reflects the balance of power in the Commu-
nity. Precisely what was that in reference to ? Because
again it s rather an important issue in relation to the
tunnel and other matters.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, in regard of the first question, there was no ques-
tion of Coreper refusing in any sense to accept minis-
terial authority. I was outlining this aspect in response
to Mr No¢’s point about greater efficiency on the part
of Coreper resulting in a greater degree of success at
Transport Council meetings. The point I made was —
and this is widely understood by Members of Parlia-
ment when they refer to the lack of progress in regard
to transport policy over the years — that ministers
found it possible to give a greater degree of authority
to the technical committees to carry out their work,
then it would not be necessary for Transport Council
meetings to be so taken up with technical details,
which is the point, [ think, that the honourable
Member misunderstood. I obviously have no reflection
to cast on Coreper. I regard it as very efficient, but I
would like to appeal to all our countries to give us all
a greater chance to implement the transport policy by
giving a greater degree of authority to the various
groups to get on with the job.
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On the other point about the balance of power I had
in mind that what we are emphasizing is that the final
decision in regard to these matters is left to the budge-
tary authority, that is, Parliament. That is what I
wanted to convey in my statement in that regard.

President. — The debate is closed.

Before considering the motion for a resolution, we
first have to vote on the amendment tabled to the
proposal for a regulation.

On Article 2 I have Amendment No 2 tabled by Mr
Nyborg seeking to delete the word ‘subsidies’.

I put Amendment No 2 to the vote.
Amendment No 2 is rejected.
We shall now consider the motion for a resolution.

I put the preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2 to the
vote.

The preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2 are adopted.

After paragraph 2 I have Amendment No 3 tabled by
Mr Nyborg aimed at the insertion of the following
new paragraph : .

‘2a. Considers that the Community aid for such projects
should as far as possible be confined to laon guran-
tees and loans and that interest rate reductions
should be used only for projects which are clearly of
Community interest ;

I call Mr Nyborg.

Mr Nyborg, rapporteur. — (DK) Mr President, as my
Amendment No 2 has been rejected, I withdraw
Amendment No 3.

President. — Amendment No 3 is accordingly with-
drawn. 1 put paragraphs 3 and 4 to the vote.

Paragraphs 3 and 4 are adopted.

On paragraph 5 1 have Amendment No 1 tabled by
Mr Noe :

This paragraph to read as follows:

‘S. Points out that the governments of France and the
United Kingdom will have the opportunity to apply
for assistance for the Channel Tunnel project and the
governments of the Federal Republic of Germany
and Italy 1wl be able to apply for assistance for a
low-lying rarl tunnel across the Alps under the provi-
sions of the Regulation concerning aid to projects of
Community interest 1n the field of transport infras-
tructure when that regulation is adopted ;

I call Mr Noe.

¥
Mr Noe. — (I) I rise only to ask Mr Evans not to
persist 1n his opposttion to this amendment, for the
following rasons: on 4 June 1973 a document, for
which I was the rapporteur, was placed before this
House and adopted unanimously. For consistency,

therefore, we should bear in mind that this Parlhlament
has already expressed its opinion on this problem.
Secondly, I have not tabled the amendment because I
fear that once the Channel tunnel is constructed, the
one through the Alps will go by default. I tabled it
because I am convinced that the two major infrastruc-
ture projects that are so important that they stand out
from all the rest, are the Channel tunnel and the low-
laying tunnel across the Alps. For the sake of brevity I
did not indicate earlier what ‘low-lying’ means. It
means an altitude of 500 metres above sea-level,
instead of the 1000 metres as at present. One
problem is that, just as the winter fogs referred to by
Mr Berkhouwer can block traffic in the English
Channel, in the Alps winter avalanches can block the
existing railway line for up to two days at a time.

It is for these reasons, and for those explained earlier,
that [ would ask Mr Evans not to oppose this amend-
ment. It is not inspired by regional self-interest ; even
if tunnels under the Alps were not to be built, 1
should be as happy as Mr Berkhouwer to see the
Channel tunnel constructed, because 1 am convinced
it would be a factor for bringing our peoples together.

President. — What is Mr Nyborg’s position ?

Mr Nyborg, rapporteur. — (DK) Mr President, I am
afraid I cannot agree with Mr Noe here. I quite under-
stand his reasons, but if we, echoing the committee,
have spoken here only about the Channel tunnel
project, it is because that project is part of the report ;
but we cannot start listing all the places in the
Community where there might be reasonable and
compelling grounds for initiating projects eligible for
Community support. If we were to do so we would
have to mention plans for bridges between two
Danish islands, Zealand and Funen, and between
Denmark and Sweden, and so on. There would be so
many items on a list of this kind that I must ask this
House to reject this amendment.

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

I put paragraph 6 to the vote.

Paragraph 6 is adopted.

I put the motion for a resolution as amended to the
vote.

The resolution is adopted. !

The motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Berkhouwer
has already been subsumed and is actually in the
preamble of the resolution which we have just voted
now. Therefore it is not necessary to vote on it.

1 OJ C 183 of 1. 8. 1977.
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14. Decision on a European project
in the field of transport

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
186/77) by Mr Nyborg, on behalf of the Committee
on Regional Poli(_:y, Regional Planning and Transport,
on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council for a deci-
sion subscribing, on behalf of the Community, to a joint
declaration of intent to implement a European project in
the field of transport on the subject: ‘Electronic traffic
aids on major roads’ (COST Project 30).

As there has been an amendment tabled by Mr Ripa-
monti, we are not taking the report without debate as
originally intended.

I call Mr Nyborg.

Mr Nyborg, rapporteur. — (DK} Mr President, I
should simply like to speak on the amendment. As
you yourself said, the intention was to vote on the
report without debate, but we now have before us an
amendment, which has emerged in a slightly
misleading form, as it clearly seems to fall under the
subject we have just finished discussing.

I regard Mr Ripamonti’s amendment as superfluous,
as the Commission is responsible for secretariat expen-
diture for all COST schemes. Moreover, participation
in COST schemes does not involve Community
funds, as it is work carried out as part of the normal
work of the secretariat in the Commission, and there-
fore does not place an additional burden on the
budget. The fact that there is no provision for Commu-
nity responsibility for secretariat expenditure is irrele-
vant, as the Commission assures me that there would
be no change in practice, and I therefore recommend
rejection of this amendment.

President. — [ call Mr Ripamonti.

Mr Ripamonti. — (I) Mr President, my amendment
1s fully 1n line with the provisions of a whole series of
agreements between groups of countries among the 19
European countries which have been supporting the
project from 1971. Each of these agreements stipulates
that, at the request of the signatories, the secretariat of
the Committee shall be provided by the Commission
of the European Communities. We should remember
that it was to the Commission’s initiative that the
conclusion of these agreements, which have proved so
worthwhile, was largely due, and I am sorry to see
Parliament wasting hours on partial projects and then
refusing to deal with the question of the applied
tesearch which is carried out by the COST group, a
successful example of cooperation among groups of
European nations in the research field. I believe it is
essential for the Commission to continue to manage

this secretariat. If anyone does not agree with my vies,
I should like to remind them that it is identical with
that expressed by CREST on 16 April 1975, when it
was stressed that the Commission should be closely
associated with all the stages of the project, and parti-
cularly with the drafting of the recommendations for
European standards for electronic traffic aids on major
roads.

The Committee, which has drawn up a programme
for European scientific and technological cooperation,
emphasized the need for continuity of Commission
involvement in these projects, even where they did
not concern solely countries of the Community, but
also countries external to it. The promotion of applied
research projects by new methods, which have already
produced good results, is an important objective, and
by the use of cooperation and radical innovation it has
been possible to overcome the kind of difficulties with
which many research programmes have had to
contend in the past.

The same approach should therefore be used in other
sectors of Community research. Hence, in this case
the Commission should take charge of the secretariat
services of the management committees, should watch
over, coordinate and seek to obtain the cooperation of
other countries, and check the progress of the
projects.

This is why, Mr President, I maintain the amendment
and hope that the House will vote for it.

President. — 1 call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — 1 would
like to point out that the Commission can in fact
accept this amendment, although it may present admi-
nistrative problems. As we know, the Council gives its
agreement in principle to proposals of this kind only
when the action envisaged arises from an existing
Community programme, and this is not the case at
present : the Commission has not got a programme of
this kind at the moment. Therefore, the Commission
has proposed to entrust this task of running the secre-
tariat to national experts who would be seconded to
the Commission services for this assignment. In fact,
the Commission and the Community are associated in
all the phases of participation in such activities as that
of CREST, so we would then in a sense prefer that the
work should be done by national experts seconded to
the Commission for the assignment.

President. — We shall now consider the motion for
a resolution.

I put the preamble and paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 to the
vote.

The preamble and paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 are adopted.
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President

After paragraph 3, I have Amendment No 1, tabled
and moved by Mr Ripamonti, adding the following
new paragraph :
3a. Believes that the Community should be responsible
for the running of the secretariat ot the project’s
management committee ;.

I put Amendment No | to the vote.
Amendment No 1 is adopted.

I put paragraph 4 to the vote.
Paragraph 4 is adopted.

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution as a
whole, as amended.

The resolution is adopted. !

15. Tabling of a motion for a resolution

President. — [ have received from Mr Klepsch, on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group, a motion
for a resolution with a request for urgent debate
pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, on the
Additonal Protocol and the Financial Protocol
concluded on 20 September 1976 between the EEC
and Portugal (Doc. 212/77).

I shall consult Parliament on the adoption of urgency
procedures at the opening of tomortow’s proceedings.
16. Agenda for the next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held tomorrow,
Tuesday, 5 July 1977, at 9.30 a.m. and 3 p.m., with the
following agenda :

10J C 183 of 1. 8. 1977.

— Vote on the urgency of the motion for a resolution on
Spain ;

— Vote on the urgency of the motion for a resolution on
Portugal ;

— Decision on the inclusion of questions relating to fish-
eries ;

— Cousté report on the crisis in the Community’s iron-and-
steel industry (presentation and debate);

— Oral question, with debate, to the Commission on
dumping ;

— Oral question, with debate, to the Commission on the
q .
pharmaceutical industry in Europe ;

— Kaspereit report on economic and trade relations
between the EEC and China;

— Maigaard report on relations between the EEC and the
Nordic countries not members of the EEC,

— Lord Bruce report on amending budget No 1 for 1977
(presentation and debate);

at 3 pm.
— Question-time
at 430 p.m.

— Vote on the Cousté report on the crisis in the Commu-
nity’s iron-and-steel industry.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 8.30 p.m.)
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IN THE CHAIR : MR COLOMBO

President

(The sitting was opened at 930 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of the minutes

President. — The minutes of proceedings of yester-
days’s sitting have been distributed.

Since there are no objections, the minutes of proceed-
ings are approved.

2. Decision on the urgency of two maotions
for resolutions

President. — The next item is the vote on the
urgency of two motions for resolutions :

— on the political situation in Spain following the
recent elections, tabled by Mr A. Bertrand on behalf
of the Political Affairs Commuttee (Doc. 208/77)

— on the Additional Protocol and the Financial Protocol
concluded on 20 September 1976 between the EEC
and Portugal, tabled by Mr Klepsch on behalf of the
Chrnstian-Democratic Group (Doc. 212/76).

I consult the Assembly on the adoption of urgent
procedure for the first of these motions for resol-
utions.

ment to the final indent of the preamble:
Amendment to paragraph 7. Amendments

to  paragraph 8: Mr Aigner; Mr 112
Kruchow; Mr Maigaard

Adoption of resolution . . ... ... 113

12. Amending and supplementary budget No
I for 1977 — report by Lord Bruce of
Donington on bebalf of the Commuttee on
Budgets (Docs 192/77 and 202/77) (presen-
tation and debate) . . . . . ...
My Eyskens, President-in-Office of the
Council; Lord Bruce of Donington, rappor-
teur Mr Aigner, on bebalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group; Mr Spinells, on bebalf
of the Communist and Allies Group; Mr
Shaw; Mr Dalyell: Mr Eyskens: Mr
Dalyell ; Lord Bruce of Donington . . . . 113
13. Appointment of Members of Parliament 120

14. Agendu for the next sittimg . . . . . . .. 120

The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.

I propose to the House that this motion for a resolu-
tion is entered as the last item on the agenda for
tomorrow, Wednesday, 6 July 1977.

Since there are no objections, that is agreed.

I now consult the Assembly on the adoption of urgent
procedure for the second motion for a resolution.

Adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.

I propose that this motion for a resolution is placed
on today’s agenda instead of the report by Mr Bayerl
on economic and trade relations between the Euro-
pean Community and Portugal.

Since there are no objections, that is agreed.

3. Decrvion as to whether to place on the
ugum’d Heo g ietions )'t’/zl/l)lj{ to tivheries

President. — We now have to decide whether to
include on the agenda for this part-session the oral
questions with debate to the Commission tabled by
Mr Miiller-Hermann and Mr Klepsch on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group on fisheries policy (Doc.
210/77) and by Mr Kofoed on behalf of the Liberal
and Democratic Group on Community fisheries
policy (Doc. 211/77).

In view of yesterday’s discussions, it would be expe-
dient to place these two questions at the end of the
agenda for tomorrow, Wednesday.
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President

Are there any objections ?
I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, I have no objec-
tion to your proposal, provided all the Members who
wish to put questions also agree. But 1 am afraid that
we will not finish our proceedings until eleven p.m. or
midnight. T think we should bear that in mind, and
perhaps consider whether it would not be better to
hold to debate on fisheries on Thursday, when the
agenda will be relatively light. I only think that we
should bear that in mind, Mr President, because
looking at the agenda for tomorrow, we will not get to
the fisheries debate until very late in the evening.

President. — [ call Mr Durieux.

Mr Durieux. — (F) I think your proposal is excellent
and I see no reason not to hold this debate tomorrow
afternoon. I also think Mr Gundelach would prefer it
then. In any case, the agenda for Thursday is also
quite heavy. I would therefore ask Mr Klepsch to see
the logic of your proposal.

President. — Mr Klepsch, on Thursday morning
there is the debate on the budget ; holding up or post-
poning that debate would therefore cause inconven-
ience. Furthermore, when approving the order of busi-
ness we had the impression that the Commission
would prefer to reply on Wednesday rather than
Thursday, since the Commissioner responsible has to
leave for the United States. Therefore it would be
better if Mr Klepsch could accept this proposal.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) I agree, Mr President, but I
would ask you to make preparations immediately for a
night sitting. It is quite clear that we shall have to
have one tomorrow.

President. — We shall decide in due course whether
to arrange a night sitting.

4. Croany in the Communitys tron and steel
mdustry (presentation and debuate)

President. — The next item is the debate on the
report by Mr Cousté (Doc. 198/77) on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs on the
crisis in the Community’s iron and steel industry.

I call Mr Cousté.

Mr Cousté. — Before submitting my report I should
like to know whether, in view of the proposed order
of business, the motion for a resolution will be
discussed and adopted this afternoon as planned and
whether we shall take the eight amendments that have
been tabled at that point. It is a question of method,
Mr President, and I should like to know the answer
before presenting my report.

President. — As decided yesterday, the amendments
will be taken in the course of the general debate. The
rapporteur will state his position very briefly, for or
against, before they are put to the vote.

I call Mr Cousté.

Mr Cousté, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, honour-
able Members, today’s debate on the iron and steel
industry in the Community involves more than a
purely economic problem in that it has a clear social
and political dimension. The crisis has affected or
could affect thousands of workers in the steel industry
and make itself felt in local, business and industrial
life. The debate is also concerned — and this illus-
trates how important and serious it is — with what
the Community has already achieved, in other words,
a single iron and steel market, and with the Commu-
nity’s ability to weather a crisis in a sector in which it
has real powers and responsibilities under the ECSC
Treaty.

I should like to point out that the report before you is
the outcome of protracted discussions in the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs since
November 1976 and I should like to mention here,
and again thank him for it, the most valuable contribu-
tion made throughout by Commissioner Davignon.
You will no doubt remember that in November 1976,
the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
had tabled an Oral Question on policy before and
during the steel crisis, which raised some of the
problems before us today.

Following a motion by Mr Suck on the crisis in the
iron and steel sector the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs was authorized in December 1976 to
submit a report on the subject so that the Commis-
sion could put forward an initial package of measures.
This was done by Mr Simonet in December 1976 and
was followed by the announcement of a second
package last May under the responsibility of Commis-
sioner Davignon. Parliament also discussed — and
this is an important point — the Oral Question with
debate by Mr Fellermaier, Mr Notenboom and Mr
Bangemann adopting at the close of the debate a reso-
lution which is naturally reflected in my report.

When this Oral Question came up for discussion,
both the Commission and this House called for a full-
scale debate and this, Mr President, is what we are
finally having today.

Having given you the background, I shall now turn to
the report proper. Following a brief review of the situa-
tion and the difficulties with which the iron and steel
industry is faced, I shall take the various points in the
motion for a resolution to be voted this afternoon and
discuss the short-term and structural measures
contained in the various proposals and projects that
have been or are about to be produced by the
Commission.
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Cousté

However, before discussing the situation in the
Community and the threats hanging over the future
of the Community market, I should first like to make
a brief review of the world market.

The world 1ron and steel market has felt the effects of
the uncertain economic situation over the past few
years ; as a result of the fourfold increase in oil prices
made 1n 1973, there has been a speed-up in mvest-
ment plans 1n the areas of research, transport, stock-
piling and even in the processing of hydrocarbons.
This has led to a heavy demand for large-diameter
welded pipeline sections, heavy steel plating for reser-
voirs and platforms and also to the construction of
supertankers.

1974 was a particularly good year but the trend was
reserved in 1975. Capacity utilization rates fell to 60,
70, 80 and 85 %, production levels were 20 % lower
and prices in the Community plummeted by 35 %
and even by 50 % on the world market.

The latest statistics continue to give clear cause for
concern, as shown by the draft preliminary
programme for the third and fourth quarters of 1977
which points to a substantial fall in orders in compar-
ison with the month of April. Crude steel production
in the Community countries during the second half of
1977 will total 68 million tonnes as against 66 million
in 1976. This figure should be compared with the 40
million tonnes produced by the Community in the
first quarter of 1974, giving a total of approximately
70-80 million tonnes for a full year! Thus the price
situation remains serious and this is one of the points
which we shall have to include in our resolution.

Another point which we we shall have to mention is
that, as recorded in the recent report on the situation
on the steel market discussed a few days ago by the
‘steel’ Working Party of the UN Economic Commis-
sion for Europe, the steel industry in the countries of
Eastern Europe continues to expand production of
crude steel is more than 3 % up — and the same
holds good for the developing countries whose crude
steel output will rise from 33 million tonnes in 1976
to 37.5 mullion tonnes. In India and the Republic of
Korea, for example, the growth rate in the industry
may still be higher than 25 %. So much for the world
situation.

The steel industry in the Community continues to
suffer from the general symptoms 1 have mentioned
and world demand is so low that imports, however
negligible, cause a slump in prices. Except for a
number of highly integrated companies, the vast
majority are 1n difficulties and are suffering financial
losses on a drastic scale. In these circumstances, the
least modern iron and steel undertakings, which can
find a market for their products in normal times, are
naturally the hardest hit.

With regard to the debt positon ot the steel industry
with the possible exception of Germany, I would
pomnt out that the debts of companites in France
amounted to 33 thousand mulhon francs 1 1976,
which 1s higher than the mdustry’s turnover at 32 500
million francs. The debts of the French iron and stecl
industry 1n relation to turnover are much the same as
in the Italian industry, but are twice as high as in the
UK and six times as high as in Germany.

I need hardly say that these figures are high even
when related, as they should be, to the ratio of invest-
ment to the level of output.

Finally, our Community steel industry is faced with a
number of serious threats. I shall take only two, Mr
President, in order to bring out the seriousness of the
situation.

First there is the risk that cartels will reappear. | made
this point to the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs. Naturally enough, companies faced with
difficulties have been tempted to form new cartels.
The Community realized the danger early in 1976
when the so-called Benelux Group was formed. The
formation of new cartels would run completely
counter to the ECSC Treaty for they mean an end to
the single market and the free play of competition,
both of which are fundamental to Community policy.

There is also the risk that the steel industry itself will
go into decline. As Mr Davignon pointed out on
numerous occasions, the Community cannot, both for
social and political reasons, allow such a vital sector,
even if its importance is less fundamental than it was
one hundred years ago, to go into decline, given not
only the human and social consequences but also the
economic dependence to which the Community
would necessarily be reduced as a result.

What 1 have been saying about the world market and
the steel industry in the Community and the threats
with which it is faced creates responsibilities for the
Commission and these are specifically covered 1n Para-
graphs 1, 2 and 3 of the motion for a resolution.

Short-term Community measures are cssential, Mr
President, and even if some of them are viewed with
misgivings, even in my own Group, they are, as
emphasized in Paragraph 8 of the resolution, a neces-
sary preliminary to the implementation of restruc-
turing measures. This link between short-term and
structural measures, ladies and gentlemen, must be
clearly understood. During the meetings of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, Mr
Davignon made it absolutely clear on several occa-
sions that these short-term measures had to be viewed
in the larger context of the general programme for the
iron and steel industry which the Commission is
drawing up and has even begun to introduce. Short-
term measures, commercial measures and structural
measures form an indivisible whole.
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As you will be aware, the Commission has pursued
several lines of short-term action which I should like
to mention briefly.

The first of these concerned delivery quotas. In
December 1976, Mr Simonet for the Commission
submitted an initial anti-crisis plan providing for a
joint procedure involving 70 groups of iron and steel
undertakings with a view to implementing delivery
programmes for individual products, originally for a
period of four months. Introduced on 1 January 1977,
this plan was extended to the end of the second
quarter of 1977, Apart from certain minor difficulties
with independent producers in the United Kingdom
and Northern Italy, the procedure was satisfactorily
implemented in a genuinely disciplined manner.

Last May, crude steel production in the Community
was 11 million tonnes, 876 000 tonnes higher than in
April although still 1042000 tonnes lower than in
May 1976. Output on the whole has remained fairly
low which confirms that on the whole, the steel
industry has kept to the output levels agreed at the
beginning of the year. This is why I said that the
procedure had been implemented in a genuinely disci-
plined manner.

Furthermore, the Commission is making every effort
to ensure that the rules are observed and that those
who observe them are not put at a disadvantage in rela-
tion to those who do not. A control system has been
set up and the Commissioner has reported to us on its
effectiveness.

I shall now turn to the series of measures, mainly
designed to act on prices, which were taken on
completion of the action to regulate the icvel of
output last May.

The Commission’s price measures are of two kinds.
The speatic binding deasion on the fixing  of
mimmum  prices tor concrete reintorcement  bars,
pursuant to Article 61 ot the ECSC Treaty, 15 intended
to remedy the lack ot rigour n laying down delivery
programmes mn this area This measure 1s one of those
which came m tor the greatest entictsm. Objections
were tased mthe Federal Republic of Germany, lraly
and cven the UK and the truth 15 that mimmum
prices tor concrete remntorcement bars adversely atfect
small steel manutacturers m Northern Ttaly as well as
certam non-mtegrated manutacturers - the Federal
Republic whose prices are below the mimima. These
manutacturers work with clectric steel and are helped
by low scrap prices It s also clear that in the manutac-
ture of concrete remtorcement bars, small tactories
working with clectric steel are at present the most
competiive. Mimmum prices are theretore an obstacle
to the restructuring measures required in the Commus-
nity steel industry. But we must retine this argument,
Mr Prestdent, and here we come to the crux of the
debate on this moton tor a resolution. We must
retine the argument by making allowance tor the low
price ot scrap at the present tume tor, in the event ot a

market recovery, the price of scrap might well shoot
up, cutting back the cost advantage currently enjoyed
by small factories. We should also ask ourselves
whether it is in the Community’s interests to expand
a method of production based entirely on electrical
energy, a sector in which long-term requirements may
well be difficult to meet.

Those few remarks will show how complex the
problem is and it seems altogether too easy to refuse
to accept the decision on minimum prices for
concrete reinforcement bars by reading into it a threat
of dirigisme on the part of the Commission.

The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
came out by a large majority in favour of minimum
prices. Its reasoning was that the Commission’s deci-
sion has a legal basis Article 61 of the ECSC Treaty,
that it was made necessary by the lack of rigour in the
delivery programme and that it is subject to review
and , [ stress this point, is a temporary measure as indi-
cated in Paragraph 5 of the motion for a resolution.

The guide price for a number of laminated products is
intended to combat the extremely depressed state of
the iron and steel market. These target prices are
lower than the list prices published by the undertak-
ings, which because of the need for alignment are not
adhered to and are slightly higher than the present
uneconomic market prices.

For technical reasons, the Commission has now
decided to include coils and strip steel in the list of
the products for which it fixes delivery quotas and
guide prices every quarter.

The Commussion also intends to consult the Council
and the ECSC Consultative Committee on the second
series of guide prices which are likely to be higher
than those previously published. These higher prices
would allow tor the tact that prices have risen in some
countries, partrcularly the United States, and have
remamned unchanged i Japan. In this way, greater
consistency would be secured between the UK and
the Continental market.

I now turn to trade policy. Price measures would serve
no purpose whatsoever unless accompanied by trade
measures to protect the Community steel market
against outside influence. The Commission has there-
fore decided to introduce Community surveillance of
imports of certain iron and steel products through a
system of automatic licences. This system will give the
Commission an instant picture of transactions and
help it to act against speculation. With better market
information the Commission will be in a position to
open bilateral negotiations with exporting countries
where necessary in the event of distortion of trade and
to call on them to exercise self-restraint in a similar
manner to Community manufacturers.

Pursuant to Article 74 of the ECSC Treaty, the
Commission therefore adopted a number of measures
to combat dumping or the granting of subsidies by
third countries and it was right to do so.
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The Comnussion has informed us that it will rely on
the provisions 1n GATT to uphold the position of the
Community iron and steel industry ti-d-vis the
United States and the consequences ot the voluntary
restraint agreement which, as we know, 1s to be signed
between the United States and Japan.

The Commission 15 also holding talks with the Repu-
blic of Korea and South Africa. Finally at world level,
the Comnussion 1s associated with the work being
done by the OECD and Mr Davignon made 1t clear
that the Commission would adopt a position ensuring
that the reorganization of the world steel market did
not ultimately work out to the detriment of the Euro-
pean Community.

The Comnuttee on Economic and Monetary Atfairs as
a2 whole approves those short-term measures. It also
approves  the voluntary  restraint favoured by the
Commussion.

That brings me to the structural aspect of the
problem. The Commussion has set out to achieve what
are basic objectives. Its intention is to restructure the
iron and steel idustry. It will do so by reviewing the
general targets tor steel in the pertod 1980-1985 on
the basts that output m 1976 was no higher than 134
million tonnes compared with the 1980 target of 183
million.

The present recesston has atfected not only the struc-
ture ot demand but also patterns of world trade in
steel products.

Mr Davignon was therefore right to say that it was too
coon to submit a detaifed plan for the restructuring of
the dustry but that this would be done at the end of
the year. We take note ot this and look forward to that
ume. The measures that have been proposed on the
Dasts of the ECSC Treaty suggest that the means speci-
tied by the Commussion are reasonable. I shall not
speak of the legal means involved since these are dealt
with 1 the motion for a resolution but I shall say a
word or two about the financial means required since
considerable sums are mvolved.

The money 15 to come trom the social tunds, the
Regional Fund and Article 56 ot the ECSC Treaty ; 1t
1« to be spent on loans to undertakings to help them
carry out the mvestment programme and also on reem-
plovment ards. As 1 said, a constderable amount of
money 1s imvolved, 750 million u.a. tor restructuring,
500 or 600 million ua. of which 15 to be spent during
the second halt ot 1977,

The situation requires stll turther means ot persua-
won and 1 should hke to say that the Commussion 1s
right to use them, for we are moving towards a truly
sectoral policy ot restructuring which must be care-
tully mmplemented with a constant concern for the
men and women at atfects.

My concluding remarks will be briet: This debate on
the crsis 1 the sron and steel mdustny must not be

academic with the arguments for interventionism set
against those for liberalism. Like other industrial
sectors, the iron and steel industry has to cope with
the profound changes through which the entire world
economy is passing and the Community must be
capable of pursuing a coherent industrial policy in
this sector as in all others, without protectionism but
through the proper organization of free trade.

But although it must not become academic, this
debate is of great human and political importance. We
are convinced that the serious crisis in the Commu-
nity iron and steel industry can only be overcome if
we preserve a single market, a coherent policy and the
means which the Commission has at its disposal. We
are confident that the Commission will succeed in
this policy which reaches beyond the spoken word to
the deeper realities behind the Community and the
men who make up that Community.

(Applause)

President. — [ call Mr Prescott to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mr Prescott. — Mr President, we apologize for
coming late to the debate, owing, as always, to discus-
sions in our group at a particlarly crucial time which
involved my being away for the opening remarks of
Mr Cousté. I would congratulate him on his presenta-
tion of his arguments to the House this morning and
I do not wish to repeat the technical arguments he
has produced a great many of which are concerned
with the facts of the case which the measures
prepared by the Commission are designed to deal
with. There are many other technical matters which
could be brought up, and some of my comrades who
will be speaking for the group will no doubt pursue
that line. What I wish to do in my presentation on
behalf of the group is to deal with the problems that
are posed for us in this particular sphere.

Like the Christian Deomocrats, we as a group put
down a resolution in April concerned with what was a
clearly developing crisis and what some have called a
‘manifest crisis — a term which has not necessarily
been taken in its strictest sense by the Commission,
because under the Treaty they could have declared it
as such and taken considerably greater measures than
they have to handle this particular problem. I pass no
criticism of that point but I think it is fundamental to
bear it in mind when we come to making an assess-
ment such as that embodied in the conclusion of Mr
Cousté’s report. It is quite clear from his presentation,
from the report itself and from all our own individual
experiences that the crisis has manifested itself in a
very fundamental way in each one of the Community
countries. The redundancies imposed on each one of
our nations’ steel industries are considerable, at a time
when unemployment in the Community is over §
million and when the prospects of improving that
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situation are, quite frankly, very, very limited, as
anyone who attended the Tripartie Conference in this
Chamber some weeks ago will be fully aware. We
recognize the nature of the problem in that we have
here in Europe, as, indeed, in most of the steel-pro-
ducing countries, an excess capacity which in Europe
is averaged at someting like 60 % : this reflects the
slump in demand on a world scale and a decline in
demand all round. But, of course, the problem for us
is whether this fall in demand in itself is purely
cyclical or retlects a much more fundamental change
in the world order of production. I wish to say a little
more about that later.

We are aware that the industry itself has been some-
thing obsessed with the argument that these problems
i the last decade or so have rather been of a cyclical
natuse and that eventually things will change as soon
as the cconomies begin to recover. But that has not
come about, and the industry is now particularly faced
with the criticism that when times were a little better
some vyears ago it failed to effectuate the kind of
changes which are envisaged now — 1n other words,
there 15 too much capacity in steel production 1n
Europe, quite apart trom the arguments about whether
to maintain the most efficient units. Therefore the
problem we face now 1s how to deal with an excessive
world capacity 1n steel production, which reflects
exactly the position in Europe, with the consequential
and important ctfect that steel produced 1n areas
outstde Europe can, for one reason or another and
I do not teel 1t 1s simply a matter of dumping — be
produced cheaper and sold cheaper 1n Europe, with
consequential cffects tor the European steel industry.

We therefore must accept, and it is, of course, gener-
ally accepted, that some form of intervention is
required. It will be noted that there are some amend-
ments from my group that will be moved at a later
stage, one of which takes into account the fact that we
wish to note rather than approve the measures of the
Commission in as much as we have no power as an
institution here either to deny that approval or to give
it, only in these circumstances to note that they are a
number of measures embarked upon. Of course, there
are differing views about whether such measures go
far enough, or indeed interfere too much ; but quite
frankly, whatever the views of the competing parties
in this matter, it is certain that some form of interven-
tion is needed, because clearly the industry is not in a
position to deal with the problem itself. That, I think,
is largely due to the fact, pointed out by Mr Cousté,
that the problem is a world problem imported into
the European scene, in which we pursue the objective
of free trade, with all its consequences within our own
Community boundaires.

The analysis of the crisis is well documented, 1 think,
by the Commission and is reflected in Mr Cousté’s
report. Imports from outside are a matter of concern
— I shall say someting about this in a minute — for
this is an important and fundamental industry in the

Community. The figures given by the Community
show something like three quarters of a million
people directly employed in the steel industry, but, of
course, many more industries are dependent upon this
particular industry and its success.

The cause of concern is that the demand has fallen,
and therefore the problem lies in the utilization of
existing capacities. It is interesting to consider some
of the infomation given by the Commission in regard
to this, because the reduction in the utilization of
capacity in our steel industry has varied considerably
from one country to another within the Community.

If, in the document given to us by the Commission,
we take Germany and Britain in 1974 as an example,
we find that the German utilization of capacity was
83 % but has now falien to 62 %, while in Britain it
was lower in 1974, at an average of about 81 %, and
has now fallen to 77 %, the Europcan average having
fallen from 82 % to 66 %.

[ think it is important to consider why that should
have happened. Certain industries — in this case, the
German industry — are more dependent on what
happens to exports of particular products. Germany
has developed a very important share of the market in
all areas of exports, and clearly that is of some
consequence whenever you take action to protect an
internal market or to restrict trade. My group is consid-
erably concerned that measures that may offer some
form of protection may be discriminatory and have a
counter-effect in the form of discrimination against
European industries which are involved 1n exports.
Nevertheless, imports present a considerable problem.
If we again take the Commission’s figures and
measure imports as a proportion of consumption in
the Community, we see that they have risen in this
short period of time — in the last two or three years
— by almost 100 %. They are twice what they were,
and present us with a considerable problem. The
Commission’s proposal to introduce an import notifi-
cation procedure is therefore something that is
welcome, though resisted, I believe, even by supplies
in my own country, and I would encourage the
Commission to do all they can, as with my own
government, to force these people who are resisting to
give notification. The first step quite clearly is to
understand from where imports are coming if you are
to embark upon a policy — which I think is some-
what limited — of approaching those countries and
asking them to reduce their exports to use or raise the
price of their steel products in order that our indus-
tries may have a chance to compete with them. I
think that is an unsatisfactory approach. It is a first
step forward, but I think the inevitable conclusion of
that is further steps towards further protection in a
kind of import control, perhaps by quota, about which
[ shall say something in a minute.

I think the real point that this House has to recognize
is that we are dealing — and not only in steel — with
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the emergence of a new world economic order. The
industrialization processes now taking place in other
parts of the world involve products like steel. It is in
these sectors that many countries are now beginning
to take their first steps in the process of industrializa-
tion from which many of our countries have
proceeded. Steel is inevitably one of those sectors and
we need only look at the countries that are sending
steel to the Community : Spain, South Korea, Brazil
and Japan, although Japan clearly is a developed
industrialized country of considerable consequence.

I would like to make one or two comments about the
Japanese situation which, 1 think, reflects this new
order. If we bear in mind that Japan is now concerned
about the unfair competition she feels she faces from
South Korea and Brazil, whether in shipbuilding or
steel, we begin to see the continuing argument
changing as the industrialization of each country’s
economy begins to take effect. But I think it does
pose for us a fundamental point. If we look at Japan-
ese steel growth from 1960 to 1976, we find that
Japan has now become the second largest steel
producer and she has agreed, in negotiations with the
Commission, to reduce her exports to the Commu-
nity, though the agreed level has been surpassed
already, primarily because the agreement was reached
with the large steel companies, but now this, I believe,
is a matter of negotiation and agreement with the
Community.

But it is not solely a question of steel; the same
economic argument applies to shipbuilding, ballbear-
ings, cars. In all these areas the Commission has been
almost pleading with Japan not to send us too many
goods. We are not saying they are dumping. Indeed
there are procedures available to the Community and
individual nations if they can prove that dumping is
taking place, but we all know too well that it is very
difficult to justify those procedures and to show that
dumping in fact is taking place. I presume that is the
reason why we are embarked, as a Community, on
negotiating with Japan to change the situation where
Japan sends 85 % of her exports in capital goods to
the EEC, whereas the EEC’s exports of similar goods
to Japan are in the region of 30 %.

It is interesting to note the Japan is a highly deve-
loped industrialized country that imports only 21 %
of its requirements in manufactured goods, whereas
most developed countries import something like
50 %. There are no doubt reasons for this, but it
reflects a fundamentally different international
economic order, and this is having considerable
effects in the Community. If you accept, therefore,
that goods can come in — whether it’s steel or
anything else — in circumstances that by nature, if
not by definition, amount to dumping, you are
presented with a very real and difficult problem.
Because if you profess to believe in free competition
and free trade, you are then faced with the reality of
that — of other countries manufacturning products

which jobs in many of your fundamental industries
depend on. Under the rules of fair competition your
competitors are able to compete in a way much to
their advantage. This is a result — although I do not
have time to develop this here — of the early stages of
industrialization, which clearly give economic advan-
tages to these countries. This is evident from the
history of development in all industrialized countries.
If we can accept that, then, clearly, we are presented
with an entirely different argument. We have to
consider whether free trade is the acceptable norm to
be followed, or whether we should embark on some
form of protection.

Can I ask this House to consider the logic in the argu-
ment given by the Commission ? 1 understand the
case they make: you negotiate with powerful coun-
tries like Japan, who can make major inroads into
your markets, as the facts have shown, and Japan says,
as with shipbuilding and steel : I agree to reduce my
€xports to your country. The Community then comes
away and says that we now have got 50 % of that
market. How is it then proposed that that 50 % share
is to be distributed between the nine nations ? Is it to
be distributed on the basis of efficiency? Will the
most efficient steel-producing industries or the most
efficient ship-building industries in the Community
be given all the orders, to the detriment of those areas
which may not be as efficient in the production of
that particular commeodity ? You are then faced on the
European level with the same argument you had on
the international level; the nine nations in the
Community may then wish to argue for a negotiated
share of these agreements.

That poses for us an extremely difficult problem —
though not for myself personally, because I don’t
personally believe in the idea of free competition. Can
anybody really believe, with the cartelization that has
always dominated the steel industry, that free competi-
tion ever existed in the liberal sense ? The carteliza-
tion mentioned as a fear in Mr Cousté’s report has
always dominated this particular industry, and I think
that is one of the realities that you are faced with in
the proposals the Commission is now presenting. I do
not wish to repeat, in view of the time, the various
proposals brought in under the first stage, called the
Simonet plan, and the second stage, now called the
Davignon plan; I don’t know whether the third or
fourth stages will be called after other Commissioners,
but I think we identify them all with some form of
intervention and control. It is true that these measures
that have been imposed, which are a combination of
some form of price controls and market controls, all
enlist, by the very nature of their voluntary applica-
tion, the power and control and agreement that exists
among the cartels. In fact, the agreement we are asked
to discuss this morning is one agreed with the cartels
— a voluntary agreement which they, in their own
interests, wish to implement. Mr Cousté shows in
section II of his explanatory statement that he is
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considerably concerned about the growth of carteliza-
tion. Therefore this is a matter which I think we are
bound to give considerable attention to. The Commis-
sion says — and the document reaffirms it to the
committee — that they have no intention of giving
up their powers to the companies or the States. That’s
an intention, I presume, that one could welcome. But
frankly I don't really think it's the reality. Because on
the one hand the report requires us to work hand-in-
hand with the cartels — that is proposed in the
measures. The Commission do not have the kind of
secretariat with which they can control these indus-
tries so it's a recognition of the reality. Well, we shall
wait for the Commissioner’s reply. On the other hand,
the political power involved in reducing capacity in
the industry, which we are embarked upon doing,
means a kind of authority that the Commission, I
believe, doesn’t have. The state in my country has
agreed to reduce capacity in the steel industry, but it
is not able to enforce this in any one particular steel
plant, such as Shotton. Whatever the argument, it
does not have the political authority to close it down.
I'm not arguing the case of Shotton, I am trying to
show the difficulties, particularly as a lot of these steel
plants are registered in areas of high unemployment.
That’s where my group are concerned about the
Regional and Social Funds being used to offset the
effects of reductions in capacity, though I'm bound to
say that the resources available, or indeed envisaged,
for the Regional and Social Funds are somewhat
limited, to say the least. Indeed, if anything, they feed
the iltusion that once you've reduced the capacity,
then somehow new technology will be brought in,
new jobs will be created, and the Regional and Social
Funds will be the mechanisms by which that is
achieved. Frankly I can’t believe that that will happen,
neither are the resources there to do it. Nevertheless,
it is necessary that we should make the point, and if it
has to be made in this way, so be it.

I would particularly like to put one point to the
Commissioner. I note that we talk of a reduction in
capacity, and we clearly state that the monies available
to industry will be somewhat conditional on their
showing that they are reducing their capacity in
certain areas — as I understand the proposals. What I
find a little difficult to understand is that it is esti-
mated that in 1980 tonnage will have increased from
the 134 mullion tonnes of 1976 to 183 million tonnes.
Now the increase there is approximately 36 % and
capacity utilization at the moment is 60 %. My rather
simple way of looking at this is that if 183 million
tonnes represents approximately 100 % capacity utili-
zation on the present system, why are we embarked
upon cutting back, unless we believe that 183 million
tonnes will not be achieved in 1980 ? It may well be
that that could be explained, but it’s a curious point.

So, Mr President, 1 have tried to state the problem for
the House that if we are embarked upon protecting a

market — which I think will be the position — the
real argument is not so much whether you reinforce
free competition but how you supervise. The Commis-
sion has now brought in 25 inspectors, I think,
concerned in particular with import controls. We are
concerned at allegations that one may well be able to
get round these controls by importing through Switzer-
land and using that as a back door: I hope the
Commissioner will say something about that, because
it does very much reflect upon the Switzerland-
Community Association Agreement, of which I have
said things before, particularly in regard to Hoff-
mann-La Roche, which is another matter. I hope the
Commissioner can give us some assurances about that
particular point. But if we are embarked upon a
protected market of some form, it is not our job,
certainly as Socialists, to give over to the cartels the
control of this mechanism but to suggest how we
subject it to proper public scrutiny and accountability.
We hope to ask you, as the amendments will show
later when we deal with them, to give us some report
within twelve months about these matters.

Therefore we do not believe that this problem in the
steel industry, as in other areas, is purely temporary ; it
is a major fundamental change, not only in Europe
but in the world itself. We are now embarked upon a
world trading system which has more to do with
barter and political trade agreements than with free
trade. If that is the case and we are embarked upon a
policy to protect our markets, jobs and industries,
then we should begin to pay attention to the control
mechanisms we have in our hands rather than just
leaving industry to the private sector to perpetuate.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Miiller-Hermann to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.

Mr Miiller-Hermann. — (D) Mr President, I should
like to begin with a word of thanks to the rapporteur,
Mr Cousté, for his report, in which he has invested an
extraordinary store of knowledge. I should also like to
thank him for his fairness and spirit of cooperation in
dealing with the differences of opinion that arose in
committee, which prompts the hope that at the end of
this debate, we shall achieve a fairly considerable
measure of agreement — with the Commission too, I
trust — on a subject in which conflicts of interest are
a factor that cannot simply be overlooked.

There can be no doubt that the situation in the
Community iron and steel industry gives cause for
concern. I should nevertheless like to sound a short
note of warning against overdramatization for if we do
that, we run the risk of making things even worse. But
we have to note the fact that the Community’s steel
industry is working to only 50-60 % of capacity and
that many jobs have been lost and others are in
danger of being lost.
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On the other hand we should not entirely forget that
we are clearly involved in a process with a kind of
tidal effect. This is not the first but I believe the sixth
steel crisis since the war. Both external and internal
circumstances certainly conspire to make the situation
in the steel industry particularly acute. We find
ourselves in the midst of a world-wide recession
which has forced down the demand for iron and steel
to an unusually low level following a time — particu-
larly during the last few years — when steel produc-
tion capacity had been built up not in the Commu-
nity but also, and to a greater degree, in other parts of
the world. And we in the Community are feeling the
effects of this imbalance and a flood of imports which
under pressure from without within in a situation of
low demand, have caused or are threatening to cause a
slump in prices.

A second cause which we must bear in mind is the
undoubted distortion of competition on a world scale
with which the Community steel industry has to
contend and to which we must find an answer. It is
striking to note that as recently as in 1970, 70 % of
the steel exported to the third world came from the
European Community as against approximately 30 %
from Japan and that the position today has been
almost completely reversed, two thirds of the steel
exported coming from Japan. Naturally we must look
at the reasons for this state of affairs. Mr Prescott
raised the question of dumping by the Japanese. 1
believe that we must tread carefully here. We cannot
prove that dumping is being carried out and the yen
manipulated, but it is astonishing that, if what I am
told is correct, heavy steel plating from Japan is being
offered in the Community at the equivalent of DM
420 per tonne, with an estimated DM 100 freight
costs, while Community industry has to charge at least
DM 600.

There is no doubt that wage costs play a considerable
part here and this, Mr Cousté, is a point that 1 must
raise in connection with your report, and with the
development of productivity in Japan and the
Community.

We must certainly reckon with rising wage costs 1n
the scrap metal, coking coal, heavy heating o1l and
transport sectors. You yourself in your oral introduc-
ton agan ponted out that the steel industry today is
capital intensive to a high degree and that the burden
ot debt has grown to considerable proportions, espe-
cally i France. But i your explanatory statement,
Mr Couste, you untortunately quote figures which, if
correct, would really certify the poverty of the Commu-
mitv steel mndustry ; vou say that in 1976, 30 man-
hours were required m the UK to produce one tonne,
1§ 1n the Federal Republic of Germany and 4 in
Japan. It these higures were correct, they would prove
that the pertormance ot Japanese industry 1s very

much higher and that all our arguments about alleged
dumping practices are wrong.

I therefore took the trouble of having these figures
checked once more and I must say they look quite
different, Mr Cousté. My information is that it takes
about six man-hours to produce a tonne of steel in
Japan and — again I quote the figures given to me —
approximately 7 2 hours in the Federal Republic of
Germany and the Netherlands; at all events, they
point to a quite different relationship than those given
in your report and I think perhaps that it would have
been in our own interests to have left out those
figures. I did ask you to do so but you did not meet
my request.

A further problem 1s the new distribution pattern that
has emerged 1n the Community during the last few
years. It makes a difference 1t production is based on
crude steel or scrap, and you rightly pointed out that
during the last few vears 1t 1s precisely the small steel
works that have performed extremely well in the
manufacture of certain products and this can only be
welcomed. But 1f we wish to take a sober view then we
must also note that in the matter of competition,
there are differences between Community undertak-
ings that are in State hands and those that are
privately run. This to my mind 1s a factor that
deserves serious consideration, for nationalized under-
takings can obviously operate much more easily n
that they need not aim at a reasonable level ot return
but can count on State support or subsidies to cover
deficits. 1 feel that we must bear this point in mind in
our discussions. But, quite apart from the ownership
question, we must see to it that steel undertakings
within the Community can start trom more or less the
same position and more or less the same conditions of
competition.

Is the situation in which we find ourselves today
permanent or temporary ? | feel that we must not
deceive ourselves on this point. Quite apart from
cyclical influences, the situation, as we have already
seen, is dominated by extremely difficult problems of
structural policy which we must not overlook but
must tackle and master. But I do take the view — and
I am fairly optimistic on this score — that at some
stage, we shall climb back out of the present world-
wide recession. No matter what view we take of the
forecasts that are being made, they do point firmly
and demonstrably to a world steel demand of a full
one thousand million tonnes in the mid-eighties, and
I am altogether inclined to go by these pointers. The
question we must ask therefore is what we can do in
the present situation and how we can set about restruc-
turing the Community’s steel industry on the proper
lines. This is the point at which opinions diverge. We
have Commissioner Davignon with us today and we
all know that the ECSC Treaty gives the Commission
a carefully considered range of possibilities for dealing
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with difficult situations. But the instruments available
vary in the dept of effect they produce. The question
is which instruments should be applied and when.

Atticles 60, 65 and 66 give the Commission ample
scope for banning discrimination and cartels. The
point made by Mr Prescott that the issue facing us is
largely one of cartels deserves to be taken quite seri-
ously but it must also be realized that competition
takes place even among cartels. Article 66 allows the
Commission to control mergers. On top of this, I feel
that the Commission has by no means insignificant
opportunities to influence investment development
without exercising any direct form of control. By
using the reporting system and the instruments of
credit policy it can seek to influence investment
trends with quite a fair chance of success.

In addition to those more liberal instruments of
market policy, the Commision has been given a whole
range of opportunities to intervene in a more specific,
dirigist manner to deal with emergencies. The ques-
tion is whether the time has come to make use of
these opportunities — in practice they are provided
by Articles 58, 61 and 74 — and if 50, to what extent.
Here again opinions diverge. I would say here, and I
speak for my political friends, that we largely support
the Commission in its efforts and agree with it
whenever there is a need first to negotiate some kind
of voluntary restraint with third countsies that are ‘in
breach of the peace’ as it were, secondly to take action
against clear-cut cases of dumping and thirdly to
achieve a certain measure of self-discipline through
voluntary measures. I believe that it has been the
avowed aim of the Commission to ensure through
voluntary agreements and indirect influence that
supply is curtailed on the rough basis of 60 % of 1974
output. Inasfar as this is the intention, I can only say
once again that we support the recommendations for
curtailed supplies based on reference periods for the
introduction of guide prices for rolling mill products
and for the introduction of automatic import licences ;
and perhaps Mr Davignon will tell us how much
progress has since been made in negotiations, particu-
larly with Japan. But we are not only concerned with
Japan for we also have to think of South Africa, Korea
and now, more recently, of Spain. There are a good
many countries that seek to avail themselves of every
opportunity to sell on the European market, to the
detriment of course of our own steel industry.

This brings me to the point on which there is contro-
versy and which we shall have to discuss very frankly.
We have already done so in committee. My political
friends and I do not view those points as matters of
dogma. We can see, and all of us are deeply
concerned, that it is no longer a breeze of protec-
tionism that is blowing through the world but a wind
that may very soon become a whirlwind. We as a

Community must necessarily take an exceptionally
high interest in world trade, meaning both imports
and also exports, and should therefore be the last to
adopt a course that must lead to the beginnings at
least of protectionism, not knowing, despite their
inevitability, what consequences will follow. In this
connection, we heard criticisms with regard to the
introduction of minimum prices for concrete reinfor-
cement bars, but that is not the only thing. Mr Pres-
cott raised the problem of controls, rightly pointing
out that when you apply dirigist measures, you imme-
diately have controls. I have been told that there are
now 28 controllers who are going about controlling.
They do not come up with much because the
reporting system obviously does not work properly ;
and it cannot work properly for most of what is done
to counter market forces proves impractical and unten-
able, and that is also likely to apply in the case of
minimum prices.

If my information is correct, supplies to the trade and
consumers are not coming from production but from
stocks. Concrete reinforcement bars coming out of
production are not being sold. Besides this, Mr Presi-
dent, the minimum prices are quite some way above
the market prices, which is a piece of nonsense in
itself. Ultimately it is the consumer who pays and the
fact that the minimum prices are higher than the
market prices is, when you look at it, an indirect
incentive to third countries to take advantage of the
situation and to expand their sales efforts. And the
call for some form of control here is absolutely logical
and this too is a point that disturbs me in your
motion for a resolution Mr Cousté. If the system of
minimum prices for concrete reinforcement bars does
not work, then we must introduce minimum prices
for all steel products together, of course, with import
quotas. That is a completely logical consequence. If
you once start out on this task then you will probably
be forced to continue on it. But that leads us deeper
and deeper into dirigisme and protectionism, and that
is what we are seriously worried about. There is one
thing we cannot afford to do, although it would
perhaps be the most convenient course at the present
time, and that is to freeze unproductive structures
with the he