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3-001 

SITTING OF WEDNESDAY, 5 JULY 2000 
___________________________ 

 

3-002 

IN THE CHAIR: MR WIEBENGA 
Vice-President 

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

3-003 

Approval of the Minutes of the previous sitting 

3-004 

President. � The Minutes of yesterday�s sitting have been distributed.  
 
Are there any comments?  

3-005 

Μarinos (PPE-DE). � (EL) Mr President, I see from the Minutes that the question and answer exchange during question 
time with Minister Moscovici has been wrongly recorded. 
 
The Minutes state, on page 14, in the Greek version at least: �Question 16 by Mr Μarinos: Violations of Cypriot airspace 
by Turkish fighter-planes. Mr Moscovici replied to the question and to Mr Marino's supplementary question and Mr 
Zacharakis then intervened�. 
 
I should like to point out that in the morning the President of the French Republic, Mr Chirac, gave the impression, by 
appearing here in person and from what he said in his speech, that under the French presidency there would be closer, 
more systematic cooperation between the European Parliament and the presidency; however, in the afternoon, the first 
minister of the presidency to appear and work with us, the former MEP Mr Moscovici, did exactly the opposite. Apart 
from the fact that he was curt with us, he gave I think almost all my fellow members more or less one-word replies or 
claimed that he had replied, although he did indeed reply to the written question which I had submitted. But when I then 
submitted a second question as a result of yesterday morning's debate on the incursion of the Turkish occupying army into 
another part of Cyprus, instead of replying on the issue which I had put to him, he said �I have already replied�. Mr 
Zacharakis then intervened with two questions and Mr Moscovici barely bothered to stand up and did not bother to reply. 
 
I should like to ask, first, if a minister or commissioner questioned here is able not only to refuse to reply but to do so in a 
completely disdainful manner and if we are supposed to take �I have already replied� as an answer, when they have not 
done so. The same happened to other fellow members who, if they are present here, can confirm this. I should like a reply 
on this and I should like the Minutes to be corrected.  

3-006 

President. � Mr Marinos, we have taken note of your view here and it will also be included in the Minutes. It is true that it 
would be opportune to review the Question Time procedures from time to time. I shall look into this.  

3-007 

Ζacharakis (PPE-DE). � (EL) I too should like to request that the Minutes be corrected because, as they stand, they are 
not an accurate record of what happened during the sitting. 
 
I should like the Minutes to record that I submitted two specific questions to Mr Moscovici and that he did not reply. Of 
course, following on from what Mr Μarinos said and over and above the disdainful manner adopted by Mr Moscovici, 
who failed to honour traditional French courtesy, even though Parliament is sitting on French territory, what I note and 
conclude from his silence, and it would be a good idea to bring this to the attention of the Greek Government, is that the 
French Government secretly intends to oppose the accession of Cyprus to the European Union and to promote the 
accession of Turkey, even if it does violate human rights and the basic principles of international law.  

3-008 

President. � Mr Zacharakis, we will not be holding the political debate on this issue here. Mr Moscovici took the floor 
yesterday and we will check whether this was included correctly in the Minutes.  

3-009 

Miller (PSE). � Mr President, I wish to raise once again the point I raised on Monday and again yesterday with regard to 
Mr Helmer's comments in this House. Can I say that I am surprised that on two occasions now I have asked Mr Helmer to 
comment on the item about the Queen of the United Kingdom supporting the euro, and so far he has failed to do. Can I say 
to this House that I understand this must be the first time that Mr Helmer has been speechless. 
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3-010 

(The Minutes were approved) 
 

* * * 

3-011 

Swoboda (PSE). � (DE) Mr President, according to our information, Mrs Stauner withdrew the explanatory statement in 
the relevant committee yesterday, but despite that, it has been distributed today. I would just like to ask you, Mr President, 
to establish if this statement was withdrawn by the rapporteur or not. If it was, then it should not be distributed as an 
official document.  

3-012 

President. � I shall enquire at the services into the exact course of events.  

3-013 

Theato (PPE-DE). � (DE) The fact of the matter is that yesterday evening, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure, I 
withdrew this explanatory statement. I asked the secretariat of the Committee on Budgetary Control to draft a letter to that 
effect. Because we were sitting in the evening, that was no longer possible. I assume that if I go to my office now, I will 
find the letter there and can sign it so that we can proceed accordingly.  

3-014 

McKenna (Verts/ALE). � Mr President, I wanted to bring up an issue which should be of great concern to this 
Parliament, and in particular to Members of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and the Committee on 
Budgetary Control. 
 
A serious abuse of European law and the Statute of the European Investment Bank is taking place in my own country. 
Member States are not authorised under EC law to propose or nominate their own nationals directly to the Board of 
Governors for the position of Vice-President of the EIB, and to do so is a clear violation of the Statute of the European 
Investment Bank. The task of making the nominations and appointment is reserved exclusively to a Board of Directors of 
the Bank, which is a quite separate body. 
 
The situation in Ireland is quite contrary to this principle. The Irish government have, in contravention of the law, 
nominated a person who not only has no experience of economic or financial affairs, but is furthermore a disgraced 
supreme court judge who was forced to resign before he was impeached by the Irish parliament. This issue is now before 
the courts in Ireland. 
 
This is an extremely important matter for this Parliament, which is concerned because the European Union provides 
Guarantee Funds to the EIB. Parliament must take notice of this, because if we allow Member States to contravene the law 
in this way it has serious implications for the European Union as a whole. I would ask the President if he could instruct the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs and the Committee on Budgetary Control to look into this issue, because it 
should be dealt with very quickly. It could set a very bad precedent for the future for other Member States and for 
nominations to this body. 

3-015 

President. � Mrs McKenna, I agree that it would be beneficial if you, should you so wish, instructed the relevant 
Committee.  

3-016 

Tajani (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, I would like to put a question to Parliament. Yesterday, further hundreds of acres 
of forest were destroyed by fire in Italy, endangering the outskirts of Rome and the lives of European citizens as well. A 
similar incident occurred a few days ago in France, on the Italian border. These acts of arson, which endanger and destroy 
hundreds upon hundreds of acres of European forest, occur frequently during the summer in the Mediterranean European 
countries, with harmful repercussions for the economy and the tourist industry. 
 
It is vital that Parliament intervenes, but a decisive intervention on the part of the Commission and the Council is also 
essential when we consider that the possibility of setting up a European civil protection service was even discussed at the 
Feira Council. These fires represent a considerable hazard, damaging the forest stand and the environment throughout the 
European Union, but, most importantly, the economic effect on our endeavours to boost employment in the tourism 
industry in all the countries of the Mediterranean area will be extremely serious. 

3-017 

President. � Mr Tajani, these are indeed recurring themes unfortunately, and are a constant concern within Parliament. 
They are very sad happenings indeed.  

3-018 

ECB annual report 

3-019 
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President. � The next item is the report by Mr Radwan (A5-0169/2000), on behalf of the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs, on the 1999 Annual Report of the European Central Bank [C5-0195/2000 - 2000/2118(COS)].  

3-020 

Duisenberg, President of the European Central Bank. � Mr President, one and a half years have passed since the euro 
came into existence and the ECB took over the responsibility for the conduct of monetary policy. During this period the 
euro system, that is the 11 national central banks and the ECB, had to prove its ability to implement the conceptual 
framework that had been thoroughly prepared during the previous years. It has also had to prove its ability to achieve the 
goals conferred upon it by the Treaty establishing the European Community. 
 
Looking back, these challenges have been met from both a policy and an operational point of view. Therefore I have great 
pleasure today in presenting the Second Annual Report of the ECB. It gives an account of the activities of the euro system 
during 1999 and at the beginning of this year. I consider today's presentation to be an important demonstration of the 
ECB's accountability vis-à-vis the European Parliament, supplementing the exchanges of views held in your Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs, in which I participate on a quarterly basis. In addition to this regular dialogue, other 
members of the Executive Board of the ECB have attended committee meetings on several occasions in order to present a 
report drawn up under the responsibility of the ECB and to participate in exchanges of views on various issues. 
 
In view of the large range of topics included in the Annual Report it will clearly be impossible to address all of them at our 
meeting today. Therefore I shall concentrate on some of the most pertinent issues, which have also been raised in the 
resolution drafted by your Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. 
 
Reviewing the first year of the existence of the single currency, I should like to start by reporting that the primary objective 
of the ECB, that is the maintenance of price stability, has been achieved. Indeed, with consumer prices in the euro area 
increasing by just 1.1% in 1999, inflation has reached one of the lowest levels in the past 50 years. In line with its 
mandate, the ECB remains vigilant regarding risks to price stability, as evidenced by its monetary policy decisions in order 
to nip inflationary pressures in the bud before they materialise rather than to react once price stability is already in 
jeopardy. 
 
The euro system will continue to pursue this forward-looking strategy in order to maintain an environment of stable prices, 
which is also conducive to sustained economic growth and job creation in the euro area. I share the analysis of your motion 
for a resolution that governments should take advantage of the favourable economic environment in order to step up the 
efforts directed towards consolidating budgets and reducing public debt and go beyond the objectives laid down in the 
stability programmes. At the same time, structural reforms in the labour product and capital markets should be pursued 
vigorously. The comprehensive implementation of this policy agenda will contribute to subduing inflationary pressures 
and thereby support the ECB in accomplishing its tasks. 
 
In your motion for a resolution, you also briefly address the potential implications of a �new economy�. I should therefore 
like to comment on the possible emergence of a new economy in the euro area. Let me start by noting that there are 
various definitions of the new economy. In my view, the most useful definition is that which characterises the new 
economy as a phenomenon which increases the growth rate of productivity over an extended period of time. There is some 
evidence, although this is not uncontroversial, that a new economy is emerging in the United States. By contrast, it is 
difficult as yet to find clear evidence of a new economy in the euro area. 
 
Of course, there is a need to monitor developments further, with the emphasis on identifying new economic trends and 
potential structural breaks in traditional economic relationships as early as possible. In any case it is important to stress that 
for the euro area the achievement of more flexible markets is a prerequisite if the potential gains from new technologies 
are to be realised in the form of substantially higher productivity growth. 
 
We recognise that a crucial feature of the potential emergence of a new economy is increased uncertainty, particularly as 
regards the evolution of the production potential and the reliability of indicators which are derived from it, such as 
estimates of the output gap. In this respect, the euro systems monetary policy framework is well equipped to cope with 
such uncertainties. It provides the flexibility necessary to address changes in the economic structure with the aim of 
maintaining price stability over the medium term. By relying on two pillars, the ECB strategy explicitly acknowledges 
uncertainty regarding the structure of the economy and the transmission of monetary policy within the economy. 
 
In the context of this discussion, some observers have urged the ECB to keep interest rates low in view of the new 
economy. In response, let me emphasise the following point: the new economy is primarily a supply side story. An 
inappropriately lax monetary policy would not create better conditions for the emergence of a new economy. On the 
contrary, by jeopardising the maintenance of price stability, such a policy could seriously endanger the current ability of 
the ECB. It would thereby undermine confidence, raise risk premia in interest rates and damage the prospects for economic 
growth and job creation. It is for precisely this reason that the ECB will, in line with its mandate, continue to preserve 
price stability in the euro area. This ensures that monetary policy makes its full contribution to overall economic welfare 
while also providing an environment in which the new economy, should one emerge, will be able to flourish. 
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I should now like to turn to another issue, which has been frequently discussed within the framework of our regular 
dialogue, namely the issue of transparency. I have already referred to the regular dialogue between European Parliament 
and the ECB, the transcripts of which are published on the websites of our institutions. Moreover, at the press conferences 
held after the first meeting of the governing council every month, I present the ECB's assessment of the economic 
environment underpinning our monetary policy decisions. 
 
You will also be aware of the broad variety of ECB publications, in particular our monthly bulletin, and numerous press 
releases issued and speeches made by members of the executive board of the ECB. These are also as a rule made available 
to the public via the ECB's website. This wide range of communication tools, in which the arguments both for and against 
a decision are presented, is in substance similar to summary minutes. It should also be borne in mind that through regular 
press conferences and the rapid publication of the transcripts of the questions and answers on the ECB website detailed 
information about the governing council's reasoning is made available very shortly after the meetings. We therefore avoid 
the delays that are inherent in the publication of all forms of official minutes. 
 
We always take our decisions from a euro area-wide perspective. This is fundamental to the conduct of a truly single 
monetary policy. The publication of ECB reports on the economic developments of individual euro area Member States, as 
is suggested in your motion for a resolution, has to be considered against this background. We clearly do not want to blur 
the ECB's focus on the euro area as a whole. 
 
The resolution also calls for the publication of macroeconomic forecasts by the ECB. Let me reassure you that 
preparations for publication continue in earnest. I still envisage that publication of forecasts will commence towards the 
end of 2000, in line with the statement I made last September at the European Parliament's plenary session on the previous 
ECB annual report. 
 
I should like, however, to sound a note of caution. Forecasts are only one input into the decisions of the governing council. 
Forecast publication by the ECB should not be viewed as a panacea which will meet all the communication challenges 
faced by the ECB as a new institution in a testing multilingual and multinational environment. Forecasts themselves have 
important shortcomings. For example they are surrounded by considerable uncertainty and they may quickly become 
outdated if the external environment changes. We are aware of these shortcomings. Therefore, as is made clear in the 
ECB's monetary policy strategy, monetary policy decisions cannot be made only on the basis of a central inflation forecast. 
It is the comprehensive analysis of the monetary and macroeconomic situation and the economic disturbances affecting the 
euro area economy which is the relevant input to forward-looking policy decisions. 
 
The ECB's approach to communication has always placed a premium on honesty. To continue in this vein it is my view 
that we must publish forecasts in a manner which accurately reflects their limited role in policy decisions and their 
inherent uncertainties. Any other approach would not be transparent and would therefore be potentially misleading. 
 
I now turn to a related issue, namely the publication of the ECB's economic and econometric models. I should make it 
clear that the ECB does not rely on a single econometric model but uses an extensive set of models. The results obtained 
from the models are critically evaluated, using expert judgement. Policy-makers use analysis undertaken using models 
developed by the ECB staff, in some cases with input from staff of national central banks, as one input among others into 
their policy assessments and decisions. 
 
The ECB has established a working paper series where technical economic research, produced inter alia under the 
responsibility of ECB staff, can be reviewed and assessed by the public and external professional experts. The respective 
authors are responsible for the content of these papers. Therefore they do not necessarily reflect the view of the ECB or of 
the Eurosystem. Through this and other channels there is a professional dialogue and exchange of views between ECB 
staff and many outside experts, which is of mutual benefit. Several econometric models have already been published in the 
working paper series of the ECB. For example, an econometric study of the demand for M3 in the euro area, conducted by 
ECB staff, was published in September 1999. Other models will be published in the near future. An area-wide model used 
at the ECB, which models the aggregate behaviour of the euro area economy, will be published in this working paper 
series by ECB staff, probably at the end of this year or early next year. 
 
I should now like to turn to the contribution of the ESCB, the European System of Central Banks, to the maintenance of 
financial stability and to prudential supervision. In this regard I should like to mention the Banking Supervision 
Committee which is promoting cooperation between the ECB, the national central banks and the supervisory authorities of 
the 15 Member States. The main focus of activity of the Banking Supervision Committee is the analysis of structural 
developments and the monitoring of potential vulnerabilities in the banking sector. 
 
The Banking Supervision Committee also provides the forum for the exchange of relevant information between the euro 
system and the supervisory authorities. 
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Finally, this committee may also act as a forum for supervisory cooperation not related to the tasks of the Eurosystem. The 
need for multilateral cooperation amongst banking supervisors has increased since the establishment of Economic and 
Monetary Union, for two reasons. Firstly, EMU has introduced an unprecedented geographical separation between the area 
of jurisdiction of monetary policy and that of prudential supervision. Secondly, the introduction of the euro itself has 
fostered further integration of the banking and financial sector. Against this background I perceive the Banking 
Supervision Committee as the main forum in which multilateral cooperation amongst banking supervisors can be 
enhanced. 
 
Regarding the issue of cross-border retail payments, which has been raised by the European Parliament on various 
occasions, I recall that in September 1999 the ECB published a report entitled Improving Retail Cross-border Payment 
Systems � the Eurosystem's View. The report called on the banking sector to provide substantially improved services by 
2002. Since the publication of that report the banking sector has subscribed to the Eurosystem's objectives in principle. It 
has begun to cooperate closely with the Eurosystem in order to identify the practical impediments to the achievement of 
these objectives and in order to investigate and, where possible, agree on effective solutions. 
 
I fully share the European Parliament's concern that very little progress has been visible to customers. However, there are 
strong indications that banks are making considerable efforts to prepare the ground for a more efficient handling of cross-
border credit transfers. In particular, progress is under way in the areas of standardisation and simplification of the balance 
of payments reporting requirements. 
 
The ECB will prepare a further progress report by this autumn in which it will update its assessment. The Eurosystem 
would prefer to maintain its present stance of cooperation but will if necessary step up the pressure on the banking sector. 
However, it would be unrealistic to expect the service level for cross-border payments to reach that of domestic payments 
in all respects by 2002. 
 
I emphasise again that the introduction of the euro has indeed been a milestone in the ongoing process of European 
integration. The ECB, as the guardian of the single currency, will continue to pursue its stability-oriented monetary policy 
in order to fulfil its mandate and to deliver the policy results that European citizens rightly expect. 
 
(Applause) 

3-021 

Radwan (PPE-DE), rapporteur. � Mr President, Mr Duisenberg, ladies and gentlemen, the 1999 report before us from the 
ECB is both the first ECB report for a full year and also the first report since the introduction of the euro. As has already 
been mentioned, the stage we are now at is that the euro has already been introduced, but the public will only have the 
bank notes in their hands on 1 January 2002. Mr Karas will be dealing with that point in detail later on. 
 
However, it is important for us to win the confidence of the public by the time the euro notes are introduced. The increase 
in consumer prices over the last year of just over 1%, that is well within the ECB target of 2%, provides a good foundation 
for this. Mr Duisenberg, I would like to sincerely congratulate both the ECB and you personally on that. Because of your 
stability-oriented policy, the countries in the euro area can boast a historically low level of price inflation. 
 
If the policies of the ECB are to be successful, it must be politically independent. This does not mean that there is no 
accountability, but rather that a high level of information and transparency is required. I would like to sound a positive 
note by mentioning the European Central Bank�s regular reports to Parliament�s Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs, as well as the information published on the Internet, which you have already been referred to. 
 
But a young institution like the ECB has to win the confidence not only of the financial markets but also of the public. I 
therefore very much welcomed the fact that you addressed the public direct in May, and I think that should happen more 
regularly. The public is being flooded with information about the euro and I think that the information is not always eye-
catching and informative. We need to counter that trend here today. The policy needs to be presented so it can be easily 
understood, and that would help to win people over to the euro. 
 
At the same time, a low inflation rate is a policy for the economically disadvantaged in our society. That is why it is 
important for the ECB to tailor its decisions to primary objectives. For example, as I see it, we cannot accept an inflation 
rate of over 3.3% simply because it makes it easier to achieve secondary objectives such as economic growth and 
employment policy. Those who are disadvantaged suffer particularly from creeping inflation, which I therefore regard as 
being socially unacceptable. 
 
The areas of economic growth and employment are primarily a matter for the Member States. This is exactly the reason for 
part of the weak external value of the euro. We need to make greater progress with reforms such as flexible labour 
markets, restructuring social security systems and liberalising financial markets if we are also to make the euro area more 
attractive as a financial centre and as a centre for investment. Mere declarations that we want to become number one in the 
world economy, like the one made at the Lisbon Summit, are not enough. The Member States have got to take action 
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themselves here. That is why the objective of debt reduction and balanced budgets needs to be achieved as quickly as 
possible. 
 
But it is also important for the European Central Bank not to completely forget about the external value of the euro. On the 
one hand there is a risk of higher prices, of importing inflation, which is at present being aggravated by higher oil prices of 
course. On the other hand, and this brings me back to the subject of �information and the citizen�, many people see the 
external value of the euro as an indicator of how stable it is. With this in mind we must make sure that this factor alone, 
external value, does not weaken confidence in the euro. 
 
I accordingly welcome the most recent correction in interest rates, that is the increase by 50 base points, as a step towards a 
medium-term monetary policy with a view to creating confidence and calm both in the financial markets and amongst the 
public. 
 
Another sign in the eyes of the public that the euro is a good thing would be a marked reduction in charges for cross-
border payment transactions, which you have already mentioned. In this case I believe it is important for the banks to set 
their sights far higher and make more rapid progress. For banks simply to refer to the standardisation of systems is not 
enough here. The introduction of the euro did not come overnight and it was not a surprise. I myself come from the world 
of information and communications technology. I know that if you put a subject right at the top of your agenda and really 
put some pressure on, you can get something done more quickly. I therefore call on you to get the European Central Bank 
to add to this pressure, so that our banks make greater efforts in this field. 
 
Lastly, I would like to talk about the imminent eastward enlargement of the European Union. First, I would like to make it 
clear that I am not talking about a treaty amendment, as was now and again suggested during the debate. What I have in 
mind is to examine the process ahead of us. No one is disputing that there is a three-stage process, from EU membership, 
to participation in the exchange-rate mechanism, and finally to full membership. However, a minimum level of economic 
convergence is needed to achieve this, and also to create a level playing field for the applicant countries and the present 
EU Member States. 
 
It is important not only to observe the criteria, but also to allow some leeway with regard to this compliance with the 
criteria. We cannot allow decisions that we have made in the past to keep tying our hands when it comes to the present and 
future process, over a period of five to ten years. We must maintain this process � this scope for interpretation. 
 
In conclusion, I would like to thank all my colleagues and the committee secretariat very sincerely for their support with 
this report.  

3-022 

von Wogau (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, Mr Duisenberg, ladies and gentlemen, first of all I would like to 
congratulate our rapporteur, Mr Radwan, on the excellent report he has presented here. And I would like to thank you, 
Mr Duisenberg, very sincerely for your report as President of the European Central Bank. 
 
The thing that has particularly agitated the public during the first 18 months of the euro�s existence has been the exchange 
rate against the dollar. The ECB itself eventually had to pay some attention to this question, because there started to be a 
risk that imported inflation would become a reality here in Europe. What caused this initial drop in the exchange rate? We 
have to recognise that the international financial markets noticed that we in Europe have been slow in tackling some of the 
structural reforms needed. 
 
Secondly, the euro is a new currency. A new currency has to win the confidence that other currencies already enjoy. 
Thirdly, there was a not inconsiderable gap between our interest rates and those in the United States, which meant that 
investors felt more inclined to invest in the United States than in Europe. 
 
It also has to be recognised that the ECB�s policy has very consistently been different from that of the US Federal Reserve 
Bank. In this case, the guidelines Mr Duisenberg has been operating under are not the same as Mr Greenspan�s. For 
example, in the United States the inflation rate has topped 3% in recent months, without the Federal Reserve Bank taking 
any special countermeasures. Over here, the upper limit is set at 2%, and for very good reasons. I would like to 
congratulate you, Mr Duisenberg, on having pursued a very consistent stability policy, and on having given a very clear 
signal when the ECB made its most recent decision on interest rates. You spoke just now about new technology, about the 
new economy. The objective of the European Central Bank will remain the same, even with the new economy, and that is 
to maintain price stability. 
 
(Applause)  

3-023 

Goebbels (PSE). � (FR) Mr President, Commissioner Solbes Mira, President Duisenberg, ladies and gentlemen, I should 
like, if I may, to deal swiftly with various questions in relation to the work of the European Central Bank. 
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First, the 1999 annual report. I think we need to acknowledge that the Central Bank did a good job in 1999: inflation 
remained very low, providing the euro with a high degree of stability, and our citizens' purchasing power remained the 
same. 
 
We should also, I think, congratulate President Duisenberg and his team for the smooth introduction of the euro as bank 
money. I think that was an achievement which deserves to be highlighted. 
 
As far as the current year is concerned, the figures are not quite as pleasing. Inflation has risen again, driven by the 
increase in oil prices. The Central Bank has responded by tightening credit terms, not that rates are currently overly high in 
Europe. Nonetheless, the Central Bank's strategy has not always been completely clear or highly legible.  
 
In fact, there have been a lot of copycat decisions between the European Central Bank and its big sister, the Federal 
Reserve in the United States. When the Federal Reserve hikes its base rate by 25 points, the European Central Bank 
follows suit; when the Federal Reserve adds 50 points, the Central Bank does likewise a few weeks later. But the situation 
in the United States is quite different from the situation in Europe and sometimes I get the impression that the European 
Central Bank is giving in slightly to market expectations and appeasing the markets with increases of 25 or 50 points and I 
worry somewhat when I read reports by financial analysts predicting increases of over 100 points by the end of the year. 
 
Inflation is there, sure enough, Mr Duisenberg! But I note that it is falling and I do not therefore think that waiting for the 
markets is the right approach. You are there, Mr Duisenberg, to serve the entire European economy, not to serve the 
financial markets, and I must say that the European Central Bank has been most discreet so far on the subject of the blatant 
irrationality and permanent casino atmosphere of the financial markets. I have just listened to a statement by Mr Issing, 
criticising the sheep-like behaviour of the financial markets, especially in connection with the relative weakness of the 
euro. I think that this weakness is, indeed, completely relative and that we should not read too much into these fluctuations, 
even if they do relate to our economy. 
 
I hope to see better coordination between European policies. I want a stronger European economy, not in opposition to, but 
in cooperation with the Monetary Fund, on the understanding that each of them retains its freedom of decision and action. 
 
Mr President, unfortunately I have run out of time and I would like to have said a great deal more, especially on 
enlargement. Allow me to say just two words on Mr Radwan's comments. Every country which is to join the European 
Union should be a member of the Economic and Monetary Union. We want to apply the Treaty, but the whole Treaty and 
nothing but the Treaty. 
 
My final word, Mr President, is this: if I had to write a report for Mr Duisenberg, it would say �good, but could do better�. 

3-024 

Huhne (ELDR). � Mr President, I would like to congratulate Mr Duisenberg on a successful year in running euro 
monetary policy. Clearly what matters is internal price stability, and the external value of the euro is of much less 
significance. Indeed that was one of the reasons for creating the euro in the first place: it was precisely to protect the 
European economy from the volatility of the foreign exchanges to which Mr Goebbels has just referred. 
 
I am particularly pleased, too, that Mr Duisenberg has reiterated his promise to publish forecasts and econometric models, 
and I entirely understand his caveats. I hope that when he publishes the macroeconometric model he will do so in a form 
which makes it available and easily usable by outside researchers, perhaps on CD-ROM. 
 
However, in connection with Parliament's view of last year I would urge Mr Duisenberg to reconsider a formal framework 
for the publication of summary minutes. As he said, much of the debate which happens within the Council is filtering out 
in the form of discussion within the monthly bulletin, but this is not the same as a regular report with a formal framework 
in which it is discussed. That would help anchor expectations within the market, as well as fulfilling the important 
accountability mandate of the ECB. 
 
It is also clearly crucial the ECB should look only at the euro zone as a whole in terms of its inflation and price stability 
objective. It is essential to point out that different growth trends exist within the different national components of the euro 
zone economy, and that this implies different sustainable wage growth rates over time. That is why it is important that 
there should be an overall discussion of what potential sustainable growth rates of wages are in each of the component 
parts of the euro zone economy, and why this will actually help deliver low inflation combined with low unemployment. 
 
Those are the main points I would like to make. I would also very much like to back Mr Goebbels' remarks about the 
importance of enlargement, namely that we should not have two standards � one for us and one for them. I very much hope 
that we will continue to apply the criteria of the Treaty, no more and no less.  

3-025 
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Lipietz (Verts/ALE). � (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I do not intend to re-open with Mr Duisenberg the 
debate which we held in committee a while back. 
 
The Group of the Greens totally disagrees with the policy of raising interest rates, which has been applied since the end of 
1999. We are as displeased by the second period of management by the Bank, starting in the last quarter of 1999, as we 
were satisfied with the first, not because the Bank overestimates the importance of variations in exchange rates against the 
dollar � it does in our view, but that is by the by � but because the debate on exchange rates obviously masks the Central 
Bank's aversion to growth and its serious underestimation of the potential rate of growth of the European Union. Yes, there 
are difficulties with a rate of growth of 3% but these difficulties imply that there should be more, not less investment and, 
hence, lower not higher interest rates. 
 
What I would like to stress today is the scandal that is the second part of paragraph 11 of the Radwan report. To dare to say 
that the French 35-hour law is responsible for the fall in the euro because it has weakened European competitiveness 
overall is an intellectual lie, pure and simple. 
 
It was after this law was announced that the Toyota factory � and many others � decided to open in France. If the MEPs 
consider that the Toyota factory does not know what it is doing, that is their right; that these MEPs claim to suggest such 
absurd rules to national governments and European social policy, frankly, seems to us... 
 
(The President cut the speaker off)  

3-026 

Theonas (GUE/NGL). � (EL) Mr President, the European Central Bank report under discussion covers 1999, its first year 
in operation following the start of the third stage of EMU and, for this very reason, the European Parliament's criticism of 
the European Central Bank's annual report should be even stricter and even more demanding. The European Parliament is 
the only institution in the Community which is entitled to exercise any, albeit ex-post, control over the European Central 
Bank and its policy. From this point of view, the report by the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs does not 
meet the expectations of the citizens of Europe, in that it fully supports the policy of the European System of Central 
Banks and, on several counts, is going beyond that policy by calling for even greater liberalisation. The claim that the 
international standing of the euro and its weakness against the dollar are due to delays in making the necessary structural 
changes at the expense of the job, goods and services markets and to delays in advancing on the public sector of the 
economy, dismantling employment relations and abolishing the labour, social and insurance rights of workers has caused a 
public outrage. 
 
In its quest for much-vaunted monetary stability, which I consider to be its only duty, the policy of the European Central 
Bank has been highly contradictory; in pursuing a single objective, i.e. to control inflationary pressures, it has swung like a 
pendulum from one extreme to the other, with successive reductions and increases in the interest rate which, in the final 
analysis, have had acutely negative repercussions on growth in productivity and employment. 
 
The workers paying the price for this seriously negative neo-liberal policy have no confidence in it, nor do they share the 
European Central Bank's ambition or the support given to its policy by the European Parliament, the other institutions of 
the European Union and the governments of the Member States. The much-vaunted new economy will certainly not serve 
the interests of the workers. In this sense, we oppose both the policy of the Bank and the support given to it by the 
European Parliament.  

3-027 

Abitbol (UEN). � (FR) Mr President, I should like to thank Mr Radwan for the quality of his report on the first financial 
year of the Central Bank since the introduction of the euro. His efforts are commendable. One senses a diffuse anxiety 
seeping through his report which contrasts happily with the steadfast optimism of the various advocates of the euro, 
together with reaffirmation � somewhat timid but reaffirmation nonetheless � of a few basic principles, all of which are 
superfluous. Mr Radwan will go down in history for having reminded us that the independence of the Central Bank is not 
to be equated with accountability but, on the contrary, implies maximum transparency, mainly in order to make up, he 
should have added, for its lack of legitimacy. 
 
Alas, Mr Radwan, you see all the symptoms, but you cannot bring yourself to name the genetic disease afflicting the euro 
and provoking the scepticism of the markets, which have devalued it by 20%, indifference on the part of the economic 
players, who have yet to adopt it, the distrust of the citizens: in the last survey, 41% of Europeans already thought that the 
euro was a bad thing for them and, admit it, there were signs of panic among the euro supervisory authorities, 18 months 
before the planned withdrawal of the national currencies. Add to that the increasing hostility of the British and the 
persistent distrust of the Danes, which I hope to see confirmed on 28 September. 
 
The initial cause of the punishment currently being inflicted on the European currency stems, of course, from the 
conditions in which it was born. Conceived in haste by France and Germany following German reunification, followed by 
nine other countries, the so-called single currency was immediately put out for adoption by the political authorities to an 
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independent bank, poor little Cosette sent to the Ténardiers in Frankfurt! One can understand why the child is sickly, under 
the circumstances. 
 
According to the Cardinal of Retz, in politics, you often end up with the opposite of what you were seeking. It is the 
independence of the ECB, advocated in order to reassure the markets, which is worrying them. The Federal Reserve was 
born when the United States was over a century old and after the American Civil War and it acts not totally, but relatively 
independently within what I would call a single pool of feelings, i.e. within a single country. With no such foundation, the 
Central Bank is not independent, it is isolated. Its message is doomed to failure. It can only speak the language of the 
markets, what one French journalist calls eurodosh, not the language of the people, as a result of which the euro is merely 
a currency of loans which has become the toy of the markets instead of being the business of the Europeans. 
 
Perhaps your euro will rally, Mr Duisenberg, but it will not be thanks to you. It will be because the dollar has fallen. So, 
for pity's sake, between now and then, do not out of wounded pride throttle a European economy which has already paid a 
heavy price in the chase for the euro in terms of growth and employment throughout the 1990s and which does not want to 
pay a second, equally heavy price in the chase for a strong euro. If you do, then do not complain if governments come 
running back and fight you for your premature independence and illusory sovereignty or, in other words, if Jean Valjean 
finally comes and takes Cosette away from you.  

3-028 

Della Vedova (TDI). � (IT) Mr President, President of the European Central Bank, Commissioner Solbes, on behalf of the 
Italian Radicals of the Technical Group of Independent Members, I believe that the objective which the European Central 
Bank set itself � which is the objective enshrined in the Treaty and in the best economic doctrine, that is to curb inflation � 
has in actual fact been achieved. This can only be reason to applaud the activity of the Central Bank itself as well. 
However, we cannot allow this result to distract us from the many storm clouds gathering overhead. 
 
The first issue is public finances: improvement in the relationship between public deficit and GDP, which, in the space of a 
few years, has fallen to below 2% in the euro area, disguises the fact that, in many countries, in many instances, this result 
is due purely to favourable interest rates and to the fact that taxation has risen instead of fallen. 
 
The long-term structural reductions in public spending are of secondary importance and, moreover, the national budgets of 
many countries remain at around 50%, which is too high a level to control without risk of adding to the deficit in the event 
of crises or shocks. 
 
In particular, the question of the hidden debt must be raised urgently � and in this regard the Central Bank could and 
should make a far greater contribution than it does at the moment. This debt arises from the public pension systems in 
many countries, particularly but not exclusively in Italy. The demagogic generosity of these systems has a very high cost 
which someone is going to have to pay very soon, and its effects will soon make themselves felt on the stability of the 
euro. 
 
There is the problem of transparency in European Central Bank decisions: something has been done about it but not 
enough, in my opinion, and on this matter I refer to the words of Mr Huhne, with whom I am in complete agreement. 
 
President Duisenberg stated � and I agree with him � that the problem of the new economy, the late arrival of the new 
economy in Europe and of the productivity of labour in Europe is not, cannot and must not be treated as an interest rates 
issue. It is a question of structural reforms and must be dealt with as such. 
 
There is a problem of privatisation and liberalisation in many sectors. There are countries such as France � large countries 
therefore � which have put the brakes on with regard to the liberalisation and privatisation chiefly � but not exclusively � 
of the telecommunications sector. 
 
There is the problem of the flexibility of the labour market. Mandel, one of the forces behind the euro, when speaking of 
Europe a few months ago, said that the governments are making the market too rigid. Hiring and firing must be liberalised, 
for the simple reason that controlling dismissals only serves to limit the possibility of hiring new staff. 
 
Instead of expecting Central Bank policy or taxation policy to resolve some of the problems of the European economy, 
European policy should resolve the issues it is able to, such as the issue of restructuring and flexibility in the economy and 
in the labour market, immediately. 
 
I will end by thanking Mr Radwan for this excellent report and say that I agree with the greater part of its content. 

3-029 

Brunetta (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, Mr Duisenberg, Mr Solbes, I share the satisfaction Mr Radwan expressed in his 
report regarding the importance of the objective of maintaining price stability, which the Central Bank achieved by 
bringing the rate of inflation in the euro area down to minimal levels. 
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Furthermore, I share the rapporteur�s satisfaction in noting that the ECB has stood by its commitment to publish 
information regularly on the financial variables in its possession, the economic forecasts and the econometric models used 
as the theoretical basis for the monetary policy it has implemented. It is important that the principle of transparency is 
affirmed and it is a good thing that the ECB has set communication standards which could be an excellent point of 
reference for the activity of the central banks of the individual countries. 
 
However, let us guard against interpreting the principle expressed in Article 105 of the Treaty too freely, for Article 108 
reads: �When exercising the powers and carrying out the tasks and duties conferred upon them by this Treaty and the 
Statute of the ESCB, neither the ECB, nor a national central bank, nor any member of their decision-making bodies shall 
seek or take instructions from Community institutions or bodies, � or from any other body.� 
 
The monetary policy is certainly a lever which is capable of determining a country�s economic performance, for better or 
for worse, but it is for this very reason that we must not give the ECB responsibilities which cannot fall within its remit, 
either under the Treaty or in the light of the basic rules of economic policy. 
 
The poor development of the macroeconomic variables in some of the countries of the euro area has been linked, very 
superficially but incorrectly, to the creation of the single currency: imbalances and unfavourable trends in some countries 
cannot be blamed upon the euro and still less upon the Central Bank�s monetary policy, but they can be attributed to the 
absence of an unambiguous economic policy in Euroland and the lack of structural reforms at the level of the individual 
national systems. 
 
(Applause)  

3-030 

Randzio-Plath (PSE), chair of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. � Mr President, Mr Duisenberg, 
Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, it is ten years now since the inception of monetary union. Today we are reviewing an 
annual report based on a successful monetary policy. In institutional, organisational and monetary policy terms, the 
European Central Bank has acted prudently while showing the way forward, even if not everyone would agree with all the 
decisions made by the ECB. 
 
However, more could be done to improve the transparency of monetary policy. This is not just a question of improving 
communication, it is also a matter of providing clearer explanations. That is why I am pleased, Mr Duisenberg, that you 
have today promised once again that we will get inflation forecasts and that progress will be made with publishing the 
econometric models. And of course I would still like us to see the summary minutes of meetings, so that we can follow all 
the arguments. 
 
The annual report states very clearly that the euro has made its mark at international level and is already the second most 
important currency in the world. The report also clearly emphasises that the European Central Bank has achieved its 
priority objective of ensuring price stability. 
 
However, it seems to me that the ECB�s secondary objective is not yet totally clear to everyone. After all, the rate of 
inflation is low and under control despite the increase in oil prices. This is very different to the situation prevailing at the 
time of the oil crisis in the 1970s. The ECB must therefore finally make it clear how and subject to what conditions it 
intends to support the Union�s economic policy and the objectives of achieving economic growth and employment. After 
all, money exists to serve people, and not the other way round. For that reason support is needed for the macroeconomic 
framework, and the ECB has a role to play here. 
 
As yet, the ECB has still not provided an explanation as to why price stability is more strictly defined in the euro area than 
in the US, and why it does not provide greater protection for the fledgling European growth process. Europe needs a 
sustained period of high growth if we are to successfully combat unemployment. After all, full employment is once again a 
possibility at last. An ECB stability-oriented monetary policy has every chance of giving an impulse to investment and 
growth, and thus making a real contribution to achieving an appropriate and properly balanced policy mix. 
 
What contribution can the ECB make, and does it intend to make? Why does it not follow the example set by the US 
Federal Reserve Bank in supporting the upturn in the economy? Or could it be � and I would like an answer to this � that 
the European Central Bank is opposed to growth rates of over 3% because it thinks they could jeopardise its stability 
policy?  

3-031 

Riis-Jørgensen (ELDR). � (DA) Mr President, Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, I should 
like to thank Mr Radwan for a splendid report. Pages 60 and 61 of the ECB�s annual report contain a discussion of the 
situation in Denmark in 1999. It is pointed out that, in 1999, the Danish krone was stable and marginally stronger than the 
central rate in ERM 2. This situation has, unfortunately, changed because there has been pressure on the Danish krone in 
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recent months. Speculation against the Danish krone is occurring primarily because Danish opinion polls suggest that there 
may be a �no� vote in the forthcoming referendum on 28 September. If there is, in fact, a �no� vote in this referendum � and 
I very much disagree with my French colleague who has just spoken and who, if I understood him correctly, is hoping for 
just such a vote � then speculation against the krone may be expected to increase, in which case Denmark will have need 
of that ECB support in defence of the krone which is provided for in the ERM 2 agreement. I would therefore ask you, Mr 
Duisenberg, to clarify what the limits will be for the Danish ERM 2 agreement and to answer the following questions. 
Firstly, what conditions must Denmark fulfil before the ECB will intervene in support of the krone? Secondly, how much 
in the way of foreign reserves will the ECB, in practice, spend on buying up kroner in order to support and defend the 
Danish currency? Thirdly, for how long a period will the ECB be prepared to support the krone? And fourthly and finally, 
can you tell us whether the ERM 2 agreement is to be in force for an unlimited period of time?  

3-032 

Brie (GUE/NGL). � (DE) Mr President, no one denies, Mr Duisenberg, that you and the European Central Bank are 
operating a very competent and successful monetary policy. Nevertheless, people�s concerns about the euro�s low 
exchange rate need to be taken far more seriously, because it is one of the root causes of inflationary trends and higher 
interest rates. However, the real and very fundamental criticisms I want to make relate to other areas. The report welcomes 
the improvement in the ECB�s information policy. Yet we are refused the information we really need � publication of the 
minutes of meetings � on the grounds of the ECB�s independence. But the ECB is not privately owned. It should be fully 
accountable to the people who own it, the citizens of the European Union. It is one of the European Union�s most powerful 
institutions and this complete surrender of policy and democracy to the ECB cannot continue. 
 
There is a second problem that worries me. 
 
(Heckling) 
 
Yes, and why not? There is a second problem that worries me. This narrowing of monetary and financial policy down to 
price stability is reflected in paragraph 9 of your report, Mr Radwan, where the rather revealing wording states that 
developments in labour markets and social security systems should support the ECB�s stability policy, rather than the 
reverse, which would be more appropriate in view of the dramatic problems in these fields. 
 
Lastly, I wish to raise a third question, which I will at least touch upon. There is not a word in the report about the 
unparalleled over-expansion of international speculative financial markets. In my view, this will result in inflationary 
trends in the medium term, and at present it is the cause of a totally unacceptable shift away from companies dependent on 
labour and real economic factors and towards speculative profit making. I hope that it will at last be possible to have a 
serious and essential debate with you about this trend and about instruments capable of influencing it, such as the Tobin 
Tax. 
 
(Applause)  

3-033 

Karas (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, Mr Duisenberg, ladies and gentlemen, I think that the Radwan report is 
particularly important, because it cannot be read in isolation from the next item about the euro information campaign. I am 
glad that 11 of my 12 amendments were accepted in committee. I had three principal aims in mind with those amendments. 
 
Firstly, to enhance and underscore the independence of the European Central Bank. To my mind, this independence also 
implies freedom from instructions, and this is justified because the ECB has a clear remit, which is to maintain price 
stability. My second aim is to call on the ECB, through this House, to continue to pursue its stability policy so as to ward 
off the increasing risk of inflation. My third aim is to give a signal to all the applicant countries that membership of EMU 
is conditional not on political concessions, but on meeting the convergence criteria. 
 
So this report is also important as regards the information campaign, as I have already said, because the media�s 
overemphasis on the euro�s external value, which has a psychological impact on public confidence in the single currency, 
needs to be countered to a greater extent by the demonstrable success of economic and monetary union, to which everyone 
must give greater prominence. 
 
We must not allow information on the technical changeover to be overshadowed by information about the political 
objectives and the successes achieved so far. 
 
By way of conclusion, I would therefore like to say that the euro, as this report demonstrates, is a project for growth and 
employment, for a successful single market and for enhancing Europe�s identity. The euro is a project for price stability 
and lower inflation rates, for increasing competitiveness and improving public finances, so that we finally put a stop to the 
process of selling out our future for budget policy reasons.  

3-034 
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Κatiforis (PSE). � (EL) Mr President, the first annual report by the European Central Bank gives us a chance to thank the 
executive board of the European Central Bank for its hard work and to congratulate it on its successful administration in 
connection with the introduction of the euro. Theirs was no easy task. These people worked extremely hard to attain our 
common objectives and we should acknowledge that, even if we disagree with them on certain crucial points of the 
monetary policy which they have applied over the year in question. 
 
The points on which we disagree, and which the rapporteur has glossed over or failed to mention in his report, do not, in 
my book, include the criticism which has been voiced on account of the fall in the exchange rate of the euro. The 
rapporteur quite rightly reminds us here that the fluctuations in the euro's predecessor currencies were far greater than 
those recorded so far for the euro, so there has been no deterioration there. The rapporteur ascribes the fall in the exchange 
rate to a lack of dynamism within the European economy and he is probably right. However, his comment raises the 
question of the extent to which the monetary policy applied for a year or more is the right policy for restoring the 
dynamism which we all agree the economy needs. 
 
Unlike the rapporteur, who fully endorses the arguments of the Central Bank, many of us believe that its monetary policy 
has been dogmatic, excessively conservative and prone to inflationary risks. We could even forgive it all that, because 
conservatism and perhaps even a little dogmatism go with the job of central banking. But the Central Bank has no right to 
publicly present the fight against inflation, which is its obligation under the Treaty, when it itself is free to define inflation 
as it pleases. The Bank cannot tell us, �We have put an end to inflation and inflation is what we say it is, what we judge it 
to be, and we judge it in a subjective and arbitrary manner, in isolation from the rest of the economy and, more 
importantly, in isolation from support for employment, which is also the obligation of the European Central Bank�. 
 
This attitude towards economic policy verges on the dangerous, especially nowadays. Economic recovery in Europe has 
mopped up all our spare productive potential and needs new investments if it is to continue. Is the recent increase in 
interest rates on the pretext of the risk of inflation the most suitable policy for encouraging investment? Can the inflation 
target of 0% to 2% be reconciled with the need to extend the investment economy or should the twelve countries in the 
euro zone be considering a political revision of the inflation target, in which case the Bank will be able to pursue a target 
independently, but the target will be set by and will be the political responsibility of the European governments?  

3-035 

Boudjenah (GUE/NGL). � (FR) Mr President, whatever the value of the euro, the primary objective of the European 
Central Bank, as you have reminded us, Mr Duisenberg, is to maintain price stability without worrying about the economic 
and social consequences which come in the wake of these decisions. 
 
That is why the ECB can increase its interest rates, at the risk of slowing down investment and dampening growth. This 
hike follows on from the increase in American rates. The persistent weakness of the euro against the dollar is also the 
result of the huge drain on capital leaving the European Union. According to experts, nearly 950 billion French francs net 
poured out of the euro zone in 1999 in the form of direct investments abroad, i.e. 43% more than in 1998. 
 
In short, the euro is used mainly for borrowing in order to finance speculative projects, even as far away as the United 
States. The decision to compete with the United States by promoting the financial markets leads up a blind alley. It needs a 
boom in employment, training, research and salaries to enable us to develop a resolutely modern European social model. 
 
To do so, social and monetary sides must join forces. But the ECB is the only master on board when it comes to monetary 
policy. In the name of the fight against inflation and strict compliance with the Stability Pact, it even goes so far as to call 
the governments of the Member States to order, but never has a word to say in criticism of the speculation sweeping the 
financial markets. It advocates wage restraint, flexibility and job insecurity. It fans the flames of privatisation in order to 
boost competitiveness and the return on capital. It also advocates �modernising� social protection and reducing 
unemployment costs, thus applying the same logic as the agreement in France between employers and two trades union, an 
agreement which punishes the unemployed and makes them feel guilty. 
 
We must re-open the debate on the remit of the European Central Bank in order to find a new credit policy which takes 
account of employment criteria. We cannot merely tack a social chapter on to neo-liberal economic policy. The alternative 
in a truly social Europe would be to substitute a growth, employment and training pact for the stability pact. And if we are 
to implement this approach, it is vital that we strengthen control of the ECB by the European Parliament and the national 
parliaments.  

3-036 

Lulling (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, when it adopted the Radwan report, the majority of the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs missed a rare and valuable opportunity to draw attention to reasons for the weakness of the euro that 
cannot be laid at the door of the European Central Bank. The sheer nonsense that we have heard here demonstrates how 
important the ECB�s independence is. The argument that the euro�s weakness is also a consequence of Euroland�s 
enormous bureaucracy, which � in the words of acknowledged experts � has a Socialist tendency and limits individuals� 
freedoms, was rejected by a majority of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs for clearly ideological reasons. 
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The same fate was suffered by other amendments to the effect that the euro area is totally overloaded with heavy taxes, 
thus penalising entrepreneurialism.  
 
Rigid structures, the slow pace of liberalisation in important sectors of the economy and differences between inflation rates 
in individual euro Member States, which are already a cause for concern, are the reason why the improvement in public 
finances in many Member States is not the result of a sustained reduction in public expenditure and structural reforms, but 
rather a consequence of low interest rates and a heavier tax burden, which represent a threat to the Stability Pact. I would 
like to have seen all these points included in the report. It would also have been a good thing for this Parliament if it had 
had the courage to recognise in this particular report that the present weakness in the single European currency is chiefly 
due to a lack of economic flexibility. Nevertheless, I am glad that at least some reservations have been voiced about certain 
decisions taken recently in the euro countries, for example on working hours, which instead of making the labour market 
flexible have made it rigid, and are also contributing to the euro�s weakness. I do not mind saying this, even if Mr Brie, the 
chief ideologist of Germany�s old communists, whose party wrecked a whole state and who would do better to keep quiet 
here, does not like it. 
 
This is an unequivocal signal to voters in the euro area to give the all too numerous Red-Green governments their 
marching orders, if they� 
 
(The President cut the speaker off)  

3-037 

Berès (PSE). � (FR) Mr President, Mr President of the Central Bank, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I cannot resist 
the temptation of replying to Astrid Lulling. Independence, yes, but independence in relation to what? If you think that the 
reduction in working hours might explain the fall in the euro, then that is your business, but it seems to be the result of 
ideological prejudice rather than objective observation of the state of the French economy. 
 
(Applause) 
 
Mr President of the European Central Bank, as you know, the recent 50-point increase in the base rate which you 
introduced, following hard on the heels of the increase at the end of April, has incited widespread debate in numerous 
Member States in which growth has resumed; it is feared that this increase in the base rate will upset this trend, which is 
essential if we want to resolve the problems facing our fellow citizens. 
 
However, we are delighted at the prospect of a revision in the reference value which allows growth in the money supply to 
be evaluated. This revision would appear to be overdue. As for the deterioration in the exchange rate between the euro and 
the dollar, not everyone sees it as a drawback, but many wonder as to the causes. Allow me to share my conviction with 
you. The lack of any real coordination between our economic policies is the main cause. If we want to rectify this 
situation, we need greater coordination between our economic policies and we will not achieve it unless we strengthen 
euro 11, or rather euro 12. It is within this framework that you will manage to strengthen the mutual confidence between 
governments which is needed if progress is to be made in this direction. I hope that the French presidency will succeed in 
pushing this issue forward. I also hope that the Central Bank will help it to do so in a positive spirit. 
 
Progress has been made as regards transparency and we are delighted about that. You know that this Parliament imagines 
that we can go further still. And then, Mr President, allow me to question you on one final point. You have called on the 
trade unions for wage restraint, as is your right. But should you not also question the inflationary trends triggered by the 
huge profits made on the share markets? We think that there is also a global vision of the economy which you would do 
well to take into account. 
 
Finally, as far as Mr Radwan's report is concerned, I cannot concur with the idea that speeding up structural reforms would 
bring about a fall in the euro when it comes to reducing working time. Once again, the figures speak for themselves: as a 
result of the reduction in working hours, there has been an increase in growth and jobs in the French economy. 
 
(Applause)  

3-038 

Bordes (GUE/NGL). � (FR) Mr President, the European Central Bank is just a cog, albeit a highly symbolic cog, in the 
wheel of policy of all the Member States of the Union, a policy which promotes the profits of big business, while at the 
same time imposing what the report euphemistically refers to as a moderate wage policy. 
 
The Central Bank, which has set itself up as the supreme guardian of this policy, claims to be acting to prevent budgetary 
deficit and indebtedness in the Member States. But what it does not mention, any more than the Member States 
themselves, is the fact that those responsible for and those who benefit from the deficit are not those who are required to 
make sacrifices in order to reduce it. It is the subsidies, tax relief and various forms of aid granted to big business which 
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empty state coffers everywhere. But it is to labour and public-sector wages that every government runs when it comes to 
reducing its deficit. 
 
The elected members of Lutte Ouvrière will be voting against this report. We affirm the need for a policy to put an end to 
all direct or indirect subsidies to employers and a consequent increase in taxes on profits, private wealth and high incomes. 
 
We affirm the need to force Member States to use the funds that are recouped in order to create jobs, which are cruelly 
lacking today in health, education and public transport, and to lift the public services out of their present state of disrepair.  

3-039 

IN THE CHAIR: MR IMBENI 
Vice-President 

3-040 

Kauppi (PPE-DE). � (FI) Mr President, having listened to Mrs Berès and Mrs Bordes I am more worried than ever that 
the fine talk at Lisbon is actually being realised. There does not seem to be any understanding among the communists and 
socialists of the concern Mrs Lulling and the EPP Group have regarding how European competitiveness and dynamism 
can be realised. I wish that France and the French Members of Parliament were as active, for example, in the 
implementation of the action programme relating to financial services, as they are in promoting the Social Agenda. 
President Chirac yesterday emphasised with eloquence the importance of finding the right balance between these two 
objectives, and I wish you would listen to your President. 
 
Mr Duisenberg, I remember last year�s discussion on the 1998 annual report very clearly. Then I pointed out Parliament�s 
wish to see a strong and independent European Central Bank in the future, one that was well established and had gained 
the confidence of the market. The report we are now dealing with also shows that progress was clearly made in this 
direction last year. It is to be welcomed that the ECB is committed to regularly releasing its economic forecasts and details 
of its econometric models of the Euroland economy. There has to be more transparency, however. Mr Duisenberg, the fact 
that there are many econometric models does not prevent their all being published and made known to Parliament also. It 
is important that these models, on which we try to decide money policy in a new economy, with all the circumstances of a 
new economy, are published openly in order for economists and politicians to discuss them. 
 
I agree with Mrs Riis-Jørgensen that the ECB should explain its policy of intervention. This morning on the CNN news 
channel they presented some results of research regarding various intervention policies by the ECB, and the ECB came 
across as a good intervention-focused bank. Could you comment on that later on in your reply? 

3-041 

Tannock (PPE-DE). � Mr President, the Radwan report has addressed honestly many of the issues which relate to the 
functioning of the Central Bank, ranging from prudential banking supervision and the cost of international money transfers 
on the one hand, to convergence requirements for applicant countries and the role of this Parliament in providing the 
framework for the accountability of the ECB on the other. 
 
I welcome the calls for greater transparency which I consider is the bank's best defence against calls to amend the Treaty to 
reduce its operational independence, and Mr Duisenberg has undertaken to publish the econometric models, for which he 
should be congratulated. I would also urge publishing the minutes and the voting patterns of the Governing Council, as 
winning the trust and the confidence of the markets is vital, especially for such a young institution. 
 
The report welcomes the fact the ECB does not interpret its responsibility for stability policy one-sidedly, but that, in 
addition to inflation, it also monitors deflationary tendencies. This is also important. We all value economic and price 
stability, and the new paradigm in the United States gives us hope that such stability, including a balanced budget over the 
economic cycle, is consistent with growth and the steady reduction in unemployment. 
 
The report, however, does not examine the markets' lack of confidence in the euro and the huge capital outflows from 
Europe over the past year. I believe this is due to the lack of faith in the core Euroland countries' ability to govern and 
deliver fundamental structural reforms under their current governments, which Otmar Issing, the bank's chief economist, 
has referred to as the serious structural rigidities in Europe's labour markets and pensions systems. 
 
Lastly, as a British member, I do not think it is fair that candidate countries should be subject to any stricter application of 
the Maastricht convergence criteria for joining EMU than the existing members and, as an out-country member, I urge the 
Commission to consider the flexible European model that we British Conservatives have adopted, allowing these countries 
to opt out of EMU in future if they so wish after joining.  

3-042 

Agag Longo (PPE-DE). � (ES) Mr President, Mr President of the European Central Bank, good work! I believe that you 
have achieved the main objective of the European Central Bank: to maintain price stability. I will go further. If necessary, 



20000705EN.doc     Verbatim Report of Proceeding        15 
 

if you believe it appropriate to raise interest rates, if the objective is price stability, if the inflation objective is in jeopardy, 
do not be nervous, raise interest rates. 
 
However, I would like to add something. It is not in this area that the European Central Bank deserves most credit, but 
rather it is in the debate on the external value of the euro that the European Central Bank has remained steadfast, has 
endured and resisted attacks and pressure from different fronts. The real reason for the external value of our currency is 
not, from any point of view, the policy of the European Central Bank. It is the attitude and resistance of certain 
governments � such as, for example, the one which has been mentioned here several times over the last 35 hours �, which 
are ideologically allergic to the economic reforms needed for the European Union to follow the path marked out at the 
Lisbon Summit. 
 
I would also like to congratulate you on the change of method of adjudication, since the new variable rate system allows 
more direct control of the monetary aggregate as a result of greater knowledge of the market�s demand curve and, 
furthermore, allows for certain signals to be sent to the markets on monetary policy. For all of these reasons, Mr President 
of the European Central Bank, I would like to congratulate you and show you my support.  

3-043 

Villiers (PPE-DE). � Mr President, in many ways it has been a rather grim year for the euro. I take a rather more 
pessimistic view than the previous speaker. We have seen the external value of the euro plummet. 
 
The interesting issue is to look at why that fall has happened. There are many reasons which have been explored today, but 
a big reason is that the markets do not believe in a currency without a country. They do not believe in a currency which is 
not backed by a political institution or a government. This is a very good illustration of the inherent link between economic 
and monetary union and political union. The one follows almost inevitably from the other. That is one of the many reasons 
why the United Kingdom should stay out of the euro. 
 
But what is vital is that the people across Europe have a debate about the future, a debate about political union. Too often 
in the past they have been told that changes in Europe are technical. Particularly the idea that a move to the euro was 
merely an economic choice is, quite frankly, a lie. Every time Mr Blair and Mr Brown say that it is a matter of economics 
whether the UK joins or not, they are deceiving the British public or they are deeply deluded about the future of Europe. 
 
It is only right that in Denmark we are seeing a debate on political union at the moment, as the Danes decide whether to 
join the euro or not. That is the decision that they are making and that is the decision that is faced by the United Kingdom. 
I trust that both of those countries will say no to political union and consequently no to economic union as well. It is about 
time that the European Union stopped intervening and spending taxpayers' money on one side of this type of political 
debate. It is unacceptable, in my view, for taxpayers' money � for public funds � to be spent promoting the euro in the 
�out� countries, because they are engaged in a very important political process. To use government funding on one side of 
the debate would be an interference in this democratic process. I trust that we will vote in accordance with that in the 
Karas report at noon today. 

3-044 

Gallagher (UEN). � Mr President, the introduction of a single currency in Europe was never going to be a simple task, but 
with 11 countries within the Union covering a population of 300 million, I fully support the single currency. 
 
There has been much debate in recent months about the strength or otherwise of the currency and I would like to pose a 
very simple question to the detractors of EMU. If the single currency is not working, why are so many countries seeking to 
join the new structure? I welcome the decision to allow Greece full participation within the single currency. In the 
Scandinavian countries support for the single currency is rising. Of course we are waiting anxiously for the decision of the 
Danish people. In the longer term, Eastern and Central European countries seeking to join the European Union will want to 
participate in the single European currency system. 1 January 2002, which is not far away, is the key date for the 
circulation of euro notes and coins within the territories of all the EMU participating countries. Business and retailers must 
gear up their preparation for this date to ensure that the changeover goes smoothly. 
 
From an Irish perspective, I believe that our cash changeover plan is moving very well. Fortunately we can draw on our 
experience of a change of currency in 1972, when we broke with sterling. We want to ensure that the mistakes that were 
made then are not made again. 

3-045 

Duisenberg, President of the European Central Bank. � Mr President. I have had so many congratulations and 
compliments that I would simply say I thank the European Parliament for the way in which they have received our annual 
report and I can see the debate here expresses great support for continuation of the policies that we have pursued so far. 
 
There are a few points I would like to comment on. The question raised by Mrs Randzio-Plath, Mr Katiforis and Mr 
Goebbels all boils down to whether the ECB has too high a growth rate, which has the effect of increasing interest rates. 
Mrs Berès has asked a very precise question, about which I would like to say the following. I do not understand the 
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pessimism which permeates this aspect of the debate. In the past twenty-five years the average growth rate for real GDP in 
the euro area has been between 2 and 2.5% per year. This year and next year growth in the euro area will be in excess, 
even considerably in excess, of 3% per year and we expect inflation to be close to 2%. Due to the volatility of oil prices it 
might even be more than 2% in some months but the average will be 2%. There will be upside risks, but what we do about 
this depends on how the situation develops. 
 
In reply to Mrs Randzio-Plath's question if the ECB is against growth rates of over 3%, my unequivocal answer is that we 
are certainly not against growth rates of 3%, which we expect now. We would be against increased inflation, but that is not 
yet on the cards although, as I say, the risks will be upside. We are now entering the best period that Europe has had in a 
long time, in decades, I might say. Unemployment will fall over the next two years. Not by very much, admittedly � there 
is nothing monetary policy can do to accelerate the process � but unemployment is coming down very gradually and will 
continue to do so. 
 
If, as well all expect and hope, Greece joins EMU on 1 January next year, only Denmark will be a member of the ERM. 
 
The question was asked what will the ECB do if that creates problems for Denmark? The ECB will do everything in its 
power to keep Denmark in the ERM and there is no date scheduled for the exchange rate mechanism ending so it will be 
for an indefinite period. So far Denmark has been remarkably successful as a member of the ERM with smaller exchange 
rate margins than were permitted within the ERM, and I expect it to remain that way, although I would hope that Denmark 
will decide to join EMU. But I can assure Mrs Riis-Jørgensen that the cooperation between the European Central Bank and 
the Danish National Bank is exemplary. 
 
I have already alluded in my introduction to the question of transparency and the summary minutes asked for in the motion 
for a resolution. The introduction to the monthly press conference refers to the debate in the governing council that has just 
taken place. The statement is carefully prepared by the whole governing council; it is not a spur of the moment statement. 
A week later the entire statement is produced again in a more final form. The editorial in the monthly bulletin gives all the 
information that could be found in summary minutes of the meeting. 

3-046 

President. � Thank you, Mr Duisenberg. 
 
The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place at 11.30 a.m.  

3-047 

Implementation of EMU 

3-048 

President. � The next item is the report (A5-0170/2000) by Mr Karas, on behalf of the Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs, on the Commission communication on communications strategy in the last phases of the completion of 
EMU.  

3-049 

Karas (PPE-DE), rapporteur. � (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, 500 days from now euro 
banknotes and coins will come into circulation. This will be the final stage of the first currency changeover on this scale in 
the history of our continent. EMU citizens, every citizen of the Member States of the European Union and of the applicant 
countries and beyond will be indirectly or directly affected. Every single consumer, including both our own citizens and 
tourists visiting Europe, and the whole world economy will have to learn to recognise the new money, to become familiar 
with prices and values in euros and to handle the new money. Both large and small companies will have to adapt and 
change over their accounts and computer systems to the new currency, which will involve substantial preparatory work. 
 
We have talked a lot about the advantages of the euro and of economic and monetary union. But there still remains a very 
great deal to be done. According to opinion polls, not enough companies or private individuals are using the euro, and 
awareness of it is still too low. 30% of companies do not yet see any need to make preparations well in advance and in 
some cases even think that they do not need to complete the changeover until 2002. Most members of the public do not 
have a euro account and rarely carry out financial transactions in euros. 
 
There is an enormous need for information and awareness-raising measures going beyond merely technical information on 
the changeover. The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs has not simply commented on the Commission report 
� we welcome the priorities and measures put forward in it. We have attempted to put the report in concrete terms, to 
strengthen in it, and, where we thought it was necessary, to supplement it. Considering that around EUR 80 million will be 
spent on this information campaign in the three years 1999-2002, plus a further EUR 80 million from the ECB, it is 
absolutely vital for us to have the closest possible coordination between all the institutions, associations and states 
affected, for us to identify priorities and to encourage agreement on key messages, for us to monitor the process, and in 



20000705EN.doc     Verbatim Report of Proceeding        17 
 

that case I would suggest using the European Parliament and European Commission interinstitutional working group. It is 
also important for us to implement the political guidelines, also in the context of contracts with Member States, and for us 
to demonstrate a high degree of professionalism in doing all this. 
 
I would like to use my last one and a half minutes to say something about priorities. Over half of all SMEs do not yet have 
an action plan for the changeover. SMEs need to tackle their technical changeover as quickly as possible, and in doing so 
also to give some thought to the strategic consequences of a market notable for price transparency and increased 
competition. So SMEs are the priority for autumn 2000. 
 
Secondly, there is the public at large, which includes all the target groups and more besides. The public needs to be made 
to feel secure about this. In this area, public administration needs to act as a role model, just as NGOs and foundations 
need to be involved in the information campaign and act as intermediaries. 
 
Thirdly, we have schools, schoolchildren and other young people. We have a very specific proposal, which is not only to 
change over all school books as soon as possible, but also to organise painting, drawing, essay-writing and public speaking 
competitions on the subject of �Changing to the euro�, which is a defining topic for Europe�s identity. The third area is 
this: the banks have run world savings week throughout Europe, and in this context we should also introduce �euro savings 
days�, to encourage more people to open a euro savings account before the changeover stage. We need to increase the 
involvement of elected representatives, by which I mean not just Members of the European Parliament, but also all 
representatives elected by the public from municipal level to European level. 
 
In addition to the need to have sufficient staff in the Commission�s directorates-general to cope with the change, 
coordination is also a key area if we are to send a clear message to the public through a wide-ranging communications 
strategy with adequate financial resources and an appropriate time frame. We are therefore proposing that the campaign 
should be extended to 2002. In that case, the success story of the euro will not come to an end at that point, but, with the 
support of the public, it will go on to greater things.  

3-050 

Haug (PSE), draftsperson of the opinion of the Committee on Budgets. � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we all 
know that the European public�s need for information is still very great, although monetary union is already in place and 
euro banknotes and coins will come into circulation before too very long. There are less than 75 weeks to go in fact. The 
Committee on Budgets, in common with all Members of this House, is very much in agreement with the objectives 
described in the Commission communication on the communication strategy covering the final stages of the completion of 
EMU. We also believe that there should be incentives and support for companies, especially SMEs, to enable them to carry 
out the work needed to change over to the euro. 
 
Furthermore, enhanced preparation is just as desirable and important for all our citizens and for all consumers. We all need 
to change over to the euro in our daily lives. It was not of course for the Committee on Budgets to assess the content of the 
Commission communication in detail: we limited ourselves to budgetary aspects. We wish to point out once again that in 
the interinstitutional agreement it was stipulated that information policy is an autonomous action which does not require a 
separate legal basis. For the reason mentioned, this particularly needs to be brought to the attention of the Council again. 
 
However, I would particularly like to remind you that the Prince programme was initiated by Parliament through 
budgetary intervention in 1996 with the clear aim of financing information campaigns on priority issues for the EU. This 
was to take place at interinstitutional level, as at that time we were convinced, as we are now, that this would ensure that 
the available funding would be spent as effectively as possible. We therefore wish to stress once again that the decision on 
the breakdown of appropriations and the guidelines for implementation, including joint actions, is taken on the basis of the 
opinion given by the interinstitutional working group. This working group was specifically referred to in the budgetary 
remarks, and that is how it should stay � and that comment is particularly for the ears of the Commission! For that reason 
we wish to reinsert the relevant remark on budget headings B3-300 and B3-306, which the Commission evidently �forgot� 
to include in its preliminary draft budget for 2001.  
 
I would like to thank the rapporteur and the committee responsible for including our remarks on this in the conclusions. 
 
(Applause)  

3-051 

Myller (PSE), draftsman of the opinion of the Committee on the Environment, Public health and Consumer Policy. � (FI) 
Mr President, information on the euro is for the public and is meant to satisfy their need for information in particular. The 
information must come in cooperation with the Member States, but what, in my opinion, is of most importance is that 
NGOs are kept fully aware of what is happening. We have to reach grassroots level as swiftly as we can, in a language that 
is perfectly clear. The so-called two-stage information strategy, where peer groups keep each other�s members informed, 
has turned out to be the best of all options, and this should be put to good use too in dealing with this information issue. I 
fear those information campaigns that are led by the Commission. They are often sweet as candy and very beautifully 
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contrived. The fact that this information campaign is being made with the support of NGOs and via them will hopefully 
prevent a repeat of that. 
 
The arrival of the euro will also entail a lot of practical questions for consumers. Above all we have to take care that prices 
do not trail upwards when the currencies are finally changed over. In this the consumer organisations have a very big and 
important job, and women�s organisations must also be taken into account, as women need information on this. It is 
absolutely essential that cross-border giros and payment transactions are in accordance with the principles of the Internal 
Market. I am glad that the President of the European Central Bank, Mr Duisenberg, also paid attention to this and 
promised that the ECB would produce a report on the subject. I genuinely hope that these practical matters, which are a 
thorny subject for consumers, are attended to before the euro comes into proper circulation. 

3-052 

von Wogau (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I would first like to congratulate Mr Karas on his 
excellent report, but at the same time to say that we are not at present satisfied with the European Commission�s 
information policy. We wish to remind the House that the euro information programme is also, as defined in the budget, a 
joint European Commission and European Parliament programme. During the last parliamentary term there was a 
committee led by Mr Anastassopoulos which laid down the essential features of information policy in this area. It was very 
successful at that point. We also managed at that time to secure a full and key role for Members of the European 
Parliament in this information campaign, via the political foundations. This has not happened during this new 
parliamentary term. This body, which consisted of the Commissioner responsible and the relevant committee chairs, has 
not yet been convened. Some of the procedures dating from the last parliamentary term have still not been discharged to 
this day. We therefore have to ask in the clearest possible terms what should happen next. For this reason, my first request 
is that a meeting of this body should be called as quickly as possible. That is my first point. 
 
The second point that I would briefly like to touch upon relates to an observation regarding the substance of the 
information campaign. If you compare prices in the Eleven, that is in Euroland, with prices in other countries which have 
remained outside the Eleven, including the United Kingdom but also Switzerland and Norway, where this is particularly 
apparent, you will see that price levels in Euroland, even in the �rich� countries, are generally speaking lower than in the 
other countries. This means that the European single currency is already leading to greater competition in this area, and 
that in turn this competition is leading to the public getting goods and services on more favourable terms. A study should 
be carried out on this, something which is also called for in the Karas report. 

3-053 

Randzio-Plath (PSE). � Mr President, on behalf of my Group I would like to congratulate the rapporteur and to say that 
we support the report, just as we welcome the positive tone of the Commission�s communication. It is high time that we 
had a more efficient communications strategy and that cooperation between the Commission, the European Parliament and 
the Member States was improved in this new parliamentary term. The European public not only feels inadequately 
prepared for the euro, it also genuinely is inadequately prepared for it, both objectively and subjectively speaking. The fact 
is that the long transitional period has not led to more intensive and careful preparations being made for the introduction of 
the euro, quite the contrary � it has led to more disinformation and also to preparations being postponed, in some people�s 
minds even to June 2002. 
 
Unfortunately, this seems to apply not only to the public, but also to business. Although 80% of businesses say that they 
are preparing for the euro and its introduction, objectively speaking at most 25% are making concrete preparations. A sign 
of this is of course that only 1% of banknotes within the European Union have been converted to date. If we do not tackle 
this now, fears that we will end up with the dreaded �big bang�, which none of the governments wanted, will be totally 
justified. 
 
The governments themselves really must do some advance work, however, and demonstrate greater commitment. I believe 
that you cannot shift all the responsibility to the European institutions. After all, it is the EU Member States that have a 
duty to provide political information and education according to the principle of subsidiarity. We really must call on the 
Member States of the European Union to invest money, time and human resources in ensuring that the euro is a success. It 
is a matter of regret that up to now public administrations have not led the way as they should have done. 
 
I think it is also important, and the rapporteur has quite rightly drawn attention to this, for schools, teachers and places of 
education to prepare people for the euro. The euro must become part of education across the board. It is not enough to have 
a few successful but extremely modest Socrates projects about the euro in Europe�s schools. No, this is really a job that 
needs to be successfully handled at local level. I think it would be wonderful if the schools, Europe�s young people, 
welcomed the euro as a tangible sign of Europe, and if everyone used their own preparations to communicate with others. 
This is also something that the older generation, who are generally so sceptical about the euro, could do. Why should older 
people in the European Union not use their experience, their knowledge and also the time that they have available in order 
to make the euro a success? Maybe this is an area where we could have a kind of new pact between the generations that 
would help the euro project to succeed.  
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The Commission certainly needs to work even more closely with us and to step up the pace of its involvement. But we 
should not forget that the resources for the information campaign are extremely slight and have to be shared out between 
the Member States. No company introducing an important product would rely on such modest resources to ensure that a 
product was a success. A powerful argument in favour of the euro is the initial positive experience with monetary union, 
which has in fact provided protection against turbulent currency markets in recent times. But it is also a matter of turning 
information into education, because at the end of the day we need to acquire a totally new way of looking at prices, making 
calculations and judging values. We should not be deceived by the painless transition on 1 January 1999. Nor should we be 
deceived by the almost automatic transition to the new millennium. We also need to prepare for the euro psychologically. 
We must all do this together, at all levels of the European Union! 

3-054 

Gasòliba i Böhm (ELDR). � (ES) Firstly, I would like to say that our Group, as it did in committee, supports the Karas 
report. We believe that it is a very good report and it makes a very positive contribution to an issue of fundamental 
importance in the process of introducing the euro into the lives of our citizens. 
 
It is clear that the euro is not purely a macroeconomic and financial issue. It is an issue which will reach every European 
citizen, it is a European distinguishing mark and, therefore, it is of the greatest importance in the process of European 
construction. To this end, it is very important that a campaign be implemented � and a very good campaign � so that in 
2002 the euro may enjoy the degree of confidence and acceptance which we all want. Furthermore, as has been said, there 
is a great delay in terms of the number of countries and companies prepared for its use and in terms of our citizens� level of 
knowledge. 
 
In this respect I would like very briefly to highlight three dimensions. The first is decentralisation. The participation of 
regional and local authorities is very important. Many of them have very significant responsibilities and are better prepared 
than the Member States themselves to reach the citizen. This is an aspect that the European Central Bank and the 
Commission should bear in mind. I would like to know Commissioner Solbes� opinion with regard to participation at this 
level, which Mr von Wogau has also requested. We must ensure that these administrations play a significant role. It falls to 
them to do so, since they are best prepared to reach the citizens. 
 
Secondly, this decentralisation must also take place at company and industry level and not be limited to the headquarters of 
managerial or union organisations. 
 
Thirdly, I recommend that you read the conclusions of the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport, 
which introduce a cultural dimension, which is very important to the success of this information campaign.  

3-055 

Hudghton (Verts/ALE). � Mr President, I welcome this opportunity to give a view from the outside, from Scotland, for 
the time being part of the UK, where our diet of information about the euro is dominated by a rather lukewarm and 
unconvincing approach on the part of the Labour government and an almost hysterically anti-euro rhetoric on the part of 
the Conservatives. 
 
In contrast my party � the Scottish National Party � recently reaffirmed our position of support in principle for entry to the 
euro currency and we are not afraid to promote that view. Scotland's traders, from fish processors to farmers, from 
manufacturers to the tourism sector, are being forced to compete with one hand tied behind their backs. 
 
Mr Karas acknowledges a high level of support for the euro but also some shortcomings in the provision of information 
within the euro zone and I support his ideas for addressing that problem. But in particular I welcome the fact that this 
strategy also addresses those Member States not yet taking part in monetary union, since of course we will be affected 
whether we join in or remain out. I call on the UK and Scottish governments to play a full part in that campaign. 

3-056 

Schmid, Herman (GUE/NGL). � (SV) Mr President, there are three countries outside EMU. In these countries, referenda 
will be held before the governments concerned make the decision concerning the introduction of the euro. Two of these 
countries, England and Denmark, have had the good sense not to take part in the euro information campaign. They have 
said no in view of the fact that the discussion is not yet concluded and with the forthcoming referenda in mind. 
 
The third country that remains outside EMU, Sweden, has, however, decided to take part in the campaign, despite the fact 
that it will take place before the referendum and before it is decided whether Sweden will introduce the euro. This means 
that the euro information campaign will not be a normal information campaign as it is in other countries, but a sort of 
persuasion campaign and the beginning of the fight between those that are for and those that are against in the referendum. 
It is, of course, difficult to imagine that the euro information campaign would produce any particularly critical information 
on the euro, as the object of the campaign is to increase confidence in the euro and the euro reform. This means, in actual 
fact, that the euro information campaign will serve the political purpose of the Swedish government, which is, of course, to 
persuade the Swedish people to vote in favour of the euro in the referendum. 
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Fifty percent of the euro information campaign is financed from EU funds and is to be conducted throughout society, even 
in schools where it is not usual to carry on one-sided political campaigns, which is what this is. I think that it would be 
disgraceful if the Swedish government were allowed to exploit the euro information campaign in this way. It would be 
both compromising and embarrassing for the EU if the campaign were allowed to be carried out as planned. Therefore, I 
want to appeal to the Commission to take steps to ensure that the agreement concerning the Swedish euro information 
campaign is torn up or amended in such a way that it may only be implemented once the Swedish people have expressed 
their opinion in a referendum. 
 
I also want to appeal to my fellow MEPs here in the House to support Amendments 7 and 12 in the vote tomorrow, as the 
text of these amendments recommends that the campaign not be conducted in countries that have not decided if they are to 
be a part of EMU.  

3-057 

Krarup (EDD). � (DA) Mr President, I should like to continue where the previous speaker left off. I am glad that no 
money from the campaign is formally being used for propaganda in the Danish debate. This report is one of the most 
interesting documents I have read for a long time. It could form part of a handbook for democrats or perhaps, rather, be 
used as an object lesson in anti-democratic manipulation. I read here that the euro is an �essential, identity-building factor 
in the process of European integration�. It is also noted that there is no overwhelming support for the euro in the euro area 
and certainly not in the countries surrounding this area. As the opinion of the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the 
Media and Sport very clearly puts it, the Commission is therefore urged, �when carrying out the advertising and 
information campaign, to take account of the fact that large parts of the population continue to be sceptical about the 
common currency�. Or, to put it another way: the objective, as stated in the report itself, is that �the right means of 
communication can be used to respond to the European public�s national and cultural features�. Or, in a nutshell, 
manipulation. The situation is that, in this programme, more than EUR 100 million has been used to influence the people 
of Europe. That is to say, the Commission is using Europeans� money to manipulate Europeans. As I see it, that is the very 
opposite of how we really visualise this project. Democracy depends upon decision-making by the people, not upon 
manipulation by the institutional machine. If I say this, it is because, as is well known, we are holding a referendum in 
Denmark on 28 September on joining the euro, and it goes without saying that it is the public debate which forms the basis 
for this. We will not be manipulated. Such tellingly described manipulation has not been seen since the totalitarian regimes 
collapsed years ago. This is a most deplorable report.  

3-058 

Ilgenfritz (NI). � (DE) Mr President, I would like to congratulate the rapporteur on this highly informative report. One 
positive point is that small and medium-sized enterprises have been identified as a very important target group, as this 
group is one where there could be considerable problems at the changeover stage. What is more, we should also support 
any initiative and also call upon the Commission in the clearest terms to introduce measures without delay to counter 
excessive bank charges for intra-Community money transactions. 
 
We must demonstrate to the European public that the euro will cut administrative costs, to their advantage. We should not 
just talk about the euro and provide information about it, but the information we provide must also convince the public that 
the euro will bring tangible advantages for them. The excessive bank charges in force at present are giving precisely the 
opposite signal.  

3-059 

Thyssen (PPE-DE). � (NL) Mr President, for most Europeans, the era of the euro will not actually begin until they are 
required to use euro coins and notes in the shops. Out of respect for all our European citizens, it is important not to 
underestimate the political significance of the changeover, and for this changeover to occur without any hitches. With this 
in mind, it is necessary to organise the practical dimension of the changeover well as a matter of priority. It is, in this 
context, extremely useful that, after extended pleas, also on the part of this House, frontloading has become possible. In 
addition, people need to have faith in the process as a whole. In order to instil this feeling, we must provide them with 
information as a matter of priority. We endorse the plans of the Commission, which set out to achieve this for each target 
group and by mobilising the organised midfield. After all, the hallmark of sound information is that it is tailored to the 
specific circumstances of those involved, and people and companies have a great deal more faith in their own associations 
and organisations than they do in public institutions. But not until we manage to reduce the costs of cross-border payments 
and exchange rates within the euro-zone will people and companies have a sufficient level of confidence, and this 
confidence is crucial. It is a prerequisite for motivating people to make the necessary efforts, efforts which are needed to 
adapt to the new situation. Let us not delude people into thinking they will not need to make any sacrifices. The 
changeover will require an effort. Everyone will need to adjust, everyone will need to make an effort. If we can help them 
in this and guide them in the right direction from the outset, we will have succeeded in our task of providing information.  
 
Mr President, Mr Karas� report was approved by a large majority within the Committee on Economic and Monetary 
Affairs. This is only right, because it is a sound report, on which I would like to congratulate him.  

3-060 
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Torres Marques (PSE). � (PT) Mr President, it seems that since the launch of the euro in January 1999, the European 
public, far from becoming more interested in it, has in fact been losing interest, as if the extremely long period of three 
years without notes and coins has turned the euro into a kind of virtual reality. 
 
Although we have repeatedly stated that the euro has, since January 1999, been the official currency of 11 EU Member 
States, which Greece and possibly Denmark will join at the start of next year, and that the national currencies are just 
multiples and fractions of the euro, the fact of the matter is that the majority of Europeans do not believe that escudos, 
pesetas, francs and marks are not still their official currency, because that is what they have in their pockets. 
 
While water, electricity, telephone and supermarket bills are also shown in euros, I regard that as a mathematical exercise 
of limited usefulness. Yet in 18 months� time our national notes and coins will disappear and it is high time that we were 
totally familiar with the new money, developed a sense of its value and recognised its implications for our lives and for the 
development of our economies and societies. 
 
As I see it, information campaigns on the euro need to focus on precisely these two aspects: first, the value of the euro, its 
appearance and the way we use it as a currency, and, second, its potential and effectiveness in terms of monetary stability 
in the European Union, the level of growth achieved � the highest in recent decades � and in terms of controlling inflation 
and creating employment. 
 
If these campaigns are to deliver the desired results, however, it is vital for the various actions to be coordinated. It is no 
good having one campaign by the European Central Bank and another one by the Commission or by Parliament, not to 
mention all the other campaigns organised by the Members States involved. It is essential to effectively coordinate the 
resources available so as to reach the target groups, and for us to be certain that there are no errors of the kind already 
identified in documents which the Commission has widely distributed in Portuguese schools. 
 
Schools are nerve centres for information and have a multiplier effect, so they must be used in the most appropriate, simple 
and effective way possible. This means that the key words in these campaigns have to be coordination of effort, 
involvement, and human, technical and financial resources. Whereas it seems that up to now the right hand has not known 
what the left is doing, and vice versa, and it is important to get past this stage as soon as possible. 
 
2001 should be the year in which the euro takes over the key role of national currencies in setting prices, in company 
accounting and in cross-border transactions. We need to call a halt to the scandalous cross-border costs within the euro 
area, which do not involve any risk for the banks. The practice of charging a percentage on credit card transactions and on 
bank debits and transfers is one of the causes of the poor light in which the European public views the euro, and only 
action by the Commission to outlaw the real cartels that have been created can put an end to this and help to restore 
confidence. And this is what the citizens of Europe are waiting for. 

3-061 

Blokland (EDD). � (NL) Mr President, on behalf of my Group, I should like to express our surprise at the fact that a 
particularly extensive and sometimes even extremely complex resolution should have ensued from a relatively simple 
matter.  
 
The European Parliament is bringing many problems on itself in this respect. This is mainly due to the fact that, in this 
resolution, the concept of government information has been taken to mean government propaganda. During a previous 
debate on the information strategy to be pursued, I was already bound to make some critical observations with regard to 
the highly peculiar wishes of some of my fellow delegates. Unfortunately, I cannot escape this here, either. Anyone who 
uses the euro as a vehicle to sell the so-called European idea is committing a very grave logical error. It is extremely 
regrettable that this enormous political error is detected to a far lesser extent by this House than the errors of liability on 
the part of commercial banks in the course of foreign exchange transactions. If the cap fits, wear it.  

3-062 

Evans, Jonathan (PPE-DE). � Mr President, the question troubling me over Mr Karas' report is whether we are actually 
asked to endorse an information campaign on the practical implications of the introduction of the euro, or a propaganda 
campaign in favour of it. Surely no-one could challenge the need for information. True, some British newspapers declare 
that we already know all the facts, but the recent announcement of the merger between the Frankfurt and London stock 
exchanges left many British newspaper editors spectacularly exposed on the simple issue of which currency would be used 
for the exchange denomination. 
 
More than two-thirds of UK businesses are unaware of the practical implications of the introduction of the euro, even for 
those countries outside the euro zone. If there is funding available for the many seminars and conferences which UK trade 
associations, lawyers and accountants are holding, then as a UK lawyer let me declare my interest in ensuring that we get 
our share of it. 
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But there is reason to believe that this campaign goes well beyond the provision of practical information. After all, the 
European Central Bank is holding its own information campaign, so why should we be duplicating the effort? Perhaps we 
see the answer in the evangelical tone of Mr Karas' report and his remarkable declaration that the euro information 
campaign must help to perpetuate the successful history of the euro. I certainly wish the euro well. Currency instability is 
bad for all of us, whether we are in or out of the euro zone. But I personally fail to recognise this historic success over the 
last six months, and the astonishing suggestion that the euro has proved a stabilising factor in the face of international 
monetary crises. 
 
Whether in or out of the euro zone it should be: information, �yes�, but propaganda, �no�. 

3-063 

President. � The debate is suspended. We shall now proceed to the votes.  
 
The debate will be resumed this afternoon. 

3-064 

IN THE CHAIR: MRS FONTAINE 
President 

3-065 

Vote 

3-066 

Simplified procedure � procedure without report 
 
- Council common position with a view to adopting the European Parliament and Council directive on 
energy efficiency requirements for ballasts for fluorescent lighting, together with two draft joint declarations by the 
European Parliament, the Council and the Commission (7034/1/2000 - C5-0268/2000 - 1999/0127(COD)) 
(Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy) 
 
(The President declared the common position approved) 
 

* * * 
 
- Proposal for a Council decision on the Community contribution to the International Fund �Clearance of 
the fairway of the Danube� (COM(2000) 317 - C5-0297/2000 - 2000/0125(CNS)) (Committee on Budgets)  

3-067 

Färm (PSE), rapporteur. � (SV) Mr President, at the Commission's suggestion, in this hastily inserted item, the 
Committee on Budgets is now recommending that Parliament approve a donation of EUR 22 million to a fund within the 
Danube Commission. The reason for this is that the Danube river at Novi Sad is blocked by the remains of bridges 
destroyed by NATO's bombing last year. This, as well as the fact that the river bed is now lined with unexploded mines 
and bombs, is threatening both economic and humanitarian development in the Balkans. 
 
The task is to clear the river of three collapsed bridges and unexploded mines and bombs along a five kilometre stretch of 
Serbian territory. The help of the EU is required for this. It is important for this clearing work to be started before the 
summer. We should have preferred it if it had been possible for this to be a part of the Supplementary and Amending 
Budget that we have just debated, but for reasons of time this has not been possible. Therefore, the Committee on Budgets 
is nevertheless lending its support for funds to be freed up so that the Danube Commission can begin its work as soon as 
possible. One problem is that part of the work will be carried out on Serbian territory, once we have satisfied ourselves that 
the sanctions against Yugoslavia will be respected. 
 
As far as carrying out the work, the legal basis and the financing of the project are concerned, we have been in contact 
with the Commission and our queries have been resolved. As regards the provision of this EUR 22 million, the 
Commission has suggested that 7.5 million be taken from Phare, 7.5 million from ISPA and 7 million from Obnova. I 
should just like the Commission to confirm the following, and that is that the Commission will contact the Committee on 
Budgets if any problems should arise with the financing of this project.  

3-068 

Liikanen, Commission. � If there is any change to the amount or distribution proposed in the proposal for a Council 
decision, both the Council and Parliament will be reconsulted. So my reply is �yes�. 

3-069 

(Parliament approved the Commission proposal) 
 

* * * 
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- Proposal for a Council decision concerning the conclusion of an agreement between the Community and 
Cyprus establishing cooperation in the field of small and medium-sized enterprises within the framework of the 
third multiannual programme for small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) in the European Union (1997-2000) 
(COM(2000) 242 - C5-0324/2000 - 2000/0099(CNS)) (Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and 
Energy)  

3-070 

Langen (PPE-DE). � (DE) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the proposal presented by the Council here is one 
which has our support, although it has one serious flaw. According to Article 14 of this proposal, and this was also 
discussed in the committee responsible, the documents are to be available in all 11 official languages of the European 
Union, but not the second official language of the Republic of Cyprus, that is Turkish. We request that this agreement 
should also be translated into Turkish, as an official language of the Republic of Cyprus � not only into Finnish, Swedish, 
Danish, German and so forth, but also into Turkish. The Council should take this into account in future in negotiations of 
this kind, if it wants to secure our agreement under a simplified procedure!  

3-071 

Liikanen, Commission. � (FI) Madam President, my reply is that these sorts of agreements are always translated into the 
languages of the Community. This has also been the case this time. I also have a longer version of the declaration if the 
President would like to see it.  

3-072 

Swoboda (PSE). � (DE) Madam President, I just wanted to ask Commissioner Liikanen whether Cyprus will be treated in 
exactly the same way as all the other applicant countries. Yes or no? As I see it, that is the vital question.  

3-073 

Liikanen, Commission. � (FR) My answer is yes.  

3-074 

(Parliament approved the Commission proposal) 
 

*** 
 
Procedure without debate 
 
- Second report (A5-0176/2000) by Mr Gerhard Schmid, on behalf of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms 
and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs, on the proposal for a Council framework decision on combating fraud and 
counterfeiting of non-cash means of payment (SN 3040/2000 - C5-0265/2000 - 1999/0190(CNS)) 
 
(Parliament adopted the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0172/2000) by Mrs Lienemann, on behalf of the European Parliament delegation to the Conciliation 
Committee on the joint text approved by the Conciliation Committee for a European Parliament and Council 
regulation concerning a financial instrument for the environment (LIFE) (C5-0221/2000 - 1998/0336(COD)) 
 
(Parliament approved the joint text) 
 

*** 
 
Recommendation for second reading (A5-0173/2000), on behalf of the Committee on Regional Policy, Transport 
and Tourism, on the Council common position with a view to adopting European Parliament and Council directive 
2000/�/EC amending Council Directive 91/440/EEC on the development of the Community's railways (5386/1/2000 
- C5-0178/2000 - 1998/0265(COD)) (rapporteur: Mr Jarzembowski) 
 
Before the vote:  

3-075 

Liikanen, Commission. � Referring to the report prepared by Mr Jarzembowski on the draft directive modifying Directive 
91/440, I should like to state that the Commission cannot accept Amendments Nos 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 10, 12, 15, 16, 18, 19, 22, 
23, 25, 26, and 27, while it welcomes Amendments Nos 3, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 17, 20, 21, and 24. 

3-076 

(The President declared the common position approved as amended) 
 

*** 
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Recommendation for second reading (A5-0171/2000), on behalf of the Committee on Regional Policy, Transport 
and Tourism, on  
I. the Council common position with a view to adopting the European Parliament and Council directive amending 
Directive 95/18/EC on the licensing of railway undertakings (5387/1/2000 - C5-0176/2000 - 1998/0266(COD)) 
II. the Council common position with a view to adopting the European Parliament and Council directive relating to 
the allocation of railway infrastructure capacity and the levying of charges for the use of railway infrastructure and 
safety certification (5388/1/2000 - C5-0177/2000 - 1998/0267(COD)) (Rapporteur: Mr Swoboda)  

3-077 

(The President declared the two common positions approved as amended) 
 

*** 
 
Recommendation for second reading (A5-0174/2000), on behalf of the Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal 
Market, on the Council common position with a view to adopting the European Parliament and Council directive 
amending Council directives 89/48/EEC and 92/51/EEC on the general system for the recognition of professional 
qualifications and Council Directives 77/452/EEC, 77/453/EEC, 78/686/EEC, 78/687/EEC, 78/1026/EEC, 
78/1027/EEC, 80/154/EEC, 80/155/EEC, 85/384/EEC, 85/432/EEC, 85/433/EEC and 93/16/EEC concerning the 
professions of nurse responsible for general care, dental practitioner, veterinary surgeon, midwife, architect, 
pharmacist and doctor (5103/3/2000 - C5-0162/2000 - 1997/0345(COD)) (Rapporteur: Mr Wieland) 
 
(The President declared the common position approved as amended) 
 

*** 
 
Framework agreement (C5-0349/2000) on relations between the European Parliament and the Commission 
 
Before the vote:  

3-078 

Bonde (EDD). � (DA) Madam President, the framework agreement constitutes a degree of progress, but it is also in danger 
of being a clear retrograde step when it comes to MEPs� access to information from the Commission. My political Group 
and the intergroup SOS Democracy therefore recommend that we postpone the vote and give the agreement a proper 
reading in all committees, especially in the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, the Committee on Legal Affairs and the 
Internal Market and the Committee on Budgetary Control. We agree with the criticism from the chairperson of the 
Committee on Budgetary Control, Mrs Theato, that the agreement directly contravenes Article 276 of the Treaty, which 
guarantees us access to information as part of the discharge procedure. Now, the Commission is being given the 
opportunity to decide what it will hand over for inspection. It is the same procedure as applies in connection with the 
ombudsman. The framework agreement also contravenes our own rules of procedure. Article 64 requires express equality 
between the Council and Parliament in the legislative procedure when the Commission transfers documents. Now, it is 
only the President of the Parliament and the committee chairmen who are entitled to see different types of non-public 
documents. The rapporteurs cannot demand them, and MEPs certainly cannot. As MEPs, we ought to be legally entitled to 
have documents made available to us whenever they have been issued to others by the Commission. That was something 
all the group chairmen agreed about when we began negotiations with the Commission. Now, a compromise is being 
proposed whereby those who are to be inspected can decided what they will have inspected. This compromise does not 
correspond with Mr Prodi�s pledges. I would therefore urge that we reject the proposal today and arrange for it to be 
improved so that we can vote for an improved version next time.  

3-079 

President. � Mr Bonde is asking for the vote to be postponed.  

3-080 

Hautala (Verts/ALE). � (FI) Madam President, my Group supports Mr Bonde�s proposal for deferment, although this 
agreement undeniably contains some very worthwhile improvements to Parliament�s rights regarding, for example, talks 
on international agreements and its participation in the intergovernmental conference. However, we cannot accept the way 
in which the Council has interfered in relations between the Commission and Parliament now that the talks are over. The 
Council asked, pressed, and actually forced the Commission to remove from the agreement the text that would have 
required that Member States, the institutions and international organisations would, under this agreement, have had to 
explain their unwillingness to release some confidential information. In our opinion, this is absolutely intolerable. 
 
Madam President, I have reason to suspect that this is the direct consequence of the Feira summit. There it was decided 
that NATO would release secret information for the purpose of making joint military plans, which would appear to be a 
clear attempt to exclude both the Commission and Parliament from a common security and defence policy. We thus need a 
clear explanation from the Council as to why this is happening. In addition, Madam President, we have to improve the 
rights of rapporteurs to acquire confidential information, and perhaps a deferment would also provide the opportunity to 
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establish this aspect of the matter. We thus do not support this text such as it is now since the last changes were made to it, 
and it would be wisest if we were to take a little extra time over the issue. 
 
(Applause)  

3-081 

Cox (ELDR). � Madam President, I will have the opportunity later to speak on behalf of my Group. 
 
I will allude to a number of my Group's concerns and criticisms about this project, but in substance, taking the totality of 
the work that has been done, the significant progress that has been made, and the prospect that in my view we are unlikely 
through a delay to significantly enhance the document, I would commend to the House that we should vote to proceed with 
our discussion and the adoption or rejection of the document, because that choice is there, and we have to hear the debate 
on it. At any rate, now is the moment to seize our opportunity to try to draw this prolonged matter to a close, to move on, 
and to build on our interinstitutional relations in a positive way. 

3-082 

(Parliament rejected the request to postpone the vote) 
 
President. � As requested, each group will now have two minutes to explain its position briefly.  

3-083 

Poettering (PPE-DE). � (DE) Madam President, Mr President of the Commission, ladies and gentlemen, this framework 
agreement between the European Parliament and the European Commission represents a great step forward in relations 
between our two institutions. My Group called for this framework agreement, and it is very much committed to it. 
Relations between the Commission and the European Parliament will be put on a very firm and clear footing, and it is our 
common goal to support the building of Europe. 
 
The Commission is the executive, we together with the Council are the legislative, and this framework agreement will 
create means for the European Parliament to exercise its parliamentary control function more effectively. It goes without 
saying that future regulations which become Community law in the European Union will not be affected by this 
framework agreement. As legislators we are of course free to set these in train. 
 
This framework agreement is based on the principles of parliamentarism, democracy and transparency. The Commission 
has once again incorporated in this agreement, in a legally binding way, the concessions that it made to the European 
Parliament last September before it was elected � the �five points�. These items relate to the annexes on the legislative 
procedure, and the involvement of and provision of information to Parliament regarding agreements and on enlargement 
issues. They also concern the passing on of confidential information. Of course not everyone�s requirements have been 
met, including some of our own, but it is not always possible to achieve everything. However, taken as a whole, this 
agreement does represent progress, and I would sincerely like to thank everyone involved in it � you, Madam President, 
Vice-President Loyola de Palacio, the President of the Commission, Mr Prodi, and also the political group leaders, who 
showed great commitment in their work on it. The Group of the European People's Party (Christian Democrats) and the 
European Democrats will be unanimously voting for this agreement.  

3-084 

Barón Crespo (PSE). � (ES) Madam President, Mr President of the Commission, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to 
express, on behalf of the Group of the Party of European Socialists, our favourable view of the approval of this framework 
agreement, on the basis of the principles debated this very week � yesterday, in fact � when we took the view that we were 
carrying out European construction amongst all of us and fundamentally, as far as we are concerned, with the Commission, 
based on the principles of democracy, transparency and responsibility. This is the justification for the fact that the code of 
conduct � whose negotiation it fell to me to initiate in 1990, when Parliament was much weaker, which President Hänsch 
continued and which was concluded under his presidency � has been given a greater dimension, since the correlation of 
forces has changed. Parliament is more powerful and must therefore act more responsibly. In this respect, we believe that 
we have taken an important step. The negotiation has been very long. It was expected that the framework agreement would 
be concluded in December of last year. There has been a very intense tug-of-war with the Commission, which led us to 
urge two of Parliament�s committee chairpersons, whose work I am grateful for, Mr Napolitano, of the Committee on 
Constitutional Affairs, and Mrs Theato, of the Committee on Budgetary Control, to make progress in the negotiation, 
especially in relation to the third Annex. Madam President, it falls to you to conclude. I believe that thanks are due firstly 
to you, Madam President, and to the chairpersons of the committees I mentioned, to President Prodi and the Vice-
President, Mrs De Palacio, for the fact that today we have this code of conduct. 
 
What we now have to do is adapt our internal regulations to this new reality. I would like to end by making a last 
observation to the Council, which has not taken part in this negotiation. It would perhaps be a good thing if the Council 
were also in a position and willing to adopt a standard of good conduct with Parliament in the budgetary field and in the 
political field. Madam President, that would be a step forward.  

3-085 
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Cox (ELDR). � Madam President, I believe the document that is before us today is a very significant document. I have 
taken steps to try to inform myself as to the equivalence that exists among governments and among national parliaments. 
Exceptionally, there may be one state of the 15 where more things that are conceded by way of openness to its parliament 
than in other states. But in the large majority of cases, there is no near equivalent and that is a significant element in this 
document. 
 
Secondly, we had a major debate in this House last year that centred among other things on the question of commissioners 
accepting individual and personal responsibility for the exercise of their high office. In this document there are significant 
clauses interpreting the mutual relationship between our institutions that also constitute significant progress. 
 
There are two points of criticism that my colleagues and my Group have asked to seek clarification on today. Article 1.4 in 
annex 3 regulates which persons or bodies within this House may request of the Commission access to confidential 
documents. Many of my colleagues are upset that no explicit reference is made to the rights of rapporteurs. We have 
brought the document as far as we can with the Commission, but I would say that, if we vote for it today, you must 
immediately instruct our Committee on Constitutional Affairs to take up the question of delineating the rules in the House 
that will make it easier for rapporteurs to make requests either of their chairmen or of the other bodies named in this 
document. If we include this, then many of my colleagues who have reservations, will vote yes. 
 
One final comment: this House has now begun its work on the question of transparency and the regulation on access to 
documents. Many of my colleagues have said to me � without anticipating the outcome of that work � that, should we 
ultimately need to review our framework in the light of any emerging trends in this regulation, the Commission President, 
Mr Prodi, should declare on the record, before the vote, that the Commission will be open to the idea of reviewing the 
document in the light of any evolving policy on transparency. 
 
(Applause) 

3-086 

Hautala (Verts/ALE). � (FI) Madam President, I would like to thank the President of the Commission, Mr Prodi, and 
Commission Vice-President Loyola de Palacio, for having genuinely embarked on closer cooperation with Parliament in 
many respects. This spirit of co-operation is depicted very well in the agreement in those points which concern, for 
example, the right of Parliament to be involved when international agreements are being discussed, not only with regard to 
the end result, but at every stage of such talks. This we regard as a genuine step forward, and the same is true of the fact 
that the Commission is promising to do its best to keep the European Parliament informed on the intergovernmental 
conference. This symbolises the new spirit we are now creating with the Commission, and it is very important that the 
Commission and Parliament have mutual agreement. 
 
Unfortunately, however, Madam President, the Council has not approved of the process whereby these relations have 
come closer. My Group is very concerned about the developments that are under way in the Council. We hope and demand 
that the Council gives a public and open explanation about whether in future it intends to respect relations between 
Parliament and the Commission, or whether it intends to interfere in them in the future. The Council particularly seems to 
be aiming for secrecy in the matter of security and defence policy, and it would appear that not just the European 
Parliament � and via it, the public � will suffer from this attempt at secrecy, which entered the arena after these talks on 
agreements, when there was a call to amend the text, but also the European Commission will suffer as a result. We must 
support a strong Commission, and we must support the idea that in future the Commission will have a fixed role to play in 
the development of a common security and defence dimension, as these days no one area can remain exempt from the 
demand for transparency, and that includes a security and defence policy. 

3-087 

Kaufmann (GUE/NGL). � (DE) Madam President, a majority of my Group will be voting for the framework agreement 
before us, even, and I would like to make this very clear, if we are not satisfied with all the points in this agreement. 
However, we assume that this agreement will serve to strengthen the relationship between the Commission and the 
Parliament, a relationship based on trust. You may be sure that if this House approves the framework agreement, Members 
in my Group will watch very closely to ensure that it is actually adhered to. 
 
I would like to make two critical comments and I am in agreement with the other members of my Group here. Firstly, the 
issue of openness and transparency as regards documents and information is extremely important for my Group. We 
assume that the agreement stipulated in point 13 will be strictly adhered to, in accordance with which the Members of this 
House will, as the only institution which has democratic legitimacy, be the first to be provided with information � and I 
mean all information � as only in that way can we exercise our mandate as the public expects of us. 
 
I therefore hope that this point 18, which relates to the exceptional provision of point 13, will never need to be applied. 
 
Secondly, we too have a comment for the Council. We were astonished by the Council�s intervention. I think that this 
really amounted to a very dubious form of interference in an agreement between the Commission and the Parliament, and, 
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at that, by an institution that has quite rightly attracted criticism itself for meeting behind closed doors. Furthermore, given 
that the common security and defence policy is referred to here, at a time when we are aware that Europe is involved in 
establishing emergency armed forces for military intervention, this really does not bode well. 
 
One final comment: we all heard President Chirac address this House yesterday. He promised that the Council�s modus 
operandi would change in future. I believe that we will all be paying very close attention to what happens during the 
French Presidency and to whether the Council operates in a more transparent and democratic way in future.  

3-088 

Collins (UEN). � President, it is appropriate to reflect for a moment on how this interinstitutional agreement comes to be 
before us today for debate. 
 
It is very important that all the EU institutions operate effectively and efficiently and the 370 million citizens of the 
European Union must support and have confidence in the Union's internal legislative processes. 
 
One of the key legislative organs is the European Commission, which has the power to initiate the enactment of directives 
and regulations. The European Council represents the interests of the fifteen governments of the Union and has very strong 
legislative powers. 
 
Parliament is a democratically elected legislative body which has the overriding power of supervision over other key 
institutions. If the European Union is to operate more effectively then it is very important that the relationship between the 
Commission and Parliament is well defined and that is why the framework agreement between the Commission and 
Parliament is being put in place. 
 
The negotiations for this framework agreement have been tortuous. It may not be a perfect document but it is certainly a 
step forward. It is more exacting than the agreement that has existed between the two institutions over the past five years. 
 
I would now like to turn to some of the key provisions of the agreement. The two institutions will now agree to extend 
constructive dialogue and political cooperation, to improve the flow of information and to consult and inform Parliament 
on administrative reform within the Commission. There is also agreement, albeit not very extensive, on the EU legislative 
process, international agreements and the enlargement negotiations and procedures are put in place for the transmission of 
confidential Commission documents and information. 
 
One could argue that much of this framework agreement only clarifies existing provisions under the present EU Treaties. 
For example, I know that the Commission is required to keep Parliament informed of the enlargement negotiations to 
enable it to express its views in good time through appropriate parliamentary procedures. That is right and proper, in view 
of the fact that the European Parliament has to approve the right of any Member State to accede to the Union as a new and 
full Member. The Parliament also has the final say as to whether or not international agreements such as the WTO talks are 
approved. Parliament cannot be expected to make important decisions on such matters unless the necessary and 
appropriate information has been forwarded to the Members for their consideration. 
 
That is why the Commission must set in train open procedures to transmit up-to-date information on the whole range of 
regulations, directives and international accords being discussed and enacted by the Union. 
 
Finally, I am satisfied there is always a need to clarify the procedures for the transmission of confidential information. 

3-089 

Dell'Alba (TDI). � (IT) Madam President, on behalf of the Italian Radical Members, I would like to stress that the 
framework agreement strikes an important balance in relations between our two institutions. It was difficult to achieve this 
compromise, and the Council�s last minute attempts to water down the agreement are evidence of how ambitious it is and 
of the way it places Parliament and the Commission in a relationship of cooperation, where Parliament performs a 
monitoring function in line with its prerogatives while the Commission has a range of tasks to add to its primary role of 
guardian of the Treaties and proposer of initiatives. 
 
I am certain that the right balance has been found. In my opinion, which, I know, differs from that of the Members who 
criticised the agreement, this was the best agreement that could have been achieved, including in terms of the transmission 
of documents, and I regret the fact that a slight excess on the part of some Members may well have prevented us from 
taking the mechanism regulating the transmission of documents further. However, I feel that this is a great step forward, 
and we look forward to the adoption and signing of this framework agreement in a few minutes� time. 

3-090 

Bonde (EDD). � (DA) Madam President, my Group is to vote against the framework agreement. We are certain that a 
proper reading in the committees and further negotiation with Mr Prodi himself will produce a better result which we shall 
be able to vote in favour of. I should like to begin by correcting a misunderstanding. We do not want to prevent the 
Commission from being able to deliberate in confidence. It is important for every authority to have an internal phase of its 
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proceedings in which any ideas may be discussed and any proposals appear on the table, without its being obliged to make 
them public. The Commission should also be entitled to have confidential drafts on the table throughout the preparative 
phase. Our demand to exercise supervision applies from the time when the Commission sends documents out or in the case 
of their being leaked, as happens not infrequently. If a proposal is no longer within the confines of the Commission, then 
the latter ought not to be able to refuse to let us see it. In that way, there would be equality for all, and that is not the case 
with the framework agreement. There are two humiliating situations in particular which we should like to avoid. In the 
legislation process, we sit, as we all know, in committees and debate draft bills. Behind us sit students, interns and people 
from the Permanent Representations with the confidential drafts marked �restrained�, while we MEPs cannot obtain them. 
The lobbyists, who sit behind, also have them, but we elected representatives cannot obtain them. It also often happens that 
we read in the newspaper about a leaked Commission proposal. We are asked to comment on it, but we cannot obtain a 
copy. It is a humiliating situation which is completely unacceptable. When he took up his post, Mr Prodi promised to bring 
this situation to an end. We should be legally entitled to obtain documents when they are no longer within the confines of 
the Commission. And it is as individual MEPs and rapporteurs that we should have this legal entitlement and not by going 
down on our knees before the President. What is more, a President might come along to whom one preferred not to 
kowtow.  

3-091 

Prodi, Commission. � (IT) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, we have come a long way since last September, when 
I made a direct, personal commitment to building a close, transparent relationship between our institutions. 
 
A great deal of progress has been made since we agreed to work together to draw up a new interinstitutional agreement. 
We have worked extremely hard in order to produce a high quality agreement, and I would like to express my heartfelt 
appreciation of the constructive way in which you led the negotiations, Madam President, with the support of the 
Conference of Presidents and Mrs De Palacio from the Commission. 
 
In my opinion, the framework opinion before us today represents a practical, balanced approach to the relationship 
between our institutions. It includes a number of things which you as Members of Parliament consider to be important, 
such as the presence of representatives of the Commission at your meetings, the crucial issue of the exchange of 
information and the need for Parliament to be involved in trade and enlargement negotiations. 
 
The concept of close cooperation between the institutions is clear and prominent in the agreement but this does not affect 
the balance between the institutions at all, for that is based on the current regulations, such as the regulation on access to 
confidential documents. In fact, I would like to make my intention today clear and stress that any future amendments to 
these regulations will be duly included in our agreements. 
  
Madam President, the agreement has been recommended to the respective institutions, and, earlier this morning, the 
College authorised Mrs Palacio and myself to adopt and sign it on behalf the Commission. If you vote for the motion this 
morning, we will proceed together to the signing of the agreement and so enter a new stage in our relationship. 
 
As I stressed yesterday, we have a number of major deadlines before us and it is essential to ensure that our respective 
institutions focus on issues which are now crucial for the future of Europe. This agreement will consolidate each 
institution�s role in the construction of Europe and, what is most important, increase the efficiency of our joint action. 
 
(Applause)  

3-092 

(Parliament adopted the framework agreement) 
 
President. � The framework agreement will be annexed to the Rules of Procedure. 
 
(The President of the European Parliament and the President of the Commission signed the framework agreement) 
 
(Applause) 
 

*** 
 
Proposal for a decision (B5-0594/2000), by the Conference of Presidents, on the decision by the Conference of 
Presidents not to propose the setting up of a temporary committee of inquiry into the �Echelon� interception system 

3-093 

Kirkhope (PPE-DE). � Madam President, on a point of order, I am very concerned indeed about the reports that have 
appeared in the press, both in France and elsewhere, in the last few days about the opening of an investigation in France by 
the public prosecutor's office in relation to Echelon as well as, apparently, a parallel investigation into Echelon by the 
French secret service, the DST. 
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The European Parliament is an important body. I am therefore very concerned that these two different inquiries, which 
may proceed as a result of any votes taken here today, will cause confusion, difficulty and may indeed prejudice the 
position of the European Parliament. We shall certainly support the Conference of Presidents' proposal, but in view of my 
earlier remarks we should now reconsider this position, or at least be given some assurances about the French authorities' 
actions on this matter. 

3-094 

Lannoye (Verts/ALE). � (FR) Madam President, we have just spoken at length about transparency in relations between 
the Commission and Parliament. I think that we also need transparency in our debates. Consequently, before an important 
vote such as that which are about to take, we must not be under any illusions as to what is at stake. 
 
I should like, if you will allow me, to make two basic comments. First, the Echelon system was treated somewhat tritely in 
a number of parallel discussions, including at the Conference of Presidents. It was said that surveillance took place 
anyway, it was even added, some even said that it was important to have surveillance systems in order to track down 
serious criminals. This is undoubtedly true, but surveillance must take place within a legal framework first of all, which is 
not the case with Echelon. 
 
Finally, an important distinction needs to be made: Echelon is, in fact, a surveillance system which targets not specific 
communications but all communications and data transfers. Consequently, all communications are intercepted and then 
analysed by super-computers and classified on the basis of a lexicon of key words. This global bugging strategy clearly 
infringes the confidentiality of private communications and, as such, violates the Treaty and directives � 

3-095 

President. � Mr Lannoye, we cannot open a debate now.  

3-096 

Lannoye (Verts/ALE). � (FR) My second comment, Madam President, I am sorry, but we have not had a debate in this 
House. I think that we also need to make a clear distinction � 
 
(The President cut the speaker off)  

3-097 

President. � Everyone in this House is well aware of the difference between a committee of inquiry and a temporary 
committee.  

3-098 

Watson (ELDR). � Madam President, my motion is that we hold a vote on this matter. The committee which I have the 
honour to chair examined the STOA report. We know quite clearly what the position of the different Members of the 
House is on this, and the Conference of Presidents has quite rightly presented proposals to us. 
 
There is only one question which arises: whether we should look at one particular system which might be an invasion of 
privacy, or at all potential systems that might be an invasion of privacy. There are clear amendments on our order paper 
today which deal with that point. I move that we now hold a vote on this matter.  

3-099 

Wurtz (GUE/NGL). � (FR) Madam President, I have no intention of opening a debate. It is just that a new point raised 
responds to the main objection lodged against the proposal for a committee of inquiry, i.e. that we cannot investigate the 
activities of the secret services. 
 
Today a Member State, France, is in fact launching an official investigation into what the Echelon system was, is and may 
yet be. I therefore think that the main objection to a committee of inquiry has been removed and this is a new point which 
needs to be taken into account when we vote.  

3-100 

(Parliament adopted the decision) 
 

*** 
 
Proposal for a decision (B5-0593/2000), by the Conference of Presidents, setting up a temporary committee on the 
�Echelon� interception system 

3-101 

(Parliament adopted the decision) 
 

*** 
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Report (A5-0175/2000) by Mr Lehne, on behalf of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and 
Home Affairs, on the proposal for a European Parliament and Council directive amending Council Directive 
91/308/EEC of 10 June 1991 on prevention of the use of the financial system for the purpose of money laundering 
(COM(1999) 352 - C5-0065/1999 - 1999/0152(COD))  

3-102 

Before the vote on Amendment No 26: 
Lehne (PPE-DE). � (DE) Madam President, this is exactly the point I am seeking to have corrected. I had already brought 
this to the attention of the Committee on Civil Liberties and Internal Affairs. This amendment relates to Article 6(3) of the 
1991 directive which is to be amended and to Article 1(5) of the present directive, which is to amend the old directive. In 
the middle of the second subparagraph, the German version correctly reads: �... for the purposes of representation in legal 
proceedings or in the context of legal advice�. The German version is the authoritative version as far as our consultation is 
concerned, as German is the rapporteur�s language. The English version is incorrect and simply reads �in order to be able 
to represent him in legal proceedings�. The �legal advice� aspect is missing from the English version. I pointed this out 
during the discussions in the Committee on Civil Liberties and Internal Affairs, but for some reason this error of 
translation has still not been rectified. This is of particularly critical importance, because the Council conducts its 
proceedings on the basis of the English text. I would ask you to instruct the officials to rectify this and to correct the 
English text by basing it on an accurate translation of the German text.  

3-103 

(Parliament adopted the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0179/2000) by Mr Lehne, on behalf of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and 
Home Affairs, on the proposal for a Council regulation listing the third countries whose nationals must be in 
possession of visas when crossing the external borders and those whose nationals are exempt from that requirement 
(COM(2000) 27 - C5-0166/2000 - 2000/0030(CNS)) 
 
(Parliament adopted the legislative resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0184/2000) by Mrs Haug, on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on the 2001 budget in view of the 
conciliation procedure before the Council's first reading 

3-104 

(Parliament adopted the resolution) 
 

*** 
 
Report (A5-0177/2000) by Mrs Paciotti, on behalf of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and 
Home Affairs, on the draft Commission decision on the adequacy of the protection provided by the Safe Harbour 
Privacy Principles 
 
(Parliament adopted the resolution)  

3-105 

IN THE CHAIR: MR ONESTA 
Vice-President 

 
EXPLANATIONS OF VOTE 

 
- Clearance of the fairway of the Danube (C5-0268/2000) 

3-106 

Laguiller (GUE/NGL). � (FR) Mr President, we voted in favour of this proposal solely so that the people of Yugoslavia, 
who have paid dearly for the crimes committed by its dictator, Milosevic, by suffering the NATO bombings and the 
subsequent boycott imposed on them, do not keep paying. 
 
However, we reaffirm that it should be up to the powers responsible for destroying the bridges and, consequently, 
obstructing the Danube, to pay the costs.  

3-107 

- Agreement between the European Union and Cyprus (C5-0324/2000) 

3-108 
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Αlyssandrakis (GUE/NGL). � (EL) According to the agreement between the European Union and Cyprus, the cost of 
participation in the programme by Cypriot undertakings will be covered in full by the Republic of Cyprus. However, the 
equivalent cost for candidate countries in central Europe is covered out of Community funds. Although the sum provided 
for in the agreement is small, this is not a question of quantity but of principle. In addition, Cyprus also covers the cost of 
its participation in other programmes. The people of Cyprus are clearly being wronged here. I should also like to point out 
that the total cost of adapting Cyprus to Community acquis is put at between 500 and 900 million Cyprus pounds, i.e. 
between EUR 1 and 1.8 billion, while the funding received by the Republic of Cyprus from the European Union is minute. 
 
Obviously economic relations between Cyprus and the European Union are unfairly stacked against the Republic of 
Cyprus and the people of Cyprus have nothing to gain from accession, which is why the members of the Communist Party 
of Greece abstained rather than vote in favour.  

3-109 

Αlavanos (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (EL) I should like to use the vote on the agreement between the European Union and 
the Republic of Cyprus on small and medium-sized enterprises to raise the issue of the new provocative action by the 
Denktash regime in Strovilia, where the occupying forces have advanced their position on the green line in an arbitrary act 
of aggression just a few days before proximity talks are due to start in Geneva. 
 
The Council of Ministers, and the French presidency in particular, must react, especially in the direction of Turkey, whose 
forces now occupy almost half the Republic of Cyprus. At the same time, the European Union should raise the issue of 
when the occupying forces are due to start withdrawing during the debate on partnership between the European Union and 
Turkey as a condition for continuing negotiations between the EU and Turkey.  

3-110 

- Schmid report (A5-0176/2000)  

3-111 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, I voted for the Schmid report, which is intended to prevent forgery of credit cards 
and other means of payment which do not involve filthy lucre. I voted for the motion partly because pensioners and the 
elderly are among the most frequent victims of this type of forgery � as always the prime targets � in the hope that, when 
we return to the issue, a decision will, at last, be taken to acknowledge that when a citizen is the victim of a crime the State 
is liable, albeit indirectly, in the same way as it is at football matches. I therefore hope that a decision will soon be taken to 
oblige the State to pay compensation to victims of common crimes, and therefore also to provide compensation for citizens 
who have been the victims of fraud. 

3-112 

- Lienemann report (A5-0172/2000)  

3-113 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, of course I voted for the motion. Article 3 of this measure sets aside EUR 300 
million to be spent between 2000 and 2004 on the protection of birds in general and certain important species of bird in 
particular. 
 
Of course I am in favour of this measure, for I love birds. Before I set off for Parliament, I saw Lulù, my pussycat, 
carrying a bird in her mouth. I distracted her with some cat food � we all love cats � I distracted her, picked up the bird and 
took it into the house, where it was lovingly looked after.  
 
I am thus in favour of protecting birds, but I would like the Greens, who are the most prominent party in the field, to attend 
to the poor old pensioners and elderly people who have nothing to eat as well, and all to come straight over � the Greens I 
mean � and join the Pensioners� Party. 

3-114 

Figueiredo (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (PT) I welcome the fact that the conciliation procedure on the proposal for a 
regulation on the financial instrument for the third stage of the LIFE Programme (2000-2004) has been completed, thus 
allowing further projects to be financed under the new programme in the second half of this year. 
 
I also welcome the fact that the amendments relating to the objectives of the programme have been approved, as has the 
compromise proposal for a new programme. 
 
Nevertheless, given that LIFE is the only instrument for directly promoting the European Union�s environmental policy, 
and has achieved substantial results, it is bound to be a matter for regret that the reference budget for LIFE-III has been set 
at EUR 640 million, that is only EUR 27 million more than in the common position of the Commission and the Council. 
This is a long way from the EUR 850 million proposed by the European Parliament at first and second reading.  

3-115 

Isler Béguin (Verts/ALE), in writing. � (FR) Here we are, engaged in a trial of strength with the Council, to defend the 
budgetary line for the environment within the European Union. 
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It is with regret that we have supported the compromise reached during the conciliation procedure with the Council. I say 
with regret, because Parliament was expected to be satisfied with the few crumbs thrown at us by the Council. 
 
The bonus granted out of the EUR 850 million demanded is roughly the equivalent of about twenty kilometres of 
motorway in France! 
 
I only hope that the size of this budgetary line is not a pale reflection of the Union's environmental policy, not that I am 
questioning the considerable work carried out by the directorate-general for the environment or the Commissioner, who do 
the best they can with the means at their disposal. 
 
But we shall continue to repeat until we are blue in the face that a real European environmental policy can only be applied, 
or even constructed, with the necessary funds. 
 
The environment will never be taken seriously with a budgetary line of this size, compared with the budgets for agriculture 
or the Structural Funds which still often have an adverse impact on the environment. LIFE is just a drop in the ocean of 
European policy. 
 
That aside, is the environment not the only European sector to have shown no real improvement? With the explosion in 
road transport within the Union, we are also seeing an explosion of all sorts of pollution and emissions, especially of 
greenhouse gases. 
 
How much longer will we need to repeat this point before anything is done? 
 
When the Council and the Commission start taking environmental policy seriously, the budgetary line which they propose 
in the general budget will be commensurate with the challenges we have to face. 
 
This applies both to environmental policy projects and to the human resources which the DG for the environment needs in 
order to implement them.  

3-116 

- Jarzembowski report (A5-0173/2000)  

3-117 

Meijer (GUE/NGL). � (NL) Mr President, the three key factors which typify the transport of people and goods in terms of 
competition are price, reliability and speed. It is possible that the railway industry has not been quite up to scratch because, 
for the time being, it has largely lost the competitive battle to road transport and aviation. This is why it is sensible to find 
out how the railway industry could function better and how its market share in Europe can grow.  
 
I can think of different ways to achieve this. French rail is currently expanding considerably, with growing employment, 
by doing the exact opposite of what Mr Jarzembowski proposes in his report.  
 
Accordingly, the root of the problem is different from how the rapporteur sees it. The real problem is that politicians have 
for years neglected the railway industry, mainly because they considered it to be a crumbling vestige of the 19th century 
which would not make it into the 21st century anyway. All new investments were poured into a dense network of 
motorways and increasingly large airports.  
 
Only when the environmental consequences of this policy became apparent did attention shift back to the railways. But at 
that time, the concept that freedom for the economy was more important than democratic input in politics had already 
taken hold. Politicians no longer wanted that input in public enterprises and, with it, shirked the responsibility of acting as 
inspector on behalf of the consumer and as guardian of employment.  
 
Public enterprises started to shape up as private companies, increasingly so, where growth, profit and market value were 
considered more important than the social consequences of their actions.  
 
Taking care of public transport and the environment should be of concern to all of us, including therefore our 
democratically elected government. Whether or not it is judicious to separate infrastructure from the operation of the 
railway industry is to be decided by the national or regional governments and is not a task of the European Union. And it is 
certainly not up to the European Union to implement forced privatisation of urban or regional transport companies, as is in 
danger of happening in the short term.  
 
For my Group, these considerations are sufficient to reject Mr Jarzembowski�s proposals out of hand and to express the 
hope that they could never be translated into policy.  

3-118 
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Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) I voted for Mr Jarzembowski�s excellent report with pleasure, for there is nothing more 
relevant to Europe and to bringing together its citizens than the railways. 
 
Free competition in the railway sector can only improve the condition of both goods and passenger railway transport, and, 
in my mind�s eye, I can already see pensioners and elderly people who are, at last, able to spend their time travelling 
around Europe in sleeper and restaurant cars � comfortable carriages which are absolutely essential for them precisely 
because of their age. I look forward to the day when, thanks to this and future measures, it will be possible to travel here to 
Strasbourg by rail to visit the European Parliament from anywhere in Europe. 

3-119 

Raschhofer (NI). � (DE) Mr President, complete liberalisation would lead to an increase in competition in the rail sector 
and enhance the competitiveness of railways as compared with road transport. There is no point in talking about projects to 
extend the European rail network until complete liberalisation has taken place. This is therefore a matter of urgency. 
Projects such as the Brenner base tunnel can only compete if freight transport can be offered at competitive rates. Adopting 
this directive would give a clear signal about liberalising rail transport. If a clear split is not made between the trains 
operated by the railway companies on the one hand and the management of railway infrastructure on the other, the 
objective of this directive will be seriously undermined. I have therefore rejected the solution opted for in Article 6(4) of 
the common position. 

3-120 

Goebbels (PSE). � (FR) Mr President, as we were at second reading, I was unable to register my opposition to the 
Swoboda and, more importantly, the Jarzembowski report. 
 
The Council and the Commission had struck a certain balance by taking account of the specific situation of small networks 
and remote islands. Parliament, in its perennial quest to go one step further and faster than the Commission and the 
Council, has wheeled out its regulating steamroller and wants to put all the networks in one basket. 
 
We have been told that liberalising rail transport will give us far more services. Everyone knows this will only apply to 
main lines with a heavy volume of traffic and that competition for public services will concentrate on profitable lines; the 
rest will have to provide public services under conditions which are sometimes less than favourable. 
 
I am against this ultra-liberal logic and was anxious to register my opposition.  

3-121 

Caudron (PSE), in writing. � (FR) There is no point in beating about the bush; I refuse to subscribe to the ultra-liberal 
vision set before us in the Jarzembowski report. He goes far beyond what is proposed in the common position presented by 
the Council. He advocates radical liberalisation of the Community's railways and refuses to grant any derogations, despite 
the fact that they are essential if we are to adapt gradually to new regulations. 
 
He proposes a transitional period of 5 years for the liberalisation of international freight services, adding that the Member 
States must have liberalised the entire national and international network for freight 5 years after the entry into force of the 
directive. And to crown it all, by 2010, he hopes that the entire network will have been liberalised for both freight and 
passenger services! 
 
At no point does Mr Jarzembowski worry about public service obligations, which continue to be of prime importance in 
this sector. At no point does he refer to the risks which radical liberalisation might have in terms of safety. 
 
That is why I have not voted in favour of any of his proposed amendments.  

3-122 

Lulling (PPE-DE), in writing. � (DE) The completion of the internal market in rail transport is certainly every bit as 
desirable as it is essential. However, I believe that this objective can be achieved after a reasonable transitional period, in 
accordance with the principle of gradual liberalisation, without it necessarily requiring a statutory split between the 
provision of transport services by train operators on the one hand and infrastructure management on the other. 
 
I cannot therefore support the recommendation for second reading as presented by a majority of the Committee on 
Regional Policy, Transport and Tourism. In my own small country of Luxembourg, splitting up the railway company in 
this way would, for many good reasons, but not least safety, transport quality and railwaymen�s working conditions, be 
inappropriate to the point of absurdity. 
 
We find the Council's common position much more acceptable, because it does more to take into consideration the specific 
geopolitical and geographical circumstances of individual Member States, yet without undermining the unity of the single 
market. 
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It is also impossible for me to accept the deletion here at second reading of the provision under which Luxembourg, as a 
Member State with a relatively small rail network, does not need to apply the requirement to award the functions 
determining equitable and non-discriminatory access to infrastructure to an independent body until 31 August 2004. 
Article 6 of the directive in fact obliges Member States to establish independent bodies performing these tasks. 
 
For the above-mentioned reasons I was unable to vote for the substantial amendments to the Council�s common position. I 
believe that the compromise negotiated in the Council of Ministers on 28 March 2000 is better and much more realistic.  

3-123 

Vachetta (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (FR) Rail transport today stands at the heart of the public service deregulation and 
liberalisation projects being implemented by the European Union. 
 
According to the conclusions of the Jarzembowski report, the revision of Directive 91/440 throws the door to privatisation 
wide open by proposing that infrastructure management and the provision of transport services be separated and that every 
undertaking be given access to infrastructure in the medium term, the objective being to open up all freight and passenger 
transport to the markets and to competition. 
 
The approach taken in the Jarzembowski report is to bring the management of railway undertakings into line with private 
sector management as much as possible and to introduce the pressure of competition. It uses shortcomings in the operation 
of the public service as a pretext and highlights the superior performance of the private sector on the basis of imperfect 
comparisons which fail to take account of all the factors and all the missions that have been accomplished. 
 
The logic behind the Jarzembowski report will inevitably lead to a deterioration in safety standards, poorer quality 
services, a reduction in services to customers and a loss of social rights for employees. This report turns its back on what 
the European public really needs: a public service that is coordinated and harmonised at European level, which could 
guarantee a high standard of efficiency, safety and equity for employees and users alike, right away. This is why, unable as 
I am to accept either the status quo or the forward march of liberalisation, however progressive and well-planned, I have 
voted against the Jarzembowski report.  

3-124 

Whitehead (PSE), in writing. � We all applaud the coming of the second age of railways, and acknowledge that market 
liberalisation can continue with economic opportunity and public service needs to bring it about. The UK invented 
railways, developed them and was the first to privatise them. As a member of the Rail Maritime and Transport Union in 
Britain my view is guided by the balance we strike in railway development. We should have acknowledged here that 
European railway systems are all different, and their diversity merits the derogations proposed. We should have placed 
greater emphasis on the introduction of rail regulators, as the UK now has, and less on the ideology of physical separation 
of infrastructure and operating services. And we need to be absolutely certain that we have licensing systems which carry 
obligations, and network benefits for passengers. No one should have ignored these issues in the vote we cast today. 

3-125 

- Swoboda report (A5-0171/2000)  

3-126 

Meijer (GUE/NGL). � (NL) Mr President, everyone is agreed that something needs to change within the railway industry. 
It needs to operate within a large-scale European network instead of just within the individual Member State borders.  
 
Long waiting and transfer times at borders and the fact that direct international connections have ceased to exist are a 
cause of frustration.  
 
We would all like to see ineffective, conservative and bureaucratic procedures brought to an end. Indeed, they cause 
frustration amongst users and unnecessarily drive freight and passengers onto other types of transport. 
 
I indicated yesterday as well as during previous debates that cooperation between the railway companies of the different 
Member States should be stepped up, so as to offer joint solutions for cross-border traffic. This cooperation should have 
been sought a long time ago.  
 
If this had been the case, there would have been fewer opportunities for those intending to elbow out existing railway 
companies by introducing newcomers onto the market which offer price reductions to the detriment of the working 
environment, working conditions and the environment in general.  
 
Mr Swoboda is right in stating that years of lack of investment in capacity, infrastructure and technology must now be 
rectified. He entertains the possibility of authorities offering financial compensation in order to make the use of railways 
safe for public transport and does not rule out a role for public companies in future.  
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On the other hand, however, his statement that, in this line of industry, rights must be available to all to an equal extent, 
makes him a hostage to liberal ideas. This is borne out in his ideas that we should aim for full recovery of costs rather than 
expect extra charges for each additional train.  
 
One unintended consequence could be that passengers and freight are forced to use alternatives which, can, on this basis, 
compete structurally at lower prices. These are cheaper for the consumer, but cost society as a whole more dearly because 
these alternatives cannot afford to care as much about workers and the environment.  
 
In addition, Mr Swoboda has deleted the exemption rules for islands and Member States which do not have cross-border 
railway connections, as formulated in the Council�s common position. In his opinion, everyone should be affected by 
liberalisation to the same degree. In our view, this deletion does not constitute an improvement on the Council�s position.  

3-127 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, I voted for the Swoboda report as well. I totally disagree with the previous 
speaker, for I consider that the liberalisation of public services may work to the advantage of the citizens, particularly in 
that the Swoboda report provides for an appropriate public-benefit transport service eligible for State compensation. 
 
In voting for the motion, I call upon the States to decide to allow the least well-off citizens, those who have nothing, and 
that includes pensioners and the elderly, whose pensions are not even sufficient to allow them to live properly, to travel 
free of charge. 
 
The States of Europe must assist the least well-off citizens by providing them with free services. 

3-128 

Poli Bortone (UEN), in writing. � (IT) We welcome the liberalisation process taking place in the sector, for we are 
convinced that the creation of an extensive European market will lead to significant growth and improvement. 
 
We support the Council�s common position because it represents a balance which marks a new stage in the opening-up of 
the rail market, pending the adoption of provisions ensuring balanced competition between and within modes of transport. 
 
The railways are the product of a permanent and technically efficient combination of activities carried out by different 
operators � infrastructure managers, railway undertakings, station managers etc � with many different functions. These 
operators can perform the roles of both infrastructure manager and railway undertaking if this is economically more 
efficient. There is nothing to indicate that completely separating these functions improves the openness, efficiency or 
safety of the system. 
 
Complete separation is not a necessary condition for opening up the European single market railway market. The existence 
of firms which perform the functions of both infrastructure management and railway undertakings at the same time is not a 
barrier to the opening-up of the market, in that transparent, non-discriminatory procedures are established and monitored 
by an independent regulator. 
 
What is more, an integrated company is generally in a better position to develop new technologies relating to both the 
infrastructure management and the railway undertaking. 
 
A railway company whose decisions are oriented towards achieving the best possible technical and economic situation is 
in a position to implement the necessary innovations rapidly and to assume the responsibility of the investment risks. 
 
The railway system is a technically diversified system which, in any case, whatever the organisational solution adopted, 
requires substantial coordination. There is a greater guarantee of safety when the management of the railway system is 
entrusted to an integrated company for the following reasons: 
 
- the company controls all the elements of the system and their interaction; 
- it receives quicker and more detailed feedback regarding events affecting the system; 
- it gives the authorities the security of there being a single body responsible for the safety of the system. 
 
Respect for the principles of fairness and transparency in the allocation of capacity or in pricing is essential, but it cannot 
just be assumed that the separation system is the best way of ensuring that these principles are respected. In effect, an 
integrated company system, a railway authority, as provided for in the common position adopted in March, would be 
perfectly capable of guaranteeing non-discriminatory network access and guaranteeing fair line prices. 
 
In addition to the contribution of the State supervisory organs which already exist to some extent, more effective and 
extensive supervision of competition in the European railway transport sector would thus be provided by the railway 
authority envisaged in the Council�s common position. 
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Finally, with regard to the derogation, I fully support Mr Collins� view. 

3-129 

- With reference to the Swoboda and Jarzembowski reports 

3-129-500 

Collins (UEN), in writing. � The Railway Infrastructure Package agreed by the Transport Council last December was the 
result of some very difficult negotiations. The common position represents a delicate balance which supports the principles 
of liberalisation of the industry while giving due consideration to the particularities of individual Member States. 
 
Part of this common position includes a complex derogation in respect of Ireland, Northern Ireland and Greece as well as 
further considerations for Luxembourg. In the case of Greece and of both parts of the island of Ireland there are obvious 
geographical obstacles to full participation in a single rail market. 
 
In these circumstances, full implementation of the Rail Package would result in a considerable burden on the 
administrations of these Member States without any of the benefits to consumers that the Package is designed to bring 
about. 
 
The amendments which I tabled to Mr Jarzembowski�s and Mr Swoboda�s reports aimed at restoring the equilibrium 
established by the common position. The Council position is, I believe, in the best interests of both the rail industry and the 
consumer. 
 
I would further like to point out that the derogation for Ireland, Northern Ireland, Greece and Luxembourg only covers 
those elements of the package where implementation would serve no real and practical purpose. Furthermore, there are 
even in-built safeguard clauses in this derogation which would cause the whole derogation to lapse should any new entrant 
to the rail markets of Ireland or Greece appear. 
 
In summary, colleagues, as a member of the Committee on Regional Policy, Transport and Tourism I recognise the 
desirability of developing a single market in rail-service provision and the potential benefits for the consumer. The 
granting of a derogation to the geographically-separated rail networks of Ireland, Northern Ireland and Greece does not in 
any way undermine this principle. 
 
On the other hand, removal of the derogation would impose unnecessary administrative burdens and costs in these 
Member States without bringing any visible benefits to anyone concerned. 

3-130 

De Rossa (PSE), in writing. � I wish to place on record my serious concern at the decision of the EP to seek the deletion 
of the Irish (including Northern Ireland and Greece) derogation from the full effects of this directive. The European 
Parliament's position is based on the mistaken view that it is possible to have a �one size fits all� approach to Europe's 
railways. There are clearly circumstances relating to the island of Ireland and the isolated position of Greece as far as 
railways are concerned which require to be taken into account. 

3-131 

Esclopé (EDD), in writing. � (FR) Mr Jarzembowski feels that the European Union should do the impossible in order to 
complete the internal market in the railway sector by 2005, with a view to giving railway undertakings a chance to regain 
part of the road transport market. We can only welcome such an objective, which is doubly desirable, both from the 
economic and the ecological point of view. 
 
However, we are against total liberalisation of the railways in the form recommended. We do not want to have a single 
model imposed on us! 
 
Railway transport in France is a precious public service, a real tool for regional planning in the broad sense of the term, 
above all, from the rural point of view. The model of the French railways is also a factor in social cohesion. In fact, it is 
perfectly normal to maintain services to unprofitable stations by funding them from much more profitable stations. That is 
why, as a French member of the EDD Group, I feel it is important to defend the notion of a public service in this 
procedure. 
 
Furthermore, absolute and compulsory liberalisation of the railway infrastructure might hamper the development of the 
Community railways as a result, for example, of the instability and uncertainty which it would introduce into a market 
which needs a high level of technical expertise and investment both for the railway undertakings and the local authorities. 
 
To conclude, I would remind you that, as a Member for the EDD Group, I support maintaining employment and social 
cohesion, especially in rural areas, in order to safeguard activities. It is even more important to ensure that the public 
services provided in our villages do not disappear. If the railways are liberalised, we can kiss rural life goodbye, which is 
why we are opposed to this blind liberalisation and its consequences.  
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3-132 

Hedkvist Petersen (PSE), in writing. � (SV) The present increase in haulage in Europe is untenable in the long term. The 
heavy goods traffic on the roads creates problems in the form of congestion, noise and emissions of environmentally 
harmful substances. In order to curb this development, goods transported by road ought to be transferred to the railways. 
However, the system that we have in Europe today with fifteen separate railway systems makes it impossible for railway 
traffic to compete on the same terms as road traffic. Therefore, the railways in the EU need to be liberalised and the market 
for the transportation of goods by rail needs to be opened up. 
 
The members of the Swedish Social Democratic Party, Pierre Schori, Anneli Hulthén, Jan Andersson, Maj-Britt Theorin, 
Göran Färm and Ewa Hedkvist Petersen would like to stress the following points of view in connection with the 
consideration of Mr Jarzembowski's and Mr Swoboda's draft recommendations for second reading. 
 
One of the most important measures for reducing the competitive disadvantages faced by the railways is to separate those 
responsible for the infrastructure from the transport firms. Such a separation must be effected as quickly as possible, as it is 
a prerequisite for different transport firms being able to compete with each other on the same terms as apply within other 
forms of transport. 
 
Fair competition also requires rail fees to be based on the principal of marginal costs. The fees must be based on the 
traffic-related costs arising during transportation in connection with, for example, noise, effects on the environment, risks 
of accidents etc. The aim is to create a system of fees that is neutral with regard to competition and does not discriminate 
against any form of transport.  

3-133 

- Wieland report (A5-0174/2000)  

3-134 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, I voted for the Wieland report because there needs to be an increase in 
professional requirements in the European Union. I am referring in particular to the skills of nurses and doctors. This 
report rightly increases the minimum length of training required to become a general practitioner from two to three years 
and I support this step. However, in voting for the motion, I am also expressing a desire for further measures. Although it 
is a good thing to have skilled doctors to treat patients, it is also a good thing if citizens who are ill in the European Union 
are able to treat themselves. Sadly, the poor, the elderly and a great many pensioners hardly have enough money to live on 
and can only afford one meal a day. These people cannot afford to buy medicine. 
 
In voting for the motion, I therefore call for medical assistance to be provided for the citizens who are least well-off as 
well. 

3-135 

Bordes, Cauquil and Laguiller (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (FR) We have voted in favour of all the amendments which 
foster recognition throughout the European Union of diplomas and qualifications obtained in one state. 
 
We support anything which helps unify the conditions of workers and facilitate an awareness of their identity and interests 
beyond frontiers. 
 
We have also voted in favour of all the amendments that aim to foster the wider recognition of qualifications as well as 
exchanges of information between countries, despite the fact that many of these amendments are somewhat vague. 
 
But we have noted a degree of hypocrisy as regards doctors from third countries, whose qualifications and diplomas are 
not recognised. The report states that there are no reliable studies of the problem. But in numerous countries, and in France 
at least, hundreds of foreign doctors working in hospitals are underpaid because their diplomas are not recognised. We 
therefore need to take action quickly so that their qualifications are recognised. 
 
Shortcomings in the health sector, unequal access to quality care from competent professionals, inequalities between 
regions and, more importantly, between social classes, do not result from the inadequate harmonisation of regulations. 
They result from the lack of funds provided to public health services. More generally, they result from the fact that a 
society marked by inequality inevitably ends up with multiple track medical services.  

3-136 

Caudron (PSE), in writing. � (FR) I welcome this initiative to simplify and clarify the directives on the general system for 
the recognition of professional qualifications. 
 
In fact, having been contacted regularly by students who have come up against the recognition system introduced in the 
1989 and 1992 directives, I would say without exaggeration that the situation is desperate. 
 
We do not realise just how obscure the mechanisms are. Total legal insecurity is the overriding feature in this area. 
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Too many students come up against a brick wall when they apply to administrations in the Member States to obtain 
validation, precious validation, of their qualifications. This is mainly because it is difficult to identify which department 
they need to address, but it is also because the staff in these departments have insufficient training to meet their demands. 
As a result, they are sent from one department to another, which of course slows down the whole procedure. 
 
All too often they meet unsubstantiated refusal, putting them in an absolutely intolerable situation which prevents them 
from accessing the job market in another Member State. As a matter of principle, this is a flagrant violation of their 
freedom of movement. In human terms, these people are denied the right to exercise their profession, thereby negating all 
the effort which they have put into obtaining their professional qualifications in the first place. 
 
Then there is the problem of the cost of the recognition procedure, which appears to me to be far too high. 
 
I am therefore delighted that steps are finally being taken which will allow the theoretical freedom of movement of persons 
to be translated into practice, albeit still far from perfect practice! 
 
Specifically, the proposal for a directive contains a number of welcome provisions clarifying existing legislation. 
 
For example, provision is made for host states to take account of experience acquired by interested parties after they 
obtained their diploma and they can no longer demand compensatory measures (aptitude test) as a matter of course. A new 
provision also allows the required two years professional experience to be avoided. What is also needed is to provide legal 
security with regard to the recognition of training obtained by Community nationals in third countries. 

The European Parliament proposed numerous other provisions at first reading, mainly seeking to extend the information 
requirements of the Member States. The Council rejected all our proposed amendments. That demonstrates and says a lot 
about the lack of political will in this area.  

3-137 

De Rossa (PSE), in writing. � I wish to place on record my satisfaction that current directives governing architects' 
qualifications are adequate to enable those who are not currently registered as architects in Ireland to become registered as 
such. This obviously requires negotiation and agreement between various architects' representative bodies in Ireland on a 
registration process. 

3-138 

- Framework agreement on relations between the European Parliament and the Commission (C5-0349/2000) 

3-139 

Meijer (GUE/NGL). � (NL) Mr President, the framework agreement between Parliament and the Commission, as has 
been presented to us today, is diametrically opposed to the prospect held out by President Prodi of making European 
documents as widely available to the public as they are in those Member States which have moved furthest in the direction 
of transparency. The agreement bears out existing practice and even limits public access to a certain extent.  
 
A right which all MEPs still have at present would, on the basis of this decision, soon be limited to a chosen few, whilst at 
the same time, the list of documents which can only be supplied with the permission of third parties would be extended to 
include international organisations such as the WTO and the World Bank.  
 
Parliament has not even had the opportunity to discuss or amend this agreement. A government which keeps information 
from its citizens is unreliable but a government which does not even take its own parliamentarians seriously is not ready 
for democracy yet.  
 
Fortunately, a number of Member States, including the Netherlands, have enjoyed better practices for many years now.  
 
This framework agreement illustrates how backward the European Union still is, and this promises little in the way of the 
possibility of involving the electorate in a democratic way. This is why I have naturally voted against.  

3-140 

Breyer (Verts/ALE). � (DE) Mr President, I have both spoken and voted against the framework agreement, because I 
think it is an insult both to freely elected Members of this House and to the electorate. I cannot understand why we are 
being given a two-class system of rights, why ordinary Members and even rapporteurs are not being trusted to see 
confidential information. This is a fundamental requirement if we are really to take our job of scrutinising the 
Commission�s actions seriously. I fear that this framework agreement will basically perpetuate the policy of inadequate 
transparency that we have seen in recent years, instead of seizing a genuine opportunity and finally attempting to do justice 
to our remit by ensuring greater transparency and preventing the Commission from continuing to take refuge behind 
confidential documents. I would have liked to have seen all Members being treated equally and no one having more or less 
rights � that should have been the starting point!  

3-141 
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Berthu (UEN), in writing. � (FR) The framework agreement on relations between the European Parliament and the 
Commission contains numerous useful clarifications, especially on the flow of information. Nevertheless, like 145 other 
Members, especially those who are members of the SOS Democracy intergroup, I did not vote, for two reasons. 
 
First, Annex 3, which restricts the transmission of confidential information to the European Parliament, represents a step 
backwards in comparison with the current situation. It is true that the European Parliament cannot always be relied on 
when it comes to questions of confidentiality. But, conversely, the Commission may use these provisions to cloud delicate 
questions relating to it. 
 
Secondly, and more importantly, the framework agreement makes absolutely no mention of the fundamental issue of the 
policy governing relations between the Commission and journalists of its liking. Documents should not normally be given 
to the press before being sent to the Council and Parliament. But this is a far cry from what actually happens. We 
frequently read in the newspapers about Commission proposals which, officially, are still confidential. This puts Members 
in the ridiculous position of having to comment on texts which they know nothing about. 
 
These incidents are no accident. This is a deliberate policy on the part of the Commission to win journalists� favour by 
leaking texts to those who qualify as friends, so that they can benefit from them. Anyone not on the list of friends goes to 
press a week later and therefore appears not to be at the cutting edge, which is obviously very bad for them. So, logically, 
everyone tries to please the Commission in order to get on its list of friends. This is one of the ways in which the 
Commission keeps everyone under control. 
 
Consequently, a framework agreement which wanted a minimum code of conduct would have needed to clearly prohibit 
the Commission from leaking documents to journalists before sending them to members and would have needed to make 
provision for officials guilty of infringing this rule to be punished. With no such provisions, we feel that the Commission's 
good resolutions on transparency are seriously misleading.  

3-142 

Blak, Lund and Thorning-Schmidt (PSE), in writing. � (DA) The Danish Social Democrats have voted against the 
framework agreement because it does not, in its current form, fulfil the conditions for an open and transparent exchange of 
information between Parliament and the Commission. Article 276 of the Treaty states that the Commission should submit 
all the necessary information to Parliament in connection with the discharge procedure. The framework agreement restricts 
this provision. According to the framework agreement, it is only the Conference of Presidents, Parliament�s President and 
the chairman of the Committee on Budgetary Control who can ask the Commission for information. Rapporteurs and 
�ordinary� MEPs can therefore be denied access to information.  
 
From a political point of view, it is unacceptable that the chairman of the Committee should be able to decide which 
information can be passed on. It is also problematic from a legal point of view because, according to Parliament�s Rules of 
Procedure, liability is delegated to the rapporteur. From a practical point of view, it will lengthen the discharge procedure. 
According to the framework agreement, Parliament and the Commission are to come to an agreement as to which 
documents are to be handed over. It is unreasonable, however, that the Commission (which is to be supervised) should be 
involved in deciding which information is to be made available. Moreover, the procedures governing confidential 
documents are very protracted and may be misused by the Commission to avoid making information available. We hope 
that a better agreement will successfully be reached regarding the provision of information as an integral part of the 
discharge procedure. In its present form, the agreement constitutes a restriction on Parliament�s right to information, as 
guaranteed under the Treaty.  

3-143 

Gahrton and Schörling (PSE), in writing. � (SV) Parliament is responsible for granting discharge from liability and for 
monitoring how the Commission has utilised the Union's funds. In order to be able to make a well-founded decision, 
Parliament needs the information that it considers to be necessary. The way the framework agreement, and in particular 
Annex 3, is worded, it gives the Commission the final decision in any dispute as to whether a document shall be handed 
over to Parliament or not. It is completely unacceptable that the body that is to be inspected should make its own decision 
as to what information the inspector is to have.  
 
We consider this agreement to contravene Article 276 of the Treaty which clearly stipulates that Parliament shall have 
access to the information it requires. The agreement also applies to other areas of cooperation with the Commission, and in 
these areas, too, there are retrograde steps in relation to promises that were previously made. 
 
As regards information on international agreements, there had been a step forward in this area before the governments of 
the Member States intervened and changed the text for the worse. Even the Nordic governments have supported a change 
for the worse that has now resulted in Member States not even needing to give reasons why they do not want the 
Commission to pass on documents that they themselves have given to the Commission.  

3-144 
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Sacrédeus (PPE-DE), in writing. � (SV) On 8 June 2000, the Conference of Presidents of Parliament adopted the 
framework agreement between Parliament and the Commission. The vote on this issue will be held during the July part-
session, but Members of Parliament will not be given the opportunity to discuss it or to table any amendments. 
 
Without any more detailed examination or discussion within the groups, the group chairmen have adopted this framework 
agreement which transfers the power of decision over which documents Parliament shall have access to the Commission. 
This means that the elected representatives will not obtain any real insight into the legislative proceedings, but will be left 
in the background or on the sidelines. 
 
The group chairmen unanimously requested the Commission to grant the Members of Parliament the legal right of access 
to the documents which are issued in other connections. On 8 June, however, they accepted that Mr Prodi would not fulfil 
all the promises he made when he took office. 
 
As Members of Parliament, we ought to have the legal right to complete information. 
 
Of course, there may be justifiable exceptions that must be respected. There is no doubt that the Commission, as an 
executive body, is fully within its rights to investigate different points of view and prepare drafts in the form of internal 
working documents without the obligation to publish them. However, it ought to be beyond all doubt that, at the same time 
as a document is given to someone outside the Commission, Parliament should have the right to the same information. 
 
If a newspaper publishes material from documents that have been leaked, Members of Parliament cannot get access to the 
documents in question. Trainees at the Council of Ministers or at the offices of the Permanent Representations of the 
Member States have access to documents which Members of Parliament have no opportunity to consult, not even the 
committee and group chairmen or the rapporteurs. 
 
When Romano Prodi visited Parliament last spring to introduce himself before the present Commission was installed in 
office, he promised that Members of Parliament would have access to documents if they were passed on to authorities or 
organisations outside the Commission or leaked to the media. 
 
Because the framework agreement involves certain improvements upon current practice, it should not be rejected in its 
entirety. It should, however, at least contain the promises Mr Prodi made on behalf of the Commission. 
 
The closed door policy is unacceptable to the public, the elected representatives and journalists alike. Members of 
Parliament must fight for their rights as elected representatives.  

3-145 

Van Lancker (PSE), in writing. � (NL) The framework agreement undeniably contains a number of interesting ideas for 
increased transparency in the relations between the Commission and the European Parliament.  
 
But I cannot endorse the proposed regulation with regard to confidential documents. The fact that an application to peruse 
confidential documents has to go through committee chairmen or the President of the European Parliament is unacceptable 
to me. Furthermore, it is not up to one institution to decide on what is confidential and what is not.  
 
This is why I have abstained from the vote.  

3-146 

- The �Echelon� System (B5-0593 and 0594/2000)  

3-147 

Berthu (UEN). � (FR) Mr President, the European Parliament has brought disgrace upon itself today and seriously 
undermined its own credibility. It has just refused to set up a committee of inquiry into the �Echelon� surveillance system 
set up by the United States, a worldwide system which violates civil liberties, distorts economic competition and attacks 
the basic interests of the countries of Europe. 
 
In return, Parliament has appeased its conscience by adopting a greatly watered down procedure, a temporary committee 
which, under the terms of our Rules of Procedure, will have far fewer investigative powers than a committee of inquiry. 
And, in order to be really sure that it will be ineffectual, Parliament has drowned its mandate in vast questions such as risks 
from secret services in general to individual rights or the value of the protection offered by coding to the private lives of 
our citizens. 
 
And yet, 172 Members � including us � took the initiative and called for a vote in favour of a committee of inquiry; 
however, the Conference of Presidents, under the influence of the Socialists and Christian Democrats, is taking its orders 
from someone � I certainly do not know who � who has managed to run this procedure off the pitch. This attitude contrasts 
with that of the French public prosecutor, who recently and courageously instructed our security service to investigate the 
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Echelon network. For us, this illustrates the fact that, despite its proclamations, the European Parliament, cut off as it is 
from the people, is the weak link in the chain of civil protection and bends too easily under pressure from foreign interests. 
 
To close, I should like to reiterate what I called for in my intervention on 30 March, i.e. that the �Echelon� network should 
be neutralised or, if it is felt that it has a part to play in the fight against organised crime, its remit should be divided 
between the countries or entrusted to a properly controlled international organisation.  

3-148 

Αlavanos (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (EL) According to the hearing of the parliamentary Committee on Citizens� 
Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs, the Echelon system has been upgraded by the USA. and the United 
Kingdom to a global telecommunications spy system, the victims of which include the countries of the European Union. 
The presence of Echelon bases in the Republic of Cyprus, i.e. the British bases, are particular important and are tied into 
Anglo-American attempts to obstruct the independence of Cyprus. 
 
The issue has huge implications for the democracy and freedom of communications. The European Parliament should set 
up a full committee of inquiry pursuant to Rule 151 of the Rules of Procedure, just as it did with extremely positive results 
during the mad cow crisis. Setting up a simple temporary committee pursuant to Rule 150 will not, I fear, allow Parliament 
to throw any light on Echelon and will be tantamount to bowing to pressure from the USA. and Great Britain.  

3-149 

Martinez (TDI), in writing. � (FR) The United States is spying on us, using a network of satellites, aerials and super-
computers, via �Anglo-Saxon� relay states such as Australia, New Zealand and even Great Britain, one of the Fifteen, one 
of the Member States of the European Union, which allows its territory and Gibraltar to be used so that the 14 other 
Member States can be spied on, despite the principle of Community loyalty. 
 
It has been established from and confirmed by numerous sources that this wholesale bugging of all telephone signals has 
had considerable economic and commercial repercussions, to the detriment of European companies such as Alcatel or 
Airbus, which have lost huge contracts to American multinationals privy to privileged information obtained fraudulently 
and illegally. 
 
Conditions of fair international commerce, with fair competition, have therefore been damaged, while within the WTO, on 
agricultural procedures, for example, the United States continually accuses Europe of undermining healthy international 
competition by granting aid, income support, export subsidies and certain production subsidies. 
 
This state of affairs cannot simply be ignored by the Commission, by the Council of Ministers or by Parliament, which is 
always anxious to apply the principle of precaution which, in this case, would allow us to protect Europe's economic health 
and its financial interests. 
 
How are we to explain this curious conduct, with 15 States agreeing to be spied on, 20 Commissioners agreeing to be spied 
on and a huge majority of the 626 members of the European Parliament, who are always calling for more transparency 
from the Council, still agreeing to cloud the issue of this American Echelon network which is spying on us? 
 
How is it that all the European institutions and the people in them agree to what, under the laws of the 15 Member States, 
constitutes a serious criminal offence, in the narrow sense of the word, and is liable to punishment as such? 
 
Instead of which, what threats and what pressure have persuaded several hundred European decision-makers, ministers, 
Commissioners and Members of Parliament to become accessories to the crime of espionage and undermine state security? 
 
This question is fundamental because it conditions the very raison d'être of the European structure. Why, in fact, are we 
constructing Europe? To be stronger, more independent, richer? 
 
Obviously, the answer is yes. Then why accept the Echelon system, which makes us dependent and poorer as the result of 
lost contracts? Anyone can see that this is where the ambiguity of the European construction lies. And we, the French 
members of the Front National, the Flemish members of the Vlaams Blok and the Italian members of the MSE, are alone 
in defending the need for a committee of inquiry into this global spy system. We must defend the true Europe, the truly 
European Europe!  

3-150 

Schröder, Ilka (Verts/ALE), in writing. � (DE) I am in favour of setting up a genuine committee of inquiry to investigate 
an infringement of fundamental rights by the Echelon interception system. 
 
However, I am voting against setting up a temporary committee, which, without a remit for its inquiry, I regard as a sop. 
 
If we only set up a temporary committee, the European Parliament will just be viewed as a paper tiger in its endeavours to 
cast some light on the activities of Echelon. 
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The caution displayed by the major political groups in the EP about investigating Echelon demonstrates that there is no 
great interest in focusing on secret service activities, as the European public would then be quite justified in asking what 
the national secret services and so-called �defenders of the state� actually do. 
 
Yet this would be even more important because not only are industrial secrets being monitored, but also the private and 
political activities of people in the EU.  

3-151 

Souchet (UEN), in writing. � (FR) The European Parliament has just shown, by refusing to grant itself the power to 
investigate the �Echelon� global spy system, that it in fact has little interest in protecting European interests and that the 
majority of the House is obeying other, higher priority considerations. 
 
Luckily, we still have sovereign states in Europe to defend European interests, states with sovereign justice which can 
unilaterally open an investigation into the activities of this network, a leftover from the Cold War which has now been 
turned into an industrial spy tool at the expense of certain companies and certain Member States in the European Union. 
Clearly, for the majority in this House, transparency and the fight against distortion of competition are the stuff of words, 
not deeds. I hope that other Member States will follow France's example. 
 
It is a crying shame that the Conference of Presidents has decided, at the instigation of its Socialist and Christian Democrat 
majority, to put the lid on an important debate. It is likewise a crying shame that the President of our Parliament, Mrs 
Nicole Fontaine, felt compelled to prevent the chairman of the Group of the Greens, Mr Paul Lannoye, from reminding the 
House of the huge difference between a temporary committee of inquiry and a temporary committee before the vote: the 
first is a serious investigative tool, as the parliamentary committee of enquiry into the mad cow crisis demonstrated; the 
second is merely a smokescreen and will not brook any investigation into the Echelon installations located in several 
Anglo-Saxon Member States, including Great Britain and Germany. 
 
If ever we needed a clear illustration of the fact that real European interests are best defended by fully sovereign, resolute 
Member States, rather than by an assembly which is cut off from the people and indifferent to the threats to which they are 
exposed, then the European Parliament's dodging of the debate on the Echelon global spy system is it.  

3-152 

- Lehne report (A5-0175/2000)  

3-153 

Sörensen (Verts/ALE). � (NL) Mr President, the Lehne report on money laundering. First of all, I would like to 
congratulate Mr Lehne and the entire group for the work they have done. The document is very sound and strikes a fine 
balance. The Green Group as well as the regionalists have voted in favour of this report because it is an instrument for 
fighting laundering practices, and fighting money laundering is the best way to tackle organised crime.  
 
The 1991 directive confined itself to examining money laundering practices with regard to drugs money. But organised 
crime embraces a great deal more. Hopefully, the proposals submitted by the rapporteur will open up the possibility of 
adopting a forceful approach in the fight against organised crime, such as trafficking in people and smuggling, but also 
fraud and corruption in the art trade. It is important that the exchange of information should be compulsory and we also set 
great store by the fact that a standard set of rules will be imposed on Member States and candidate countries in the fight 
against money laundering, thus guaranteeing minimum measures. The rapporteur also states, by way of justification, that 
the new directive provides for the possibility of requiring proof of identity from estate agents, notaries, external 
accountants and legal consultants, unless they represent their clients in legal proceedings or provide legal advice. This 
report can be used as a basis for further action. Our Group welcomes it with open arms, and I do not think that organised 
crime will receive this report with too much enthusiasm.  

3-154 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, I abstained from the vote on Mr Lehne�s report, not because I am against the 
measures it lays down � it is right to employ all possible means to combat crime and the fact that we are combating the 
laundering of the proceeds of criminal activities is important, useful and right � but because I consider that the European 
Union is not doing enough to fight financial crime. Financial crime is a drain on energy, resources, means and therefore 
money which could be used by our governments in activities which are more important for society such as meeting the 
needs of the less well-off part of the population such as pensioners and the elderly. 
 
This is why I abstained from the vote. 

3-155 

Bordes, Cauquil and Laguiller (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (FR) You claim to be fighting financial crime and dirty money 
and yet even your report recognises the absence of any political will on the part of the Member States. The reasons are not 
technical, they are political � social even � in an economy whose sole purpose is to generate maximum profits. 
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So where, in your economy, is the dividing line between dirty money and allegedly clean money? Are the profits from the 
arms trade clean money? Are the huge sums spent bribing officials in order to land public procurement contracts clean 
money? Are the profits amassed by western companies by making children under ten work in poor countries for a pittance 
clean money? 
 
In order to eradicate financial crime, we need to start by abolishing banking secrecy and business secrecy and grant any 
civil group the right to inspect the accounts of companies and their owners and shareholders. You, however, do not even 
seem able to contemplate measures such as this. You prefer to remain ineffectual against traffickers and the mafia rather 
than making people realise that there are plenty of other ways of making money which are criminal from a humane point 
of view, from the point of view of the general good, starting with companies that throw employees on to the street, 
condemning them to a life of poverty, in order to increase their share price and their shareholders� wealth.  

3-156 

Caudron (PSE), in writing. � (FR) I am delighted that Parliament has had to debate the amendments to the 1991 directive 
on money laundering. This directive was in serious need of revision in order to adapt it to the new international economic 
and financial climate. 
 
France, which is a key figure in the fight against this scourge, has clearly indicated that it intends to make this issue a 
priority item on the European Union's working agenda. 
 
Just a few figures suffice to substantiate this position. Money laundering accounts for between 2% and 5% of the world's 
GDP each year. This phenomenon is now a threat of the first order. Financial crime has adapted to the globalisation of the 
international economy and now has two overriding features: more and more complex techniques are being used to launder 
dirty money and criminal financial flows are being internationalised.  
 
Discussions have been reopened at international level with a view to proposing effective new measures to fight this 
scourge. As a result, a United Nations seminar on the prevention of crime and criminal justice was held in France in April 
last year in order to discuss the fight against international financial corruption circuits. This seminar culminated in the 
�Bercy recommendations�. This action is being relayed through work undertaken in the Financial Action Task Force on 
Money Laundering (FATF) and the financial stability forum. 
 
At European level, the European Parliament has been calling for the 1991 directive to be updated since 1996. The 
European Commission's proposals follow on directly from the proposals made at international level. 
 
First, the list of offences needs to be extended. Money laundering as defined in the directive should no longer apply solely 
to the proceeds from drug trafficking, it should also apply to activities linked with organised crime, such as fraud, 
corruption and any other illegal activity which affects the financial interests of the European Communities. 

Secondly, the obligations imposed by the directive have been extended unreservedly to various non-financial activities and 
professions, such as auditors and accountants, estate agents, traders in precious stones and metals, money carriers, 
managers, owners and directors of casinos. They also apply to notaries and other independent members of the legal 
profession engaged in activities which involve a high risk of money laundering. 
 
The idea is to ensure that the parties concerned identify new clients and store documents and evidence. Credit institutions 
and financial institutions are required to cooperate with the authorities; in other words, banking secrecy is lifted where 
there is any suspicion of money laundering. 
 
I have therefore voted in favour of this directive, which forms part of the general action plan to fight organised crime. 
 
Allow me to close by stressing the need for the debate on tax havens to culminate quickly in specific measures to 
dismantle them.  

3-157 

Coelho (PPE-DE), in writing. � (PT) I voted in favour of the Lehne report, which improves on the original initiative to 
widen the scope of the directive on money laundering. 
 
The great advantage of this directive was that its adoption led to all the Member States declaring money laundering an 
offence subject to criminal prosecution. By virtue of its overall preventive effect, it has helped to protect the financial 
system by discouraging those who might be interested in money laundering from exploiting the financial system to that 
end, by obliging credit and financial institutions to inform the relevant authorities of anything which might indicate money 
laundering. 
 
The aim of widening the directive�s scope in this way is to reinforce efforts to combat potential money laundering outside 
the traditional financial sector. The directive, which applied to various financial sectors, including banks, insurance 
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companies, and so forth, is to be extended to other non-financial activities and professions which are nevertheless 
extremely vulnerable to money laundering. In the case of lawyers, there are to be clear safeguards, particularly as regards 
maintaining the right of confidentiality. The fact of the matter is that although there is an awareness of the enormous 
impact of money laundering and other forms of corruption, it is necessary to safeguard our citizens� right to legal advice 
and assistance. 
 
Furthermore, it is also intended to extend the list of defined offences. In addition to income from drug trafficking, it is also 
necessary to include activities associated with organised crime, and we need to find a uniform definition of organised 
crime not just at European level but also at international level. 
 
Efforts to approve definitions, types of crime and common sanctions with a view to harmonising criminal law are intended 
first and foremost to apply to particularly important areas such as money laundering. Because the world is becoming ever 
more sophisticated, many organised crime syndicates can take advantage of legal loopholes and differences between 
legislation in the Member States to exploit anomalies between the various systems.  

3-158 

Crowley (UEN), in writing. � At the outset, I would like to place on the record my thanks and appreciation to the 
rapporteur Mr Lehne on the way he had dealt with this difficult brief. 
 
Each of us I am sure would wish to see action being taken to tackle the proceeds of cross-border crime and money 
laundering. This directive will go some way to linking cooperation and exchanges of information, as well as extending the 
scope and range of the offences. 
 
In Ireland, where there is already existing legislation, the Criminal Justice Act 1994 is presently being updated to take into 
account some of the proposals contained in this directive. 
 
Whilst I voted in favour of the report, I must confess to having some disquiet with regard to two aspects contained within 
it. 
 
Firstly, the continuing attempt to create a European Public Prosecutor's office, is something which I am resolutely opposed 
to. We already have at our disposal many agencies at a national level, which are most efficient and which are able to deal 
with the vast majority of cases � and also the Court of Auditors, OLAF and other departments to deal with these issues at a 
European level. 
 
Secondly, the new disclosures requirements on lawyers, I believe, would seriously undermine the long established 
precedent of lawyer/client confidentiality. We must not interfere with the rights of individuals to a fair defence, trial, or 
prejudice the doctrine of presumed innocence. 
 
However, in spite of these concerns, which I hope to alter by amendment later via the legislative process, I vote in favour. 

3-159 

Figueiredo (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (PT) It is a good thing that there is a desire to step up measures against money 
laundering, not just in relation to crime associated with drug trafficking, as in the previous directive, but also as regards 
money laundering linked with organised crime and a wider range of defined offences, that is to say fraud, corruption and 
other illegal activities damaging the Community�s financial interests. 
 
However, the proposal for a directive is not without its controversial aspects, particularly in so far as it undermines 
professional secrecy in certain sectors, notably the legal profession, whilst failing to impose a corresponding obligation to 
declare suspicious activities relating to high-value business transactions on professionals such as those selling luxury 
items, auctioneers, customs officials and so on. The rapporteur of this European Parliament report accordingly puts 
forward certain approaches which are slightly different to those contained in the proposal for a directive, but he basically 
supports it. 
 
In any case, one important and central issue, that is the growing liberalisation of financial markets and movements of 
capital, is not addressed, which means that the practical effects of this liberalisation will continue to be weakened. That is 
why I am abstaining.  

3-160 

Lulling (PPE-DE), in writing. � (FR) We have a whole arsenal of international weapons with which to fight money 
laundering including, most importantly, the 1991 Community directive, together with the United Nations Convention 
against illicit traffic in narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances, adopted in Vienna on 19 December 1988, the Council 
of Europe Convention on laundering, search, seizure and confiscation of the proceeds from crime and the forty 
recommendations by the FATF (Financial Action Task Force on Money Laundering), which is the main international body 
specialising in the fight against money with criminal origins. 
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We all agree on the need � and Parliament has called on several occasions � for a review of the 1991 directive, which 
already goes much further than the 40 recommendations made by the FATF in 1996 and which has been applied 
successfully by the Member States. But those responsible for money laundering are highly ingenious when it comes to 
finding ways of disguising the criminal origins of their money, which is why it has been proposed not just to update the 
directive but also to extend its scope. 
 
I should like to point out the following so that we avoid using a sledgehammer to crack a nut by succumbing to the risk of 
making the scope of the directive so vast that it becomes ineffectual. That is why the criminal activities associated with the 
concept of money laundering need to be very clearly defined, in order to prevent the requirements of the directive from 
being extended to fraudulent activities in general in relation to money circulating legitimately in the financial system. We 
must not forget that the Member States have their own national laws for dealing with such offences. Subsidiarité oblige! 
 
As for extending the obligations imposed by the directive to certain non-financial activities and professions, especially to 
members of the legal profession, we must not infringe the right of clients to professional confidentiality, the right of clients 
to access the justice system and the right not to incriminate themselves and, finally, the confidential role of lawyers in 
preventing crime. 
 
As several French Socialist Members have claimed the right during the debate on the fight against money laundering to put 
certain countries in the hot seat, including mine, on the basis of an erroneous, approximate and aberrant appraisal of the 
practices of Luxembourg as a financial centre and the Luxembourg political powers, I am anxious to refute here in the 
House, and as vigorously as our Prime Minister and the chairmen of the finance, budget and legal committees of the 
Chamber of Deputies of the Grand Duchy have done, the allegations which the French Socialist Members have become 
guilty of during their so-called �assault course� against dirty money. 
 
Those who feel the urge to denounce the black sheep in the fight against money laundering and put pressure on tax havens 
should go right ahead; but they should at least exert pressure on those who really baulk at helping in the fight against 
money laundering and, more importantly, they should refrain from automatically classifying countries which respect 
banking secrecy as �turntables for dirty money�. 
 
You do not need banking secrecy in order to become a turntable for dirty money. The proof is that the Russian mafia tried 
to invest its dirty money in several European financial centres before deciding on New York, which does not recognise 
banking secrecy. This proves that abolishing banking secrecy is no guarantee of protection against the ravages of drug 
trafficking, organised crime and corruption and we would do well to remember that!  

3-161 

Malmström, Paulsen and Olle Schmidt (ELDR), in writing. � (SV) We have abstained from voting on Amendments 8, 
16, 26 and 45, as we do not think that these amendments sufficiently reflect a good balance between, on the one hand, an 
effective reporting obligation to combat money laundering and, on the other hand, an advocate�s/lawyer's duty of 
confidentiality to his/her client and the obligations that this entails. 
 
It is important that an advocate/lawyer should not be covered by the reporting obligation when he/she represents a client in 
a case. However, it is more difficult to determine in which situations a lawyer/advocate shall be subject to the reporting 
obligation when he/she has access to relevant information in relation to so-called legal advice. We think that 
lawyers/advocates should, to a certain extent, be exempt from the reporting obligation, but the proposals from both the 
Commission and Parliament are not sufficiently balanced or precise in this respect for us to be able to support them. 
 
Finally, we would like to point out that the proposal has certain deficiencies with respect to definitions that could lead to 
confusion. In the proposal, the words advocate, independent lawyer and lawyer are used without it being clear what the 
distinction between these terms is intended to be. It is important to emphasise that lawyers must be considered equal to 
advocates in those countries that do not have the compulsory employment of counsel.  

3-162 

- Lehne report (A5-0179/2000)  

3-163 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, I also abstained from the vote on this document on the list of States into which it 
is permitted to enter with or without a visa, for this is certainly a barrier to the free movement in the European Union of 
citizens resident in other States. I abstained because I would like us to focus more on the free movement in our Union of 
citizens who are severely disabled, blind or partially sighted, deaf or totally disabled and in need of full time care, who, if 
they move and go to live in another country � if they move from England to Italy, for example � are no longer entitled, 
under a regulation which is still in force, to the disability allowance or to the attendance allowance for their carer. 
 
We must take steps to amend this regulation. 

3-164 
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Αlavanos (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (EL) I have two points to make in connection with the proposal for a Council 
regulation listing the third countries whose nationals must be in possession of visas when crossing the external borders and 
those whose nationals are exempt from that requirement: 
 
1. I am pleased that the list of countries whose nationals are exempt includes Bulgaria and Romania, which have both 
made specific commitments concerning security on their external borders. As chairman of the Joint Parliamentary 
Committee of the European Parliament and Bulgaria, I should like to call on the Council to apply this position. The 
abolition of visas is one of the positions covered by the proposals of the Joint Parliamentary Committee of the European 
Parliament and Bulgaria which starts sitting today in Strasbourg. 
 
2. The Council of Ministers and the Commission should make representations to the authorities in the USA, which insist 
on visas for Greek nationals. If � and rightly so � American citizens have free access to the entire territory of the European 
Union, then the opposite should apply, on the basis of reciprocity, and they should stop this unacceptable discrimination 
against Greek citizens.  

3-165 

Blak, Lund and Thorning-Schmidt (PSE), in writing. � (DA) The Danish Social Democrats in the European Parliament 
have today voted in favour of Mr Lehne�s report about the proposal for a Council regulation listing the third countries 
whose nationals must be in possession of visas when crossing the external borders and those whose nationals are exempt 
from that requirement. We note that, in its proposal, the Commission considers that this proposal is not covered by the 
Danish reserve, in spite of the fact that this matter concerns a positive list which, as we understand it, is in fact covered. 
When we vote in favour of the report, this should be seen in the light of our view that a solution should be found which 
satisfies all countries and respects the Danish reserve.  

3-166 

Bordes, Cauquil and Laguiller (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (FR) The concerns which have inspired this report clearly 
illustrate that the European Union is designed for money, and not for people. No visa is needed for money to enter, 
irrespective of its origin, but nationals from numerous countries require a visa, even if they are staying for less than three 
months. 
 
What is more, there are no respectable grounds for segregating a minority of countries, whose nationals are exempt from 
the visa requirement, from the majority, whose nationals are not. Why refuse a Moroccan, Senegalese or Ukrainian 
national a right which is granted to a national of New Zealand, Israel or the Sultanate of Brunei. 
 
We abstained rather than voting against this report, despite disapproving of the spirit of the report as a whole, solely 
because, compared with the current situation, it does slightly extend the list of countries with no visa obligation. 
 
For our part, we are in favour of people being given at least the same rights which you grant to money, i.e. we are in 
favour of the free movement of people and the abolition of all visa requirements.  

3-167 

Malmström (ELDR), in writing. � (SV) The EU�s strict visa policy constitutes a major barrier for people coming to 
Europe. The tightening up of the visa requirements that has been carried out over the last few years has unavoidably led to 
more cases of people smuggling and to an increase in so-called illegal immigration to the Member States of the EU. The 
people who have been smuggled in, or have found their way into the European Union in some other way, have often 
suffered terrible tragedies on the way here. Once they have arrived in the EU, they are completely lacking in rights and 
social protection. 
 
The list of countries whose citizens require a visa for entry into the EU contains more than 130 countries. There are not 
even as many as 50 countries among the states whose citizens are exempt from the requirement for a visa. This practice, 
i.e. of having the requirement for a visa as the rule rather than the exception, is not worthy of a democratic Europe. The 
basic rule must be that people have the right to enter the EU freely, not the opposite. 
 
Europe needs to change its attitude to immigration. Within the next few years there will be an acute labour shortage in the 
EU. It is therefore important that we recognise and welcome people who are seeking a better future in the EU�s Member 
States. A more generous visa policy is also a prerequisite for pursuing a common and humane refugee and asylum policy. 
By means of a policy that affirms the value of immigration, we can put a stop to the organised crime and the human 
tragedies that people smuggling is to blame for.  

3-168 

- Haug report (A5-0184/2000)  

3-169 

Kauppi (PPE-DE). � (FI) Mr President, firstly I wish to express my satisfaction with the fact that the entire budget has 
been tightened up and the increase in appropriations amounts to 1.07% of total GNP for the Member States, while the 
corresponding figure in the budget for 2000 was 1.11%. In addition, I am pleased with the increase in the appropriation for 
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youth organisations to EUR 1.5 million. However, I would particularly like to explain why I supported the proposals for 
amendments tabled by Mr Virrankoski and Mr Mulder. I base my opinion in the notion that strict budgetary discipline 
should be continued and that the prevailing financial frameworks should be respected. Regarding funds for the Western 
Balkans, we must take account of the real needs of the regions, the prevailing political situation and the possibility of 
obtaining funds from other quarters. For this reason, I do not support an amendment to the financial perspectives in the 
area of appropriations under External Action. 

3-170 

Kuntz (UEN), in writing. � (FR) The French delegation of the UEN Group is for several reasons unable to approve the 
report by the Committee on Budgets currently being debated. 
 
First, we feel that it fails to make a distinction between the debate on the 2001 budget and the debate on the revision of the 
financial perspectives, which we refuse to revise. Who could forget the circumstances under which the financial 
perspectives were drawn up at the Berlin summit. No French delegation from the European Parliament could possibly 
question the compromise which resulted from the difficult negotiations in March 1999. 
 
A revision appears to be even less in order now that the European Union has opted, having itself bombed Serbia, to cut off 
any Community aid to it. We therefore need to subtract EUR 2.3 billion from the 5.5 billion announced by Mr Prodi for 
the reconstruction of the Balkans from 2000-2006. The situation then appears to be quite manageable: there is enough 
money, the financial perspectives do not need to be revised and nor does the ceiling on the agricultural line need to be 
lowered. As far as the figures announced by Romano Prodi last November are concerned, the Commission may take them 
back today, it knows full well that these sums are not, alas, based on an accurate analysis of the region's needs and, in its 
own words, it is a �political� sum which, by the way, has never been approved either by Parliament or, more importantly, 
by the Council. 
 
It is therefore possible to find a substantial sum of money for the Balkans without revising the financial perspectives. The 
fact that we have seen a chronic surplus of over EUR 3 billion at the end of the year demonstrates that the sum of 
appropriations voted for does not correspond to real needs, whilst it is possible to make substantial savings as the result of 
the patent under-implementation of certain programmes. This surplus also shows that it is better for efforts in the Balkans 
to be funded in part by redeploying appropriations. 
 
We also reject Mrs Haug's report for its proposals on the Union's special envoys. This is, in fact, tantamount to a reduction 
of what still comes under the intergovernmental conference for the benefit of Community integration. The Amsterdam 
Treaty, which we fought against, states that, as of this year, the administrative costs of the CSFP will come under the 
Council, while operational expenditure will be financed from chapter B8 under heading 4. 
 
Finally, we refuse the differentiated appropriations for rural development which the resolution appears to recommend 
because this would inevitably create difficulties in settling payments. We would simply remind the House that the 
agricultural guideline still applies, the ceiling decided at Berlin notwithstanding. 
 
Although the ceiling is reached if you add market expenditure (1A), rural development (1B) and pre-accession agricultural 
expenditure, to accept differentiated appropriations for rural development is to run the risk of having the Commission 
propose substantial commitment appropriations and far fewer payment appropriations, to the detriment of our farmers yet 
again, and this we cannot accept.  

3-171 

Malmström (ELDR), in writing. � We have voted against point 9 in the Haug report, concerning the transfer of funds 
from the budget for Agricultural Policy to the reconstruction programme for the Western Balkans. 
 
Estimates show that a significant surplus will be available in the agricultural budget under heading 1a. As a great part of 
the programme for reconstruction of the Western Balkans is still not financed, we believe that it would be wise to transfer 
part of this surplus to heading 4 in the budget, should a revision of the financial perspectives become necessary. 
 
The reconstruction of the Western Balkans is on top of our political agenda. It is also one of the most important tasks for 
the European Union in the coming years. We agree with the intention of the Haug report that the financing problem cannot 
be solved only by redeployment in the Union's existing priorities in external policy. Funds must be found elsewhere, but 
this does not necessarily create a need for �fresh money� from the Member States. Since a significant surplus will be 
available in the budget for agriculture, a reduction of the ceiling in heading 1a in favour of an increase of the budget for 
external policy would be a reasonable solution. 

3-172 

Miranda (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (PT) Faced with the task of setting new objectives for the European Union, we 
consider it essential to carry out a wide-ranging revision of the financial perspectives with special emphasis on Heading 3, 
�Internal Policies� and Heading 4, �External Actions�. We believe that the new priorities need to be matched to the �fresh 
money� available. 
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In view of this we fundamentally and above all reject the prospect of cuts in the cooperation policy, as implied in the 
Commission�s preliminary draft. The same applies to the cuts they propose in the areas of employment and the 
environment. In the same way, we reject the cut of EUR 300 million for agriculture. Indeed, as regards agriculture, we 
believe that it is vital to set up a fund to tackle the enormous problems in the primary sector. 
 
Accordingly, we agree with some of the rapporteur�s proposals. However, although she does suggest some improvements, 
they fall well short of what is absolutely necessary. Furthermore, some of the amendments made in the final vote limited 
and even changed its scope. And that is without even looking at the position on defence policy. 
 
For these reasons, we voted against the final version of the report.  

3-173 

- Paciotti report (A5-0177/2000)  

3-174 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, I voted for the Paciotti report because I feel that it is right for the European 
Union to take an interest in anything to do with the protection of personal data. Sadly, personal data is all too often used by 
criminals to exploit confidential data for their own gain. As I have already said on a previous occasion, pensioners and the 
elderly are certainly among the victims. However, in voting for the motion I would also like to stress that, in addition to 
having our personal data protected, it would also be nice to be able to know what are own personal data are. 
 
In Italy, for example, workers are still unable to discover the size of the pensions they will receive and how much money 
they have paid in contributions. They are therefore ignorant of some of their personal data. 
 
In voting for the report, I therefore hope that, in the future, not only will our personal data be protected, but, as well as our 
name, surname and date of birth, we will all know how great our pension will be when we retire. 

3-175 

Kauppi (PPE-DE). � Mr President, I hope that Mrs Palacio Vallelersundi will give a written explanation of vote on behalf 
of our political Group, but I want to say a couple of things. 
 
First of all, I wanted to vote against Amendment No 11. It was purely a mistake that I voted in favour of that amendment, 
since any amendments to the Commission proposal were very bad and endanger the whole procedure of getting the safe 
harbour agreement enforced. 
 
We have negotiated with our US counterparts for over two years. We had a very good compromise but now the work here 
in the European Parliament means that European consumers and citizens have to wait until the new compromise proposal 
is made. It is not certain that the new compromise proposal will be as good as this was. We are now going backwards. I 
voted against the committee proposal along with other members of my Group. We are all very sorry that we have to wait 
for this agreement to come into force. 

3-176 

Coelho (PPE-DE), in writing. � (PT) I was unable to make the speech I had prepared during the sitting itself for lack of 
time. I am therefore summing up the key points during the explanations of vote. 
 
I share the rapporteur�s concerns that this proposal does not provide Europe�s citizens with an appropriate level of 
protection as regards transferring and processing personal data relating to them, especially if we take into account the 
protection they are guaranteed under the European directive on data protection. 
 
However, we all know that at present data is already being circulated in practice, but in an unregulated way. So while the 
safe harbour principle may not be an ideal solution to this problem, it will at least impose a certain number of rules and 
will be a way of preventing abuse. 
 
Work has progressed on attempting to reconcile two differing approaches, namely our own legislation-based system, in 
which compliance with legal restrictions on obtaining and using personal data is ensured by the public authorities, and the 
Americans� preference for self-regulation.  
 
The agreement reached represents a limited step forward as far as the guarantees involved are concerned, but it is positive 
in terms of what it offers for the future by way of security. We accordingly support the position adopted in the Paciotti 
report with the amendments tabled by Mrs Palacio Vallelersundi.  

3-176-500 

Schröder, Ilka (Verts/ALE), in writing. � (DE) The Paciotti report on the �safe harbour� agreement has my approval, 
although it will not solve the problems attending transatlantic data protection for the following reasons:  
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- It will still be possible, even with the �safe harbour� agreement in place, to find ways of getting round it and selling 
clients� data to third parties without having to obtain the client�s consent. 
- Even if the agreement succeeds in defining vague data protection standards, it is not clear precisely what action will be 
taken when companies violate these standards. Will it be possible to take them to court? Will they have to pay 
compensation? 
- The question as to how far EU citizens will actually be able to assert the rights laid down for their benefit in the �safe 
harbour� agreement remains unanswered, particularly as the court of jurisdiction for the US companies is in the USA and 
so they have a natural advantage over individual EU citizens.  
 
That said, I still subscribe to the report because, as matters stand, there are no provisions whatsoever for guaranteeing EU 
data protection standards in the exchange of data with other continents. The �safe harbour� scheme does at least represent 
an attempt to guarantee data protection beyond EU borders. 

3-177 

Theonas (GUE/NGL), in writing. � (EL) Neither the letter, i.e. the legal basis, nor, more importantly, the spirit of the way 
in which the burgeoning e-commerce industry is developing and the speed with which it is spreading augur well for the 
protection of citizens' personal data and privacy; on the contrary, they give cause for serious, widespread concern as 
regards both the decimation and restructuring of commerce and the market itself and the intensification of efforts to 
abolish civil rights, make citizens slaves to technology and the savage laws of the capitalist market and turn their personal 
lives and their very existence into cheap, malleable raw materials to generate profits. 
 
The application of technological innovations, especially the innovations made during the impressive and rapid development 
of the information society, will cut right through the fabric of society. The dangers of misuse which lie in ambush behind the 
huge potential which is developing should encourage and oblige us to be vigilant when it comes to ensuring that the human 
factor and respect for citizens' fundamental rights and freedoms come first. 
 
New applications and technology cannot be stopped, but nor should they be allowed to develop with no regard for man and 
his needs, and under no circumstances should they be used to undermine political values and human dignity or to attack basic 
and inalienable rights such as the sanctity of privacy and personal data. 
 
The proposals and policies for electronic commerce and the measures being promoted to support it are coloured by the totally 
one-dimensional perception of profit and competitiveness. This policy is being driven by the huge and constantly inflating 
sums of money being invested in and thrown at e-commerce in order to serve the needs of the big multinationals in the sector 
and remove any obstacles which prevent them from adapting as quickly as possible to the rapid developments on this market 
and acquiring huge, fast profits and influence. 
 
The proposed Community model behind the EU's texts and proposals is supported by and vigorously supports unadulterated 
competition and unbridled, excessive profit. This perception is not a guarantee for, it is a blatant threat to the future of society 
and mankind: uncertainty, insecurity, a breach with man's own needs, categorisation of citizens and workers who will no 
longer shape their environment but will be shaped by it in order to serve those who define it in the best, fastest and cheapest 
way possible. 
 
As far as we can see, the term �adequate protection� as used in the report means the continuous and arbitrary definition and 
distortion of the concept of the protection of personal data, given that sanctions and compensation for breaching doors which 
are already wide open are advocated as deterrents and safety valves. Personal data on EU citizens is already circulating in third 
countries, without any fundamental control; in fact we barely even know the extent of the arbitrary acts already committed. 
Knowing as we do from the Echelon interception system that every form of democratic control is being flagrantly violated from 
without or from a distance, knowing that American multinationals are engaged in wholesale monitoring and spying at the 
expense of European undertakings and the economic, social, political and cultural activities of the Member States and the 
private life of the Union citizens as a whole, it is slightly hypocritical of us to approach this huge issue in stockinged feet with 
our prayer-book in hand. 
 
The current protective framework and the proposed standard contractual clauses are inadequate in the extreme, riddled 
with holes and inefficient. You cannot appeal to good intentions for doleful competition and a profit monocracy. We 
would only dare call the snake pit of unaccountable monopolies which find it easy to spring up, spread and act with 
impunity in cyberspace �safe harbours� euphemistically.  

3-178 

President. � That concludes the explanations of vote. 
 
(The sitting was suspended at 1.40 p.m. and resumed at 3 p.m.)  

3-179 

IN THE CHAIR: MR PODESTÀ 
Vice-President 
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3-180 

Implementation of EMU (continuation)  

3-181 

President. � The next item is the debate on the report (A-170/2000) by Mr Karas, on behalf of the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs, on the Commission communication on communications strategy in the last phases of the 
completion of EMU.  

3-182 

Van Brempt (PSE). � (NL) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, although the euro has been around for a while now, it is 
still an abstract concept. It is something which is not tangible in our day-to-day life, and there is still no so-called 
�euroreflex� on the part of the population. The present currencies are not yet being converted into the euro. That is why I 
cannot stress enough the importance of this information and awareness campaign for the euro. It is not yet too late, but we 
must all realise that 2001 will be crucial in our efforts to involve the entire European population in this giant operation. By 
means of the amendments which I have tabled and which have also been included in the report, I wanted to underline a 
number of aspects of this campaign.  
 
In the first instance � and I will not labour the point as it was sufficiently highlighted this morning � the campaign must 
devote special attention to making young people aware and involve education in the information campaign. Secondly, an 
information campaign must obviously be tailored to specific target groups, such as the weaker members of society. I would 
also ask for special attention to be paid to people on extremely low incomes. As you know, there are two groups of people 
who spend a great deal of their time thinking about money: those who are extremely rich and have a great deal of money 
and those who have very little money or who need to budget every day to make sure they can make ends meet for the rest 
of the month. Well, the euro will have a great impact on them and it is they who deserve our special attention. For this 
reason, and for other reasons, but especially for this reason, it is important that consumers should not be cheated when they 
convert their money into euros. The switch to the euro should not lead to improper price increases. I have therefore called 
for the setting up of local hotlines within every local community to ensure that citizens can report improper price increases 
in a way which is simple and easy. I have also asked the Commission to submit proposals in this respect and to present 
best practices to the Member States.  

3-183 

Fatuzzo (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, not being used to speaking for two consecutive minutes, I am a little worried that 
I will not manage to fill the time available to me, but I will do my best. 
 
Commissioner Solbes, I must express my approval of this report for I feel that the introduction of the euro is one of the 
most important, key results of the formation of the European Union out of our 15 States. Therefore, preparing the 
population for practical use of the euro is certainly a positive move. 
 
I would like to thank Mr Karas for incorporating a request I made to remove a point from the original measure which 
stated that adolescents and children must receive good teaching so that they can in turn teach their grandparents. I would 
hope that, also on this occasion, it will be the grandparents, the elderly, the pensioners � who elected me here to the 
European Parliament to represent the Pensioner�s Party, no less � who will teach the adolescents. This is quite possible, for 
I am sure that pensioners � who fill all the markets of the European Union every morning � will be among the first to 
understand the relationship between the euro and their national currency. 
 
I believe I can make a small contribution to this effort: I will have posters put up in the areas in Italy in which I was a 
candidate for the elections, calling upon the Italian Government to raise the minimum pension to EUR 500. The poster will 
not specify exactly what this amount corresponds to in Italian lire, and this will force all the citizens to find out the value 
of EUR 500 in lire. It is a shame that the Government will not accept this proposal, but, at least it will serve to teach the 
Italian pensioner citizens the value of the euro. 

3-184 

Helmer (PPE-DE). � Mr President, as I and many colleagues have argued for some time, the monetary union project is 
profoundly dangerous. It is economically naive and will do huge macroeconomic damage. Politically it is clearly intended 
to undermine the nation state, and thus it threatens democracy in Europe. 
 
The proposal before us talks of information on the euro, but we already have all the information we need. Every newspaper 
I open has stories about the euro. Banks and accountancy firms are running seminars and briefing clients. This is not about 
information, this is about propaganda. I do not trust the Commission to provide unbiased information. The very idea is 
absurd. I was particularly horrified by the idea of Mrs Randzio-Plath that we should actually enrol schoolchildren as the 
stormtroopers of this euro propaganda blitz. 
 
Now, if the 12 euro countries wish to undertake a propaganda campaign, that is no business of mine. But in three 
countries, Denmark, Sweden and Great Britain, the euro decision is not yet made. It would be a gross abuse of the 
democratic process for the Commission to undertake a euro propaganda campaign in those countries before referenda on 



20000705EN.doc     Verbatim Report of Proceeding        51 
 

the currency take place. It would be outrageous to take money from the taxpayer and to use it to influence the voters' 
decision. 
 
In Britain, 70% of people are opposed to joining the euro. We do not want our money spent on promoting it either in the 
UK or elsewhere. I therefore have two demands to make of the Commission. Firstly, please tell us today that no such 
campaign will be undertaken in Great Britain, Denmark or Sweden. Secondly, please assure us that the share of funding 
which might have been spent on those countries is returned to their national exchequers so that people can see clearly and 
transparently that their money has not been squandered on objectives they do not support. Better still, cancel the whole 
project and put all the funds into a special account to help defray the enormous costs that will be incurred when the euro is 
eventually dismantled. 

3-185 

Solbes, Commission. � (ES) Mr President, I would firstly like to thank the rapporteur, Mr Karas, for his report, and all of 
you for participating in the debate. 
 
Mr Karas�s report contains many interesting elements, including 38 proposals, which in many cases coincide with the 
proposal in the Commission�s communication in February and, in other cases � as he has explained very well in his initial 
statement �, are proposals which fine-tune, improve and even extend some of the initiatives. 
 
Having made this initial comment, I would like to clarify certain points which I consider to be essential. Firstly, the 
communication is part of a very complex operation, that is, the introduction of the euro, in the form of coins and notes, on 
1 January 2002. Secondly, in the application of this process of introducing the coins and notes, the principle of subsidiarity 
plays a fundamental role. This means that the Member States, through their governments and central banks, are 
fundamental to the whole process and also to the operation of providing information. 
 
Our role as Commission consists, in some cases, of persuading, in others, of acting and, in the majority of cases, of 
communicating to the Member States ideas which they can or cannot apply, and, in some other cases, of proposing specific 
actions. 
 
The main concern at the moment is to determine the level of preparation of Member States, companies and citizens. With 
regard to the Member States, I can tell you that next week I will present the Commission with a report on the practical 
application of the euro. This will contain a summary of the situation of the national plans for the introduction of the euro in 
each of the Member States. 
 
Companies are the special objective of the information campaign at the moment. According to the latest information 
available, regarding September, approximately 88% of small and medium-sized businesses assure us that they are prepared 
for the euro or, at least, are aware of the need to prepare themselves now. 
 
Nevertheless, this figure would be deceptive if I were not to give two additional figures, or make two additional comments. 
Firstly, of this 88%, only 22% have already implemented the plans necessary for the introduction of the euro. As for the 
rest, there is a certain contradiction between this position, which in theory is so favourable to the companies, and the lack 
of use of the euro in normal operations at the moment. To put it another way, we have the impression that companies view 
the operation with relative optimism, in the belief that it will be easier than it may turn out to be. This is the reason why we 
believe that we must pay special attention to companies during this period, as well as to citizens. 
 
The Commission intends to implement certain specific actions, apart from the July communication, regular reports to 
ECOFIN, a proposal on counterfeiting, which will be presented before the end of the year, and also a series of measures 
necessary for coordination. 
 
I would like to make some comments relating to the various points mentioned in the debate. On the whole, the proposals in 
the communication coincide with the proposals which have been made here. Nevertheless, there are certain points which 
deserve additional comment. Firstly, what action must we take in the �pre-in� countries or in third countries? The countries 
which are not currently members of the Monetary Union have the right, like other Member States, to information 
campaigns. This will clearly happen, as long as those countries want it to happen. Two of them, for the moment, Denmark 
and the United Kingdom, have not shown any interest in implementing these information campaigns. 
 
Your recommendations include many of the actions which, in our opinion, must be asked of the Member States and, to this 
end, we will send a communication to the different countries so that they may take account of them. 
 
I would like to highlight certain very interesting aspects which have been mentioned such as paying special attention to 
training, schools, women, specific sectors, such as tourism, or the tremendously interesting initiative of the distribution of 
price tables, or the initial or additional obligations of public administrations. 
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We will communicate to the banking sector your proposals on the possibility of using some of the �savings days� for 
information purposes, and we will move forward on all aspects relating to charges on the exchange rate. The Commission 
is favourable to the idea that there should not be a differential between the charges made for cross-border operations and 
for national operations. 
 
Two additional comments. The Commission is absolutely prepared to work with Parliament, with the European Central 
Bank and with the Member States in order to implement a programme which is more efficient, bearing in mind however 
that, in accordance with the current model, approximately two thirds of the total expenditure of the programme will be met 
by the Member States, according to their specific programmes. 
 
With regard to the possibility of providing more resources or extending the information process, as proposed in the Karas 
report, the Commission is in favour of both options. Of course, we will have to debate them in the future, when we discuss 
the budgets for the coming years.  

3-186 

President. � Thank you, Commissioner. 
 
The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place tomorrow at 12 noon.  

3-187 

Use of certain dangerous substances and preparations 

3-188 

President. � The next item is the report (A5-0149/2000) by Mr Arvidsson, on behalf of the Committee on the 
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy, on the proposal for a European Parliament and Council directive 
amending for the 22nd time Directive 76/769/EEC on the approximation of the laws, regulations and administrative 
provisions of the Member States relating to restrictions on the marketing and use of certain dangerous substances and 
preparations (phthalates) and amending Council Directive 88/378/EEC on the approximation of the laws of the Member 
States concerning the safety of toys [COM(1999) 577 - C5-0276/1999 - 1999/0238 (COD)]  

3-189 

Arvidsson (PPE-DE), rapporteur. � (SV) Mr President, there are two reasons for this report on phthalates in toys: firstly, 
these substances are a health risk to young children, and secondly several Member States have already adopted their own 
laws in this area, which is why this report is aimed at reestablishing the common market for toys. When we deal with 
issues relating to the health of young children, the commitment is often strong, wholehearted and sincere. 
 
According to experts in the World Health Organisation, it is not possible to prove that phthalates are carcinogens. 
However, the WHO thinks that phthalates may cause reproductive damage and hormonal disturbances, mainly amongst 
young children who are exposed to large amounts of phthalates. 
 
For scientific reasons, phthalates have, in common with other toxic substances, been assigned limit values which give the 
highest recommended exposure level based on calculated risk levels. I want to emphasise that this handling of phthalates 
does not deviate from toxicological routine. 
 
The Commission�s Scientific Committee on Toxicity, Ecotoxicity and the Environment has evaluated the risks posed by a 
number of phthalates and has thereby unanimously established that the two phthalates that are far and away the most 
common in toys and articles used in childcare are in danger of causing the limit values to be exceeded in the case of young 
children and of causing health problems. In this scientific assessment, it is a concern for young children�s health that is 
being expressed. These are children who are at the teething stage, which is a time when they often bite and suck on all 
sorts of objects. I would like to caution Parliament against making decisions that go far beyond what is justified by the 
scientific basis for this standpoint. 
 
I am all in favour of information and informed consumers who can make their own choices, but the labelling that has been 
proposed by the Commission does not provide information but, rather, a sharp warning. People who read this warning will 
not buy these toys for their children or grandchildren. In this way, the warning will constitute an indirect ban. In addition, 
the process of labelling toys is expensive and difficult to carry out in practice. Tradesmen and tradesmen's organisations 
have informed me that staff in shops have neither the time nor the knowledge to answer all the questions that customers 
are going to ask. Introducing this warning system on toys designed for older children is likely to be tantamount to an 
extended ban. 
 
The Scientific Committee has identified two phthalates used in toys that may be hazardous to young children�s health. A 
decision in favour of a limited ban on these grounds would not primarily be based on the precautionary principle, but on 
the routine procedure for dealing with toxic chemical substances. To ban all of the 350 or so currently known phthalates is 
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to proceed on the assumption that all phthalates are associated with more or less the same risks. However, there is no 
scientific basis for this assumption. Once these phthalates are no longer used in toys, further risk assessments and the 
proposed review of this directive in two years� time ought to be sufficient. 
 
In this short presentation of the document, I wanted to stress the fact that decisions ought to be based on scientific grounds 
and should cover the high-risk group that has been identified, i.e. young children, as well as the fact that the labelling of 
toys is very difficult to implement. There is still no scientifically approved method for migration tests which could partly 
replace the proposed legislation, and no such method should therefore be alluded to in the legislative text. Speakers will 
also put forward their own assessments of the scientific basis. Allow me to anticipate these and state that politicians ought 
to listen to scientific assessments and conclusions and not try to make their own assessments of the scientific research 
material. 
 
It is my hope that this report and tomorrow's decision will make the world a safer place for young children.  

3-190 

McCarthy (PSE), draftsman of the opinion of the Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market. � Mr President, on 
behalf of the Committee on Legal Affairs let me state in very clear and simple terms the position of the committee as we 
voted; (a) to ban all phthalates and (b) as a consequence to delete all labelling, since if you prohibit all phthalates you do 
not need labelling. 
 
As the rapporteur, I share the concerns of the Members of Parliament in my committee. As elected politicians we clearly 
cannot afford to play fast and loose with children's health. We must ensure that they are not exposed to unnecessary and 
unacceptable health risks and acknowledge the public concern on this issue. 
 
In the interests of the single market we must achieve the highest common standards for product safety. We also need 
legislation which cannot be undermined or discredited by legal challenges. This debate has unfortunately been clouded by 
confusion and uncertainty fuelled by comments in Parliament from Scientific Committee members who doubted the need 
for any ban on phthalates and questioned whether the health risks are serious or immediate enough to warrant a ban. 
 
As politicians we need clear advice from scientific committees if we are to make rational judgements, take the necessary 
risk management measures and produce good legislation. In this case we have not been able to do that effectively because 
of the gaps in our knowledge, and so my committee understandably decided to go for a blanket ban. Nor do we have any 
information on substitutes to plasticisers which might have toxic or chronic effects. 
 
I believe that this legislation shows us that we need action on a number of areas: (a) we urgently need to continue work on 
migration testing and research into chronic toxicity and the behaviour of children; (b) we need to review and update this 
legislation periodically and as gaps in knowledge are filled, where necessary add new substances to the ban in the 
Commission's legislation. We need to formalise and accept the permanent ban which the Commission is proposing now 
and we need stringent health warnings and labelling to inform our consumers of the risks. 
 
We have to answer to the public on the legislation that we produce in Parliament, and we cannot afford to be complacent 
about risks to children's health. 

3-191 

Oomen-Ruijten (PPE-DE). � (NL) Mr President, the discussion on the harmfulness of phthalates, or plastic softeners, has 
been dragging on for a long time. Today, we in Parliament need to speak out regarding the desirability of a total ban on 
these substances. 
 
Let it be clear that no one in our Group disputes the many useful applications that phthalates have, such as cable casings, 
and also uses in medical equipment. The snag is that phthalates are also used to soften children�s toys, many of which end 
up in their mouths, even if they are not intended for that purpose.  
 
When, in 1998, reports emerged about the possible harmful effects on children�s health, the European Commission 
proposed � or tried to propose at any rate � a ban on the application of certain phthalates. Intense consultation with 
industry to establish a ban from within and to introduce self-regulation in the processing of these substances, came to 
nothing. In my opinion, and I say this on behalf of the Group, that was very much a missed opportunity.  
 
It strikes me as rather odd, though, that the harmfulness of the substances has not been established beyond question. 
Accordingly, in response to the Commission�s action, we have met with a barrage of contradictory research studies. 
Consumer organisations pointed out the harmful potential, while industry tried to demonstrate that things were not all that 
bad. The chairman of the scientific committee too was dragged into the debate, which was certainly not an ideal situation.  
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It is now up to us to assess the proposals. I have not seen a proposal as ridiculous and complex as this one for a long time. I 
do not know how harmful these phthalates are, but if I do not know, then I need to at least ban a number of these 
phthalates in line with the precautionary principle, because, in my view, this is also what the internal market wants.  
 
Consequently, I hope that the plenary opts in favour of safety, in line with the precautionary principle. Research, however, 
should not grind to a halt, but rather come up with alternatives to these softeners.  

3-192 

Müller, Rosemarie (PSE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I regard the proposal for a directive we have here 
as an inadequate attempt to ban the use of six phthalates in toys for infants under three years old on the basis of the opinion 
of the Scientific Committee. As I see it, this goes no further than accepting the inevitable, and the proposal does not 
comply with the precautionary principle, which it is particularly important to apply when it comes to small children. 
 
Until it has been proved that all phthalates are harmless, there is no place for plasticisers in toys for children under three. 
Children in this age group will put any toy in their mouths. They learn about the shape of toys and the materials used to 
make them by putting toys in their mouths, and these children should be able to suck toys like this without any risk to their 
health. 
 
This can only be achieved by a ban on all phthalates in toys. We also need labelling for the three to six age group. This is 
not only because there are smaller children who play with toys produced for older children, but also because there are also 
children in this age group who still suck things. 
 
In addition, we want to help parents in deciding what to buy and in sorting out what toys are unsuitable for their children. 
The amendments before us, which call for a review after two years, for the evaluation of new test methods and for 
scientific studies on the dangers of PVC products, are helpful in maximising health protection for us all in the long term, 
not just for small children. 
 
To sum up then, it is for us to decide whether to opt for the precautionary principle and a high degree of protection, or 
whether we intend to hide behind scientific reports, which can, however, never relieve us of the responsibility of taking the 
necessary political decisions.  

3-193 

Maaten (ELDR). � (NL) Mr President, I cannot deny that this issue is extremely tricky for the Liberal Group. The 
problem of phthalates in children�s toys is receiving wide public attention and the campaign which focuses on this 
problem, largely in the hands of Greenpeace, can be termed extremely successful. This is only natural and right, of course, 
because children are helpless and are entitled to protection.  
 
We know that phthalates in animal trials � in itself not a very pleasant thought � proved harmful, and we can therefore 
assume that they will be harmful to people, too. But we do not know to what extent they would be harmful, or in what 
dosage. Neither do we know for which application they are harmful or whether there are alternatives, and how harmful 
these would be and in what form.  
 
As there is no usable test, the question arises as to the basis on which we pursue our policy? As far as this is concerned, we 
cannot shake off the impression that this decision is premature in a way. But anyway, it is now before us. Phthalates are 
intended to soften PVC toys, but the substances leach out, certainly if the toys are chewed, as they in fact are by small 
children, of course. As far as we know, not many alternatives appear viable either.  
 
We value the assertive course which our rapporteur has taken and we therefore back the thrust of his proposal, that is to 
say we endorse a ban on this type of toy for children under the age of three, provided it is extensive. If we go for this 
option, then we should at least be consistent. In our view, therefore, this ban should apply to all toys, not just those 
intended for sucking and chewing.  
 
We also believe that we should look into toys for older children, although we should still have this option available once 
the test methods are there. I am interested to see what the European Commission�s opinion would be on this. What do you 
think of these test methods and what is your view on revising these regulations once they are there? 
 
We are in favour of a ban on the six tested phthalates, but are as yet unable to ban all the other phthalates and softeners, 
which may indeed be harmful. This may well be possible at the time when we have more data available that demonstrates 
that they are actually harmful. We have insufficient data available at this stage to establish this.  
 
On a final note, how far do we take the precautionary principle at the end of the day? As far as we are concerned, the 
principle should not mean that we simply reject everything we are not completely sure about at the moment.  

3-194 
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Breyer (Verts/ALE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, tomorrow�s vote will be the acid test of whether the 
European Parliament takes protecting children�s health and the precautionary principle seriously, or whether we are willing 
to play fast and loose with our children�s health. The facts are before us: plasticisers in children�s toys represent a massive 
risk for children�s health and can even be carcinogenic. 
 
Despite all these alarming facts, the Commission has unfortunately only dared to take one teetering step forward. The 
proposal covers only six plasticisers and only in teething rings. This really is totally inadequate and takes no account at all 
of the possible risks. It is high time that all plasticisers were banned from all baby toys. These phthalates are totally 
unnecessary, and many toy manufacturers have been managing without them for years. I therefore totally fail to 
comprehend the whole lobbying campaign being mounted by the chemical industry. 
  
I regard the argument put forward by the chemical industry, and unfortunately also by many Members of this House, as 
absolutely cynical. They say that we still need proof. Excuse me, just what proof do we need? One dead child, two dead 
children or 100 dead children? That is what I call cynical! The precautionary principle means that we have a duty to ensure 
protection from the outset. Of all people, children are the most sensitive section of our population, and they are not in a 
position to protect their own interests. We are faced here with a highly urgent task, that of eliminating all risks in this area. 
 
We know that many Member States have long since forged ahead with a total ban on phthalates. We must support this and 
there is no way that the European Parliament should act as a braking force. Quite the contrary, we should be the driving 
force behind this initiative to finally ban plasticisers from all toys. 
 
Just one last sentence by way of conclusion: I hope that banning a chemical from a consumer product for the first time will 
give a signal that we are perhaps finally considering abandoning PVC and will have the courage to drop this dangerous 
technology.  

3-195 

Sjöstedt (GUE/NGL). � (SV) Mr President, we in the Confederal Group of the European United Left / Nordic Green Left 
think that this is a very good, clear and precise example of a situation in which the precautionary principal should be 
applied. There are very clear warning signs with regard to the risks associated with phthalates. Experiments on animals 
show that phthalates cause damage to the liver, kidneys and testicles. With this in mind, it would be totally absurd to allow 
these substances to be used in toys, which children can put in their mouths � something children very often do. These 
substances, phthalates, are a very large constituent of the toys concerned �and quite large percentages may be present in 
them. It is clear that these substances will leak out and that children will then ingest them via their mouths. 
 
It is also completely absurd to believe that a warning label would be sufficient when it comes to young children. It is 
obvious that children who are only a few years old cannot assimilate a warning text. Once they have the toy in their hands, 
it is, as it were, too late. Therefore, the only sensible thing to do is to implement as extensive a ban as is possible in this 
case. The Commission's proposal is also completely insufficient for this. 
 
A ban is already in place in several Member States, as several speakers have already mentioned. If the legislation is now 
too weak in this area, there is a risk that the Member States that have taken steps forward in this area will have legislation 
forced on them that is worse than what they already have � according to the bizarre logic that exists with regard to the 
single market, i.e. that the market is always put before considerations relating to health or the environment. I consider that 
this would be extremely unfortunate. 
 
The rapporteur for this report is a member of the Swedish Moderate Party. We are usually clear political opponents � I am 
a member of the Swedish Left Party. Our opinions differ also in this case, but I also know that Mr Arvidsson has been 
subjected to quite a lot of pressure and harsh criticism from sections of his own Group because he has not been sufficiently 
industry-friendly. I think it says something about him that he has resisted some of this criticism.  

3-196 

Hyland (UEN). � Mr President, this debate again confirms Parliament's commitment to public health and indeed to 
environmental issues as well, and I welcome the opportunity to make a brief intervention. 
 
It is well known that PVC may present a risk when used in toys for young children. The proposal to amend the original 
directive on this matter will ban the marketing of toys and childcare articles containing PVC which are designed to be 
placed in the mouths of children under the age of three. I welcome the fact that in future health warnings will have to apply 
in relation to the manufacture of these products. Every time the European Parliament has debated this issue there have 
been increasing doubts as to the safety of these toys which derive from PVC. 
 
Another problem is clearly the fact that much of the scientific evidence on these matters is conflicting. We know that when 
there is doubt about a particular measure, the European Parliament must apply the precautionary principle. This principle 
in essence means that safety and health must be put before any conflicting scientific evidence, and I fully support the 
previous speakers who again referred to the importance of applying the precautionary principle. 
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3-197 

Blokland (EDD). � (NL) Mr President, last month, we held a debate on tobacco. The risks to public health when using 
tobacco are clear and scientifically proven. This is not so for the use of phthalates in toys. Although a ban on the use of 
tobacco was not even entertained as a serious option, a large majority within the Committee on the Environment, Public 
Health and Consumer Protection did go along with a ban on phthalates (softeners) in toys. Although after 40 years of use, 
no cases of damage to health are known, the seed of suspicion has nonetheless been sown that softeners are harmful. In 
accordance with the precautionary principle, this possible harmfulness has to be underpinned scientifically. The studies 
included tests on animals, which is common practice with regard to suspected substances. These tests resulted in a so-
called �acceptable daily intake� for animals. For humans, a further safety margin of a factor of 100 was added on. By 
testing toys, it can be indicated whether or not this �acceptable daily intake� is exceeded in the case of humans. On this 
basis, toys can be approved or rejected. In short, this is a method based on an acceptable margin, taking a generous safety 
margin into consideration. 
 
By launching an extensive campaign, spearheaded by Greenpeace, it was possible to convince many policy-makers and 
politicians of the need to institute an immediate ban. I can understand that; emotions run high where children are involved. 
The argument that children are affected, however, is two-sided: children eat and drink all kinds of things which entail a 
certain health risk. Why are these risks accepted and not others? It is my impression that this issue is being played up in 
order to use this ban as a weapon in the fight against other substances. I fear that if we now vote in favour of a ban on 
phthalates, this will unleash a witch-hunt against all kinds of substances, without any scientific basis. Moreover, we do not 
know what the harmful effects of alternatives will be. These reasons also indicate that a ban on phthalates contravenes the 
correct application of the precautionary principle.  

3-198 

García-Orcoyen Tormo (PPE-DE). � (ES) Mr President, Mr Arvidsson, I fully appreciate the work which you have done 
on this report. I would like to concentrate here on the application of the precautionary principle and on the difficulties in 
this case of dealing with an issue on which scientific considerations are confused and mixed up with emotional 
considerations, as well as a long history of disagreements between the industry of PVC and its derivatives and the 
environmental lobby, which, of course, is also deeply involved with this issue of phthalates. 
 
We are talking about risks to children�s health. This is of interest to all of us, certainly. However, we must not forget that 
we are also talking, with reasonable certainty, about the harmful effects of six phthalates, and also, with a degree of 
uncertainty, of the other substances belonging to this group. To ban all of them, as a precaution, may not be a good 
decision since this may mean abandoning an area of research which is being pursued at the moment, in order to opt for 
substitutes whose harmful effects we know even less about. In this respect, there is one good example: four years ago, 
given the opinion that silicon implants may be carcinogenic, several countries adopted an alternative substance for their 
manufacture based on soya oil. A few days ago the United Kingdom banned these implants and is gratuitously 
withdrawing existing stocks, having discovered that they are carcinogenic. 
 
The social and health cost of a hasty decision may be medically and economically irreparable. The scientific evidence 
demanded in Amendments Nos 11, 13 and 24 seem to me to be absolutely necessary in any event, but especially in the 
case of this type of issue where lives are at stake and where we are likely to punish or benefit certain production sectors.  

3-199 

Whitehead (PSE). � Mr President, we congratulate Mr Arvidsson for his hard work. He is in the unusual position of 
producing a report on Commission action which has already been taken and it is the way it has been taken that we are to 
some extent talking about here. 
 
The ban on a range of identified phthalates was precautionary. It attracted broad support and was also in line with the 
accepted practices of a number of Member States. If we were simply balancing the health and safety of children against the 
needs and priorities of industry there would be no contest, but there are related issues which we should address. 
 
The first is how the Commission handles the scientific advice available to it. Was it done in a balanced way? Does it give 
us confidence that this powerful and sometimes necessary weapon of a product ban was used correctly? I am not sure 
about this and I want to return to it in an explanation of vote. Secondly, on the wider issue of PVCs in general, how soon 
will we get the kind of migration testing from which phthalates' safety can be assessed and the review which is called for 
in one of the amendments? We also need information about when the substitutes which the industry may introduce will be 
open to equivalent testing. It is no good banning something if you are unsure about what will replace it. On the issue of 
labelling, I am sorry to see that there are amendments against this. Personally I believe that we have to have it, certainly 
for children up to the age of six, although some will argue that that leads to another kind de facto ban. 
 
Essentially, the number of plastic objects which could be put in the mouth and swallowed is increasing. This House should 
be more concerned if it went to bed worried that it had done too much, than if it woke up finding it had done too little. The 
precautionary principle should rule. 

3-200 
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McKenna (Verts/ALE). � Mr President, the Commission's approach to this whole issue is totally inadequate. The fact is 
that you have accepted a ban on the substance we are speaking about for certain objects, for example teething rings. We all 
know that children under three put toys in their mouths. Allowing the sale of objects containing dangerous substances 
which children will put in their mouths goes completely against the precautionary approach. To justify this by saying that 
we label them is completely ridiculous. Children under three years of age cannot read and even children up to the age of 
six are not really capable of reading and even if they are, are they really competent to make decisions on this? 
 
What is happening here is that the Commission and others are bowing to the pressures of industry. When we talk about the 
precautionary approach, Mr Blokland is wrong. We should be looking for materials and substances for children's toys 
where there is no doubt about safety whatsoever. In banning some of the objects the Commission recognises that these 
substances are dangerous. It is just not acceptable to turn a blind eye to the others because of pressure from industry. 
Which comes first: children's health or the vested interests of industry? We must take the precautionary approach. 

3-201 

Sandbæk (EDD). � (DA) Mr President, it is high time that a total ban were introduced on phthalates in all toys for 
children under three years of age, as is already the case in Denmark. It is quite unacceptable that we can get into a situation 
in which we are going to reduce the level of safety for our children. I know that the Commission is very busy, but is it 
acceptable never to have time to attend to one�s own children? Now, I see that the Commissioner is not listening. Perhaps 
he does not have time to do that, either. Anyone who did go to the trouble of observing their children would quickly 
discover, as has already been said a number of times, that children suck away at anything they get their hands on, and not 
only on things that are intended to be put into their mouths. In Denmark, investigations have been carried out which show 
that the quality of the semen of young men appearing before army medical boards is 40% poorer than that of the 50 year-
olds. It can no longer be taken for granted that people can have children, and suspicions are mounting where phthalates are 
concerned. It is only four months since the Commission sent out a communication of just under 30 pages concerning the 
precautionary principle. Is it not only right to put all the fine words into practice now about protecting health and the 
environment and to make use of this principle in an area we still know very little about? If the precautionary principle is 
not to be employed in respect of one of the most vulnerable consumer groups � our children � it is very difficult to imagine 
when, in fact, it is to be employed. I should like to know why the Commission only wants the six phthalates which have 
been investigated to be banned, instead of them all. I support Mr Arvidsson�s report which � unlike the Commission�s 
proposal, which is open to criticism � takes our children�s health seriously. I think still further action needs to be taken and 
a ban imposed with no restriction on age, but I hope at least that Amendment 20 will be adopted.  

3-202 

Flemming (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, it was a great pleasure for me to hear yesterday�s 
speech by the new President-in-Office of the Council, Jacques Chirac, in which he told us that we should pay more heed to 
the precautionary principle in environmental matters than we have until now. I do not know if Mr Chirac was familiar with 
the detail of this report, but in any case he gave us a very clear pointer on how to vote tomorrow. 
 
All phthalates should be banned from plastic toys, not just six. After all, the Scientific Committee on Toxicity, Ecotoxicity 
and the Environment expressed certain reservations about the most commonly used phthalate, and had serious concerns 
about another. If we are to take our work at all seriously, then we should invoke the precautionary principle and ban the 
use of all phthalates as plasticisers. 
 
Several of the 15 Member States � and there are 15 of us, not 14, Mr President � have applied this European precautionary 
principle concept, and that includes my own country, Austria. We brought in a ban on all plasticisers in the phthalate group 
in an order published in Federal Law Gazette II No 225 in 1998. I can only recommend this to the other Member States. 
And I do not mean that in a bilateral sense, but in the framework of the Community of Fifteen. 
 
Let me make a second comment. If we were only to ban things when we had absolute scientific proof, then, my goodness, 
how ashamed we should all be now. How could we allow these six phthalates to be used as plasticisers in PVC without 
having scientific proof at that time that they were harmless? When our children�s health was at stake, we did not cry out 
for scientific proof. Let us try tomorrow to rectify our past mistakes. 

3-203 

Hulthén (PSE). � (SV) Mr President, some speakers in the House today have said somewhat critically that this discussion 
is dominated by �emotions�. I think that it is a healthy sign in the House if it really is emotions that are setting the agenda 
for the discussion when children�s health is at stake. It is better for it to be emotions that govern this discussion than for it 
to be industry! 
 
In our private lives, in our own homes, we take all the safety precautions we can in order to take care of our own children. 
We put safety locks on the doors, we put barriers in front of ovens etc. because we know that it is dangerous to be a child. I 
think that we should behave in the same way even when we are in this House. We have enough information to make the 
necessary decisions. It is not the children who must prove that toys are dangerous but the producers who must prove that 
they are in fact safe. This is a principle which should apply to all consumer protection, but particularly protection in 
relation to children. 
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Several speakers here have said that we know that these substances can be hazardous to health. Several Member States 
have already imposed a ban on phthalates in toys for children under the age of three. The precautionary principle must be 
applied! Hopefully, more nations and countries may also realise that this is necessary. 
 
The Commission's proposal is neither sensible nor sufficient. I can only imagine a situation at a play school or a nursery 
school where the nursery teacher has to try to keep a check on which children are under and which are over three years of 
age as well as which children are allowed to put what in their mouths in accordance with all the experiments the 
Commission is trying to include. It is, of course, possible for the Commission to issue a special directive concerning what 
nursery school staff, or other adults, should do when they have more than one child to take care of. The only sensible 
solution is a ban, a total ban, when it comes to toys for children under three years of age. 
 
Our aim must be to limit the occasions on which we subject ourselves and our children to dangerous chemicals. In this 
case it is taking an unnecessary risk to permit the use of chemical substances in toys which affect those that are smallest 
and most vulnerable in society.  

3-204 

Bowis (PPE-DE). � Mr President, I congratulate my friend and colleague Mr Arvidsson on attempting to make sense of 
this draft directive. Of course, if young children are at risk then it is right to take action to remove that risk. The question 
on PVC softeners in young children's chewing toys is: Who says there is definitely a risk? The answer is no-one. Who says 
there could remotely be a risk? The answer is Mr Suresh Rastogi, a Danish researcher who used the phthalates he 
happened to have in his laboratory. His research has never been confirmed by peer review � indeed it was rejected by the 
Commission's own scientific committee, the CSTEE. Of the six named phthalates to be banned as a result, two are used for 
flooring and cosmetics but not for children's toys, one is not used at all, one is not made at all, one is not used because of 
fears it might be carcinogenic (though on 8 February it was totally cleared by the WHO) and that leaves one, DINP that is 
used to soften PVC in chewing rings and so on. 
 
So, what does the CSTEE say about this? It said that there was no identifiable risk that could lead to a justified ban, that 
they were safe if they were used according to existing rules. The CSTEE met and decided on 25 November. On 22 
November, three days earlier, the Commission had imposed a temporary ban, and we have to ask the Commission why. It 
is only justified under the general product safety directive if there is 'immediate and serious risk'. If that cannot be shown 
clearly, then the legality of the temporary ban can and should be questioned in this case. Indeed, the case was to be brought 
to court but was put on hold when the Commission agreed to work to produce validation systems for the test methods by 
the end of this year; so we can test these and test the alternatives. Why is the Commission rushing forward now? Why are 
the CSTEE minutes not published until April, and why has a statement critical of the Commission's misunderstanding or 
misinterpretation of the research still not been published? 
 
Crying wolf damages the credibility of the precautionary principle. I ask the Commission to answer these questions today, 
and to get its internal scaremongers under control. 

3-205 

Lund (PSE). � (DA) Mr President, I think there is every reason to thank both the Commission and Mr Arvidsson: the 
Commission because, in spite of criticism, it has come up with a proposal in this area, and Mr Arvidsson because I think 
that, with his report, we are obtaining a responsible framework for the use of phthalates in toys. Phthalates are, of course, a 
group of chemicals there is every possible reason for being on guard against, not only in connection with toys but also 
more generally. We know that they are suspected of possibly causing cancer, as well as disturbing the balance of 
hormones. I am therefore in favour of banning all phthalates in toys designed for the smallest children. If we were not to 
make use of the precautionary principle in this case, I find it hard to see when the principle might be applied at all. There 
are some who have argued that banning the use of phthalates in toys would have an adverse effect upon the plastics 
industry and upon employment in that industry. We also heard this argument in the Committee on the Environment, Public 
Health and Consumer Policy. I think the argument is completely unacceptable. If it were in fact to be accepted, then any 
restriction at all upon the use of dangerous chemicals, not merely in toys but also in foodstuffs and other products, would 
be prevented. I personally should like to see the ban we are now devising extended to cover toys designed for children of 
between three and six years of age. That would be the ideal situation, but I am inclined to vote in favour of the present 
proposed compromise whereby, as a first step, there should be a warning label on toys for that group. I also think it would 
be sensible to review the directive in no more than a couple of years� time against the background of new scientific 
knowledge, including knowledge which can tell us for certain whether we should also intervene in the case of phthalates in 
products other than toys. I think that would be a sensible health policy.  

3-206 

Jackson (PPE-DE). � As other colleagues have said, this is a thoroughly odd proposal. It is a very bad proposal and I 
hope that Mr Liikanen when he speaks will agree to suspend it. I do not think it should be withdrawn, I think it should be 
suspended. 
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I am concerned about the precedent that this proposal will set. The precautionary principle is very sensibly described in a 
recent Commission paper. There is an obvious danger of applying it too widely because it brings the European Union 
approach into disrepute. For example, a thousand people a year � no doubt some of them small children � die in England 
and Wales while falling downstairs. I do hope that does not mean that we are going to see a European Union regulation 
restricting us all to living in bungalows. 
 
This proposal suggests that, on emotive subjects, the Commission is prepared to act on the basis of that emotion, without 
the kind of sensible assessment of risk that we need here, as we do for example on risks in foodstuffs. There has to be, 
even with the precautionary principle, a substantial link between the assessment of risk and action by the European Union. 
If not, then surely we do not even need a European Food Agency: we can just legislate on the basis of the precautionary 
principle. 
 
It is the Commission's task to assess that risk. In this case I am not satisfied, as Mr Bowis has said, that the Commission 
really heeded the advice of its own advisers. When the chairman of the scientific committee came to us he most certainly 
did not convey to us any sense of the urgent need for action. The conclusion I draw from this is that in future, to avoid this 
kind of emotive reaction on an emotive subject, we should have a European Union chemicals agency, which will not be the 
creature of the Commission, to assess risks. 
 
I am concerned that the science behind this proposal is incomplete. Yes, eight Member States have banned phthalates, but 
when the Commissioner replies, can he tell us whether those eight Member States have supplied the Commission with the 
scientific evidence that they based their ban on? 
 
We also lack the evidence on migration limits, and that has been mentioned. That might have enabled the Commission to 
bring forward a proposal we could all agree with. What we therefore have is a thoroughly unsatisfactory proposal. Six 
phthalates are identified, and a system of warnings proposed that makes no sense. The Environment Committee has taken 
the logical step that the Commission avoided. If these are dangerous, then they should all be banned and warnings would 
then be unnecessary. The only problem with this is that the action is then quite disproportionate to the risk, and sets a 
thoroughly bad precedent for future European Union action in relation to the chemicals we use. 

3-207 

Korhola (PPE-DE). � (FI) Mr President, the matter under discussion concerns children, and is therefore highly emotive. I 
know that very well, as a mother of three. Furthermore, the facts available to us are such that there are very good reasons 
why people might end up expressing exactly opposite points of view, all of which might be quite valid. The person making 
the decision should look at the issue calmly. Parliament has even shown a desire to ban all of the nearly 350 phthalates 
instead of the six proposed by the Commission. However, there is some kind of evidence of the possibility of danger in the 
case of only two phthalates. In addition, a warning was called for on products designed for 3 � 6 year olds, although the 
risk is likely to be associated with very small children, who like to put things in their mouths, in their discovery of the 
world. Reliable migration tests in respect of phthalates are not available, however. 
 
It is excellent that the EU is active in this matter, as seven Member States have already introduced national regulations. 
What is even better is that the issue is being dealt with in a consistent way. In my opinion, Mr Arvidsson has made a 
rational and responsible contribution to the issue, and is applying the EU precautionary principle to this problem of 
toxicity properly.  
 
The precautionary principle is a very important tool in environmental legislation. It should only be used, however, when 
there is scientific reason to suppose there is a real risk. This therefore concerns the existence of a scientifically 
demonstrable risk and the reaction to it, not the existence of a fear that might surround the substance. You can cry wolf 
once too often. Neither is it sufficiently justifiable to resort to the precautionary principle if, for example, some Member 
States have introduced national legislation in this area. 
 
Parliament�s struggle to ensure the safety of children is very worthwhile in a Union that often just concentrates on hard 
values. Parliament will be doing the safety of children and everyone else a disservice, however, if it erodes the basis of the 
precautionary principle, the possibility of a real risk. That is what we are in danger of doing in the case of phthalates. What 
sort of repercussions will it have, for example, on food safety? It is at least as important today to make sure we preserve 
the precautionary principle for future needs as it is to take a decision on the banning of phthalates. 
 
Finally, I would like to say that not one lobbyist from the chemical industry has come up to me. My concern relates solely 
to the vague application of the precautionary principle. If we want to ban PVC, let us do so freely and openly. 

3-208 

Ayuso González (PPE-DE). � (ES) Mr President, this Commission proposal aims for a long-term ban on the use of 
phthalates in toys as an emergency measure. 
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Nevertheless, this emergency measure is already applied in several countries and is renewed every three months. 
Furthermore, the Commission proposal is the result of two opinions issued by the Scientific Committee on Toxicity, 
Ecotoxicity and the Environment. 
 
It appears that the Commission has interpreted these opinions according to criteria which are no doubt very well 
intentioned, but which can at best be described as hasty, in light of the audience which took place in the Environment 
Committee with the scientists responsible for the opinions. 
 
One of the premises for the application of the precautionary principle must be proportionality, which appears not to be the 
case here. In fact, DEHP, the phthalate so far considered the most dangerous to human health, has been declared by the 
international cancer research association not to be classifiable as a carcinogen in humans. 
 
Furthermore, we should bear in mind that, in order to establish the toxicity of any product, the dose and the exposure time 
of that product must be defined. It is not sufficient that a product is intrinsically toxic. Even water can be fatal if consumed 
in an enormous enough quantity to cause drowning. A substance as toxic as heparin, a rat poison, turns out to be an 
effective anticoagulant which has saved many lives. Viruses and bacteria, in minimal doses, become vaccines. 
 
Furthermore, there has been much less research on the substitutes for phthalates than on the phthalates themselves. If this 
ban is adopted � and we can support it, above all if there is a supposed risk to children � we will also support Amendments 
Nos 11, 13 and 24 because the Commission should amend this directive in the event that the Scientific Committee 
approves the use of methods of measurements for practical purposes.  

3-209 

Matikainen-Kallström (PPE-DE). � (FI) Mr President, I would like to thank my colleague, Mr Arvidsson, for his 
excellent work. The debate on phthalates can only be fruitful if the arguments are based on scientific evidence, not populist 
theory. More research is needed so that the long-term effects on health of the different phthalates can be accounted for 
thoroughly. I would be very pleased if we could ban tobacco, which we have classified as dangerous. As legislators, we 
cannot use excessive force. 
 
If a good deal of phthalates were banned with no clear justification, the toy industry would seek refuge in other PVC 
plastic softeners, about whose long-term effects there is even less knowledge than phthalates. Let us now just ban those 
which have been shown to be dangerous. As it is a matter of the most tender age group of all, the under three-year-olds, 
precaution is really relevant here. What the toy is used for cannot in itself be a determining factor in deciding which 
phthalates can be used and which cannot. The labelling of toys alone is not sufficiently safe. Everyone understands that 
small children put everything that is in reach in their mouths first, including dirt. In families where there are children of 
different ages, it is utterly impossible to sort toys for them to play with according to how suitable they are. It is best if we 
simply do not buy these products. 

3-210 

Tannock (PPE-DE). � Mr President, this report requesting banning the use of phthalates in some soft PVC children's toys 
is flawed in many ways and rests on a dubious legal basis, given that the Chairman of the Scientific Committee for 
Toxicity, Eco-toxicity and the Environment, Professor Bridges, when he appeared before this Parliament's Committee on 
the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy on 23 May, stated: �It is hard to see how it� � the ban � �would 
come under a scientific interpretation of serious and immediate risk�, which is the required criterion for the ban imposed in 
December. 
 
The Commission seems to have ignored its own scientific committee on the basis that some Member States are imposing 
their own ban. They are entirely within their rights, of course. Instead I support the development of tests to determine 
migration limits, and for these to be legislated on in due course, rather than a long-term ban as proposed. It is particularly 
galling that, of the six named phthalates to be banned, five are not even used for children's toys and only two are suspected 
on the basis of unreplicated tests on rats. 
 
I too am concerned for the welfare of small children, but based on reasoning and science, not on emotions. This whole 
business contrasts markedly with my request for restrictions to be placed on the use of mobile phones by young children, 
in a formal question to the Commission under the same precautionary principle. This was, of course, refused even though 
it admitted there was no research evidence on the safety of child use of mobiles and there was some data for adult brain 
damage in the prolonged use of mobile telephones. 
 
A recent UK government report has recommended restrictions to child use of mobiles as a developing brain is more 
sensitive to electromagnetic radiation. We have to face the fact that here in the West brain tumours have risen dramatically 
by some 100% over the last ten years for totally unknown reasons. 
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Therefore I call again on the Commission to use the precautionary principle consistently or admit that the whole thing is a 
politically motivated exercise with powerful commercial interests at play, undermining the precautionary principle and 
risking turning it into a farce. 

3-211 

Helmer (PPE-DE). � Mr President, so much has gone wrong on the phthalates issue that it is difficult to know where to 
start. The Commission's temporary bans have no legal basis. The Commission may introduce an emergency ban where 
there is a clear and immediate danger, but no such danger exists with phthalates. 
 
These materials have been in widespread use around the world for forty years, yet there is no evidence of any kind that any 
damage has ever been done to anyone. There was one test on rats in which massive quantities of phthalates appeared to 
cause problems, but researchers have been unable to replicate this test. We are dealing here with little more than media 
hysteria and ignorance. More people have died in Teddy Kennedy's car than have died of phthalates! 
 
Compare and contrast our position on phthalates with our position on tobacco. Phthalates have never done any harm to 
anyone, yet we are banning them. Tobacco, we are told, kills half a million people each year in the European Union but do 
we ban it? No, we do not. We subsidise it with millions of euros. If we ban existing products, alternative products may be 
even more dangerous. As Mrs García-Orcoyen has pointed out, this has already happened, for example, with breast 
implants, where alternatives to silicon have proved to be more dangerous than the implants they replaced. 
 
In trying to defend an untenable position the Commission has shamelessly sought to gag its own scientific advisers. It has 
bowdlerised their reports, it has pressured them into changing their positions. Honesty and transparency have been 
sacrificed to expedience. I and other colleagues wrote to Commission President Prodi on this point two months ago. I 
understand that his reply has been held for some time �awaiting signature�, presumably to ensure we should not see it 
before today's debate. Neither the temporary bans nor the permanent ban are justified by the evidence. Migration tests for 
phthalates are currently under development and will probably be available within months. We should wait until these tests 
are available and then, if we must, impose migration limits. 
 
We hear far too much about the precautionary principle. To be meaningful the precautionary principle should be invoked 
only when there is a clear and demonstrable risk. If we continue to invoke it when there is no prime facie risk at all, we 
make both the precautionary principle and ourselves look ridiculous. 

3-212 

Liikanen, Commission. � Mr President, firstly I would like to express my thanks to Members of Parliament for their keen 
interest in this file, especially to Mr Arvidsson, the rapporteur, for his continuing and constructive efforts to find a solution 
acceptable to all. The Commission has also made extensive efforts to find a solution to the phthalates' question. 
 
Following discussions about the risks of PVC toys containing phthalates and the opinions of the Scientific Committee on 
Toxicology, Ecotoxicology and Environment, the Commission took two decisions simultaneously last autumn. One was a 
decision providing for an emergency temporary ban, renewable every three months. Second, the Commission decided to 
propose a directive to restrict the marketing and use of phthalates in soft PVC toys. Any interventions here actually 
concern the first decision, not necessarily this proposal for a directive. 
 
The Commission's proposed directive consists of two elements. The first element is a ban on the use of six phthalates in 
toys intended to be put in the mouth of small children. The ban is based on the opinion of the Scientific Committee that 
toys containing certain phthalates pose a risk to children's health when held in the mouth for extensive periods of time. As 
it cannot be excluded that children can put other toys in their mouths, although not intended for that purpose, the second 
element of the proposal is a requirement for a warning label on such other toys that could be put into the mouth. The 
proposal provides not only for the protection of children's health, it also addresses an internal market issue. 
 
At the present time, the internal market is fragmented, as more than half of the Member States are applying national bans 
going further than the Commission's emergency ban under the General Product Safety Directive. Mrs Jackson asked 
whether Member States have supplied scientific evidence to the Commission, the reply is: Not to my knowledge. 
 
The proposed directive would harmonise the rules of Member States. I have noted in the discussions today that the 
Members of Parliament are divided on the Commission's proposal. Some consider it too strict, while others consider that it 
is not at all protective enough. The proposal is based on the various opinions of the Scientific Committee, and it is a 
considered application of the precautionary principle and consequently a proportionate measure. It introduces a ban for the 
products which potentially pose the highest risks, that is for the toys intended to put be in the mouth, and a less stringent 
measure � labelling � for the products not intended for mouthing but where a risk cannot be excluded. 
 
The Commission is not able to accept those amendments of Parliament which would widen the scope of the proposed ban 
to cover plasticisers other than the six named phthalates, or to cover other toys than those intended to be put in the mouth. 
Nor is the Commission able to accept the amendments which would extend the scope to cover toys destined for older 
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children. We think that these various proposals cannot be justified on the basis of the risks either defined in the opinions of 
the Scientific Committee or by the application of the precautionary principle. 
 
Furthermore, the Commission cannot at this moment accept amendments which would introduce migration limits, but the 
Commission accepts the amendments which provide for this to be reviewed when testing methods have been approved. 
The Commission can accept in principle the amendments which would prohibit the use of perfumes in toys for children 
under three years containing the six phthalates. It can also accept amendments which would bring forward the review of 
the directive and widen the scope of that review. 
 
To summarise our point of view, the Commission can accept, at least in principle, Amendment Nos 2, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 18, 
24 and the Commission rejects Amendment Nos 1, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, revised 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 25. We 
wish to carry on the dialogue with Parliament and I am convinced that we can agree on a constructive solution. 

3-213 

President. � Thank you, Commissioner. 
 
The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place tomorrow at 12 noon. 

3-214 

Beef and beef products 

3-215 

President. � The next item is the recommendation for second reading of the report (A5-0193/2000), on behalf of the 
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy, on the Common position adopted by the Council 
with a view to the adoption of a European Parliament and Council regulation establishing a system for the identification 
and registration of bovine animals and regarding the labelling of beef and beef products and repealing Council Regulation 
(EC) No 820/97 (Rapporteur: Mr Papayannakis). 

3-216 

Papayannakis (GUE/NGL), rapporteur. � (EL) Mr President, the regulation which we are now examining forms part of a 
series of interventions designed to rectify the situation inherited from the mad cow crisis and introduce a policy to prevent 
such situations from arising in the future and restore consumer confidence in beef products. 
 
The regulation therefore introduces a system comprising various techniques for identifying animals in order to guarantee 
traceability, i.e. the possibility of tracing every piece of meat bought by the consumer to the animal from which it derives. 
It is already a highly technical and unwieldy system. 
 
Provision is also made for a beef and beef product labelling system. The product label will give the consumer rudimentary 
but crucial and useful information on the meat being purchased. 
 
This endeavour started four years ago. There has been a long delay, which we have frequently criticised. We all remember 
the battles with the other institutions of the Union last December when we suspected that they might postpone and delay 
application of the regulation yet again. 
 
We now have a situation which I shall explain in simplified terms. After the first reading in Parliament, the Council 
approved a common position. This common position incorporates most of the amendments made by the European 
Parliament. The wording of the regulation has been simplified and its application made easier. The monitoring system has 
been strengthened. However, the common position does not include our amendment abolishing the reference on the 
compulsory label on the meat to the category of animal from which the meat derives. We abolished this information in 
order to simplify the label, give the consumer clearer information and reduce the cost to meat companies. 
 
The argument for keeping the reference to the category of animal is that this reference responds to consumer needs, habits 
and preferences, at least in certain countries of the Union. The question, therefore, is do we wish to insist on amending the 
current wording of the regulation? This may take us into a conciliation procedure, thereby delaying application of the 
regulation and the European Parliament, let me remind you, is in favour of applying the regulation at the earliest possible 
date and has blamed and continues to blame the other institutions of the European Union for the intolerable delay. I refer to 
the amendment concerning the category of animal, not a second amendment referring to minced meat, because I do not 
think that it meets any particular need. Minced meat is, in any case, already connected to the animal from which it derives 
with the arrangements which we have in the regulation and the other matters are technical and production matters and we 
did well not to change the wording of the regulation. 
 
I should now like to address the matter of the Committee on the Environment, for which I have the honour of acting as 
rapporteur. The Committee on the Environment voted by an adequate majority to insist that the text be amended. It 
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approved this basic amendment abolishing the reference to the category of animal. Your rapporteur is not convinced of the 
need, usefulness or advisability of amending the text and feels obliged, to his chagrin, to recommend the opposite 
approach, i.e. that we refrain from adopting any amendments and accept the common position. I trust that the wisdom of 
the House will find the best and safest way of ensuring that this regulation is applied quickly and solve what I hope is a 
temporary difference of view between the rapporteur and his committee.  

3-217 

Jackson (PPE-DE). � Mr President, on a point of order: as chairman of the Environment Committee I would just point out 
that the rapporteur's job is to present the report of the committee. If Mr Papayannakis wants to express a personal opinion, 
he should have the freedom to do so. What he cannot do is to confuse the two. 
 
(Applause) 

3-218 

Papayannakis (GUE/NGL), rapporteur. � (EL) Mr President, I fully concur with what the chairman of our committee has 
just said. I have presented the entire discussion and the entire dispute surrounding the regulation. In the last two lines I 
expressed my personal opinion, with a great deal of chagrin, so as not to have to take the floor again as a speaker. For the 
rest, I should like to assure our chairman that I have a great deal of respect for procedure, perhaps more than many other 
fellow members, both on this and other matters.  

3-219 

Goodwill (PPE-DE). � Mr President, this legislation on the labelling of beef has two distinct aspects. Firstly it ensures 
traceability of beef products. Cases of food poisoning related to beef are rare, and more often than not can be attributed to 
storage and preparation in the home or catering outlet, rather than to the processors. Occasionally, however, there is a 
problem such as the E-coli outbreak in Scotland. In this instance labelling can enable the public to be alerted without 
inducing panic, and facilitate the tracing back of contaminated beef to the shop, slaughterhouse or farm where the problem 
started. 
 
Secondly, labelling will identify the country or countries of origin of beef. This is not to assist xenophobic consumers who 
wish to reject all things foreign � although there is nothing wrong with the desire to support one's own farmers who are 
facing unprecedented economic pressures. The BSE crisis shone a spotlight on the possible health risks associated with 
beef. Some countries, like France, have a whole-herd slaughter policy which may reassure consumers, despite its lack of 
scientific basis and a risk of underreporting. The United Kingdom, on the other hand, which has a higher level of BSE 
incidence at the moment, removes all animals over 30 months from the food chain, as well as adopting a whole raft of 
other measures. 
 
We could argue all day about which beef is the safest, but the fact is that once labelling is in place the consumer will be 
able to decide. There can be no justification for the continuation of the illegal French ban on British beef if it is clearly 
labelled. In fact those in France who have studied the subject in depth may well decide to buy British as the safest and 
tastiest option. 
 
I will now comment on the amendments. The inclusion of category is unnecessary, costly and potentially confusing to 
consumers. Most housewives do not know the difference between a heifer and a steer. A bony Holstein steer would be in 
the same category as a champion Charolais but that prime animal's twin sister would be in a different category solely 
because of its sex. Clearly this is a ridiculous situation. The listing of category imposes costs on farmers and butchers, and 
at the same time would give consumers irrelevant or misleading information. It could also devalue some categories such as 
young bulls, as supermarkets rationalise the categories they stock. If France wants to continue with its scheme alone, then I 
would not want to stand in its way. This is a subsidiarity issue. 
 
The amendment on Article 14 would prevent the confusing situation where minced beef � marketed for example, in 
Austria, Mr Fischler � which was derived from Polish animals imported live into Austria, could be labelled �prepared in 
Austria�. I am not sure that Austrian farmers would like that to happen. Without this amendment this potentially 
misleading suggestion could encourage more live imports, with obvious animal welfare implications. 
 
We are working on a very tight timescale on this legislation, which is due to come into effect on 1 September. It would, 
therefore, be irresponsible of Parliament to adopt amendments which could not be accepted by the Council. There is no 
time for conciliation. I do not subscribe to the argument that Parliament should abdicate its constitutional right to improve 
this proposal because others have failed to initiate the legislative process in time. We now have a new French presidency � 
I do not know if anyone is there representing them � but I commend to the Council the amendments adopted by the 
Committee on the Environment with a large majority. Could I ask through you, Mr President, that the Council or, failing 
that, the Commissioner, makes a statement to Parliament? Do you think that you can secure an agreement, based on the 
five amendments adopted in committee, which will both respect the views of Parliament and deliver this legislation on 
time as the first major achievement of the French presidency? 

3-220 
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Whitehead (PSE). � Mr President, this proposal has a long history. I can understand why the rapporteur and Mr 
Papayannakis are weary of further controversy. However, we are almost at the end. As the rapporteur, he has quite 
properly had to tell the House that the Environment Committee voted by a substantial majority � I think 33 votes to 13 � in 
favour of the excision of the provisions relating to category of animal. 
 
We have, on the committee, made a number of compromises, as regards both the timetable and the substance. The 
Committee has always kept a clear priority and has insisted upon it both to the Council and to the Commission: namely to 
have the sharpest, best-defined route of traceability on safety grounds that we can get for mince as well as other forms of 
beef. It was for this reason that it threw out at first reading the superfluous requirements about maturation times, much as 
chefs might have wanted them, and category of animal, which did nothing for traceability, added cost, and increased the 
disaffection of many Member States and of those who will have to implement this proposal. 
 
As a result of that, we thought the matter was resolved. Indeed, as Mr Papayannakis has said, there have been counter-
concessions from the Commission. Now, to our amazement, category of animal is back, and once again the Environment 
Committee has voted to remove it. The Commission knows why. It knows we cannot be bullied with threats that our 
timetable will slip. We have made concessions including a full month�s delay on the implementation of the second phase 
of this proposal already. We have done that with a good grace. 
 
I urge the House to reaffirm its position at first reading and to exclude a form of compulsory category labelling which is 
entirely optional for Member States, � a form of labelling we should point out which we do not have in detail. We have to 
surrender to the secret harmonies of comitology if we are going to leave it to Commission to advance the precise 
definitions. We are not prepared to do that. We want traceability, we want surveillance, we want this proposal and we want 
it quickly. We want the best and most economic route to achieve it and Amendments Nos 3 and 5 do that. The various 
amendments on mince add to surveillance and traceability in the way we propose. 
 
Conciliation, Mr Papayannakis, does not take very long. It consists of two words from the Commissioner this afternoon: 
�We accept.� Let us hear them. 

3-221 

IN THE CHAIR: MR PROVAN 
Vice-President 

3-222 

Olsson (ELDR). � (SV) Mr President, there is no need to repeat what my colleagues Mr Goodwill and Mr Whitehead have 
said regarding the significant agreement that we have reached in the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and 
Consumer Policy. Allow me nevertheless to say that, after what has happened over the last few days when we have had 
further cases of BSE in France, it is clear that we still have a long way to go before we have a completely safe market as 
far as beef is concerned. There is only one way to regain the consumers' trust and that is by guaranteeing the quality of the 
products. 
 
If we had an ideal world in the EU we would have had a foodstuffs authority which could have checked and ensured that 
everyone behaved according to the rules. Then the quality of the meat would have been to a large extent the same 
throughout the Union, and it would at least have maintained the EU standard everywhere. If we had also been able to 
ensure that everyone followed the rules regarding transportation, we would not need to run the risk of animals suffering 
during transit. Now, however, we need a system that involves stating where the animals come from, where they were born, 
where they were reared and where they were slaughtered. In this way the consumer is provided with information regarding 
how the animal may have fared and whether it may have been subjected to long journeys in transit. 
 
Mr President, in conclusion, the most important thing is that we obtain a system which means that by looking at a label on 
the meat we can see where it comes from, and that it is then possible to trace back through the complete foodstuffs chain to 
the original producer. This is where we need to get to.  

3-223 

Staes (Verts/ALE). � (NL) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, my Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance are 
delighted with the Council�s common position. In our opinion, it marks a great step forward and an actual victory for this 
Parliament.  
 
However, I would still like to point out the difference between traceability on the one hand and consumer confidence on 
the other. In my opinion, traceability is a technicality which can be identified and demonstrated thanks to the numerical 
code or bar code, but even consumers cannot possibly decipher or interpret these codes. What matters is that traceability is 
effective and efficient, not only to protect the consumer, but also the whole meat chain. After all, in the event of a crisis or 
scandal, traceability allows you to identify the problem straight away. In this way, we can prevent the entire meat industry 
from going down the drain because of one isolated criminal act or incident of carelessness.  
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Consumer confidence however, requires more than traceability. In my view, confidence in a product can be instilled by 
providing the consumer with reliable, but above all comprehensible information on the quality of the product they intend 
to buy. It seems to me that indicating the animal category can most definitely enhance consumer confidence, provided this 
is done in an understandable manner. I therefore regret that a large majority of the Committee on the Environment, Public 
Health and Consumer Protection rejected this component and eventually deleted the category.  
 
At first reading, my Group also called for labelling the breed and region of origin of the animal involved. It saddens me 
that our request did not survive this hurdle. I would, however, urge the meat industry not to adopt a defensive stance in this 
dossier, but to be proactive instead. I believe that this will greatly benefit them and can also boost their returns.  

3-224 

Fiebiger (GUE/NGL). � (DE) Mr President, the rules governing the voluntary labelling system provided for in the 1999 
EU regulation expire on 31 August. The Council regulation before us must be adopted to avoid a legal vacuum arising. 
The agreement reached by the EU Agriculture Ministers on a Europe-wide beef labelling system was not such a major 
achievement. The work in the Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development was in fact much more demanding than 
the result before us. The content of all the measures approved is to be modified so that proof of meat�s origin is valid as a 
guarantee in order to apply environmental control procedures and if necessary impose sanctions.  
 
The Community labelling system quite rightly aims to enhance transparency of production and marketing conditions for 
beef, and in particular to improve certainty as to its origin. Higher product costs cannot be ruled out, as the cost of 
applying the system will be passed on to the consumer. 
 
The incalculable risk as regards food quality will not be dramatically reduced in this way, as the information provided is 
not primarily intended for the consumer. The last 16 years, since the first outbreak of mad cow disease, have demonstrated 
the importance of production for consumer confidence. The most effective measure is to strengthen production in the 
region of origin, which is more justifiable both environmentally and economically speaking.  

3-225 

Souchet (UEN). � (FR) Mr President, we stressed at first reading what a complete anomaly it is that, 14 years after the 
emergence of BSE, the European Union still has no labelling system giving consumers the information they need. 
 
Luckily, some Member States, including France since 1996, have taken unilateral initiatives and responsibility for 
designing national systems which have proven to be transparent, efficient and flexible and which should have been 
authenticated. 
 
Having failed to do the same, the House has, at least, adopted some of their ideas, most of which, we were pleased to see, 
have been incorporated in the common position. The main thing is that consumers need to be able to make sense of it. 
Giving consumers information without confusing them means including important references explicitly, with secondary 
information accessible at the checkout via the barcode. An overloaded label would not promote food safety, it would just 
represent an additional cost to our SMEs and would really distort competition if there were no equivalent requirement for 
third country produce. 
 
We also need to move quickly and, in the interest of producers and consumers alike, ensure that there are not any legal 
gaps. We therefore consider it important not to question the balance which we have reached, as our rapporteur has 
recommended, unless we want to set off on a long conciliation procedure. But not questioning the balance in the regulation 
also implies that we must be extremely vigilant when it comes to the implementing regulation; most importantly, the 
categories and list of products and sectors to which this applies must be clearly defined. 
 
We need to show that we are logical, fair, flexible and that we know where European interests lie. We need to take account 
of all operators of every size, especially small and medium-sized operators, of whom there is an abundance in this sector, 
scattered throughout our countries, creating jobs and often using animals or cuts from different origins. We need to take 
great care not to impose unnecessary additional costs on these companies. For example, the reference to the category 
makes no sense for prepared products, especially kebabs, and we need to be flexible in our arrangements for meat for the 
catering trade, otherwise our restaurants will all go out and buy Brazilian meat. 
 
So let us respect the balance in the regulation and introduce the necessary flexibility in the implementing regulation, so 
that we can preserve the interests of European producers and inform European consumers at one and the same time.  

3-226 

Martinez (TDI). � (FR) Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, once again, having done so on 16 December 1999, we are 
addressing the problem of identifying cattle and the problem of labelling. And all because, for the past 14 years and, 
officially, for the past 4 years, there has been a zoonosis, i.e. a disease which can be transmitted from cows, in this case 
British cows, to humans. 
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Not knowing how to cure this disease and not having had the will to prevent it when we could have done so from 1989 
onwards, we are now reduced to bidding to reassure the consumer. Just as the Americans invented happy pills in the 
1950s, we have invented consumer sedatives, i.e. labels. As soon as consumers are worried, anxious or afraid, we give 
them a label. We put labels on tobacco for them, we put labels on chocolate for them, and when they are upset because 
they no longer have any cocoa, we put labels on GMOs for them, not that this prevents genetically engineered soya, cotton 
and tomatoes from arriving by the boatload. We put labels on wine for them, not that this prevents bogus port from South 
Africa from landing in our ports and, finally, we put labels on beef for them! 
 
I must admit, Commissioner Fischler, that you have slammed on all the brakes � if I may put it thus � both skilfully and in 
bad faith in order to delay labelling. But unable to delay it all the time, you decided to drown it and the draft regulation has 
overloaded the label to the point at which it is illegible. You have even arranged to add the approval numbers of the 
slaughterhouse and cutting plant, all of which is incomprehensible to the consumer, of course, who does not have the 
equipment to read the barcode. And in the case of kebabs, stews, sautés and ready meals, pieces of meat may come from 
the whole of France or the whole of Europe. So with a calf born in France, fattened in Italy and slaughtered in Ireland, the 
label will be a real geography lesson! 
 
As a result, the meat wholesalers, the SMEs referred to by Mr Souchet, have denounced the increased costs and, at the 
same time, compulsory labelling has given us an insight into the curiosities of the meat market: 40% of beef derives from 
animals which have done the rounds of Europe; when you buy a steak at the butcher's, little do you know that it has 
travelled 3000 kilometres, taking in 4 countries on the way: the country in which it was born, the country in which it was 
raised, the country in which it was slaughtered and the country in which it is consumed. In my country, 1.5 million animals 
a year take a trip via Italy and Spain. 
 
So in that case, what do you put on the label? The whole itinerary? Or just �Origin: European Union�? But if we put 
�Origin: European Union�, that conceals the fact that the meat may derive from an English cow, riddled from top to bottom 
with a prion courtesy of their gracious ultraliberal majesties, Adam Smith and David Ricardo. 
 
So, today, we are offered a compromise. We are told that labels will state the origin of the animal and the category: is it a 
calf, a heifer, a cow or a bull? But what we want is a compromise which will make life easier for SMEs, for small 
companies, not that any of this need prevent us, Commissioner, fellow members, from taking brief stock. 
 
It all started with milk quotas back in 1984. In order to increase their yield, the British stuffed their cows with bonemeal. 
To save money, they lowered the cooking temperature of the bonemeal and the prion survived and contaminated their 
cattle. Without free movement, it would have stopped there, but with no frontiers, they contaminated Portuguese and 
French cattle and we have known about it, even here, since 1986. 
 
José Happart, a Socialist, and I have been warning of the risk of a zoonosis since 1989. But the Maastricht Treaty had to be 
ratified, so nothing was said and the truth was hidden. A committee of inquiry chaired by Mr Böge was set up, but the 
Amsterdam Treaty had to be ratified and nothing was said. The Commission was not held to account, Mr Fischler, and for 
14 years, nothing was done. When five German Länder wanted to protect their consumers, you instituted infringement 
proceedings against them. The moral of this tale, quite apart from the labelling saga, is that it is the nation states that have 
protected their consumers. For its part, the Commission has protected free movement. Real subsidiarity means ensuring 
that consumers, with the help of their country, can each protect themselves. 
 
The label only comes along when the fork is poised; but the best solution would be to label when the pitchfork is poised. 
The intermediate solution lies between fork and pitchfork, i.e. at the frontier, the only place where animals can be 
protected against unreasonable transport and consumers can be protected.  

3-227 

Farage (EDD). � Mr President, yesterday we heard Mr Chirac set out his objectives for the French presidency. In his 
conclusion he said �Europe will be dynamic if we make it loved by those it serves�. This is the sweeping rhetoric that 
occupies the high ground but the detail of the debate today occupies the low ground. It is precisely this sort of detailed, 
petty interference that drives the people served by Europe to distraction. If anything was more calculated to make Europe 
unloved it is its determination to control every nook and cranny of our lives. 
 
We all, I am sure, have letters saying that these regulations are impracticable, cumbersome, costly and far too complex. 
Above all, my correspondents tell me that they are fed up with the EU's mania for bombarding the consumer with 
information. Soon labels will no longer suffice. If we keep going at this rate, shopkeepers will have to issue owners' 
manuals with every pound of minced beef � not, of course, that we are allowed to use pounds any more. 
 
Perhaps even Macdonald's might be forced to protest. I know from my short experience here that nothing I say and nothing 
that involves common sense will have the slightest impact because, like a mad elephant out of control, this legislation will 
crash on regardless. 
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I will make a prediction. When this legislation finally goes through we will hear paeans of self-congratulation. Everybody 
involved will tell themselves how jolly hard they worked. Well, they may be pleased but they certainly will not be loved 
by the people of Europe. Mr Chirac is going to be disappointed. The people are despairing. 

3-228 

Raschhofer (NI). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, some of the amendments tabled water down the substance 
and the objective of the Council�s proposal for a regulation on beef labelling. The argument being presented, as we have 
heard, is that we should not ask too much of consumers. An attempt is being made then to withhold information on the 
grounds that consumers are ostensibly stupid. To my mind, that is the wrong approach, and we should assume that 
consumers have a good grasp of things. We should provide consumers with information about the origin of the beef, offer 
them certainty and take consumer protection seriously. 
 
The implementing provisions for this regulation are being enacted under the committee procedure. That means that 
tomorrow we will have to vote on a legal text whose precise content is unknown. Even the Commission cannot tell us 
exactly what form these implementing provisions will take. I regard this as a very unfortunate procedure, which 
demonstrates the democratic deficit in the Community decision-making process.  

3-229 

Roth-Behrendt (PSE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, may I remind you that we have been talking about 
beef labelling since 1997. At that time, we fought manfully � and womanfully! � against the Council, shoulder to shoulder 
with the Commission. It could be exactly the same again today. I remember it well � things were just as heated as in the 
BSE days. But we tried this here in Parliament ten years ago, and that is why I want to clearly remind some of you again 
that labelling has nothing to do with the safety of a product.  
 
There are two very different issues here. One is the safety of a product, and the only products we should allow on the 
European market are safe products and those that involve no risk for consumers. The other issue is consumer information 
and the consumer�s right to choose. You can only exercise your freedom of choice if you are well informed. This applies 
to the origin of tomatoes just as much as it does to preservatives or colouring agents in food, and it also applies to which 
beef or meat products in general I would like to buy, because I am sure you will not be surprised to hear that I would of 
course like to go further. I would like to see labelling of all meat products and not just beef products. I am sure that 
Mr Fischler will agree with me on this. 
 
I can understand Mr Papayannakis, our rapporteur, when he says that this House has pressed for this legislation to come 
into force. And when he says that we in this House have brought forward the date it is to come into force. And that now, if 
we are to maintain our credibility, we must strive to enforce this legislation as quickly as possible. He is quite right! I 
understand that, but I nevertheless voted for the amendments in committee and will do the same again in this Chamber 
tomorrow. 
 
One thing is certain: I do not intend to be held hostage by the Council. If the Council, in its infinite wisdom, which is often 
a mystery to me, believes that it has to amend the common position so that it is not the same as the text debated at first 
reading and the text Parliament approved with the Commission�s agreement, and if the Council therefore makes a decision 
at the initiative of one Member State and with the somewhat reluctant agreement of other Member States, than that really 
is something new for us! 
 
The categories of animal added are also something new for us. I might even have been prepared to say, fine, so be it. But I 
would like to know just what these categories are. So my attitude towards the Commission, which has otherwise become 
positively affectionate in recent years, is rather more critical in this respect. I would have liked to know what categories 
you have in mind, and I might then still have been willing to say �OK�. But I am not going to play the dangerous game of 
saying that I agree to the categories and then find out in about six months� time that categories have been adopted under 
the committee procedure that make me shake my head in disbelief. 
 
That is why tomorrow, in common I hope with the majority of this House, I will be voting � as I did in the Committee on 
the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Protection � to delete these categories. As Mr Whitehead said, it need not 
take long. We do not need a Conciliation Committee � the Council and the Commission can simply accept Parliament�s 
amendments, and then the job is done.  

3-230 

Attwooll (ELDR). � Mr President, Commissioner, in speaking previously to this House I have pointed out that there is a 
tension in the proposed regulation between ensuring traceability for public health purposes and providing useful consumer 
information. I am grateful for recent assurances from Commissioner Byrne that the new European Food Agency will 
consider how such information can best be provided. 
 
Making it compulsory to include the category of animal on the label is not justified on public health grounds, nor is it 
obvious why it should be obligatory for the consumer to have this information. The Environment Committee's amendment 
makes it clear that it could be provided under the voluntary scheme where there is a demand. Further, if the labelling 
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scheme in relation to category were to be implemented, as the Commission has earlier suggested, it could add 8 to 10% to 
production costs. In my own country this would mean GBP 45 � 55 or EUR 70 � 90 per animal without any benefit in 
return and, as Mr Goodwill has already said, the scheme could have the effect of reducing the market price of certain 
categories of cattle, particularly of young bulls. I very much hope that Parliament will follow the Environment 
Committee's lead in removing category from the compulsory scheme and that the Commission and Council too will agree 
not to impose this additional unnecessary burden on producers and consumers alike. 

3-231 

Hudghton (Verts/ALE). � In previous debates here I have supported the principle of having a clear set of rules for 
appropriate labelling information on beef and beef products. My belief is still that our beef production industry, as well as 
the consumer, has everything to gain from the customer confidence which a sensible compulsory labelling scheme can 
provide. 
 
Of course, we must have clear information permitting full traceability from farm to plate. There is no doubt or controversy 
about that, but controversy has surrounded the proposal that category of animal be included. In judging the value of label 
information, I believe that its relevance to food safety must be foremost in our minds. In a recent exchange of views within 
our political Group here in Strasbourg, Commissioner Byrne and his cabinet officials stated quite clearly that there was no 
food safety benefit arising from the categorisation proposal. I cannot support its inclusion. 
 
In relation to country or Member State of origin, could I ask Commissioner Fischler to clarify whether, apart from the 
compulsory information that we are discussing here, information regarding the area of origin, such as Scotland or the 
Orkney Islands for example, can be displayed prominently on a voluntary basis? 

3-232 

Berlato (UEN). � (IT) Mr President, Commissioner Fischler, ladies and gentlemen, in addition to the many negative 
effects of mad cow disease, one positive effect is the fact that it has induced the European Union and the Member States to 
adopt more vigilant, detailed legislation to ensure food safety and protect honest producers in the strategically important 
beef sector.  
 
It is a pity that it takes scandals such as this or the dioxins in chickens issue to speed up safeguard and prevention 
initiatives, but better late than never! 
 
It has become apparent that the serious difficulties experienced by the entire sector during the periods of greatest crisis 
caused by mad cow disease were, apart from the direct effects of the disease, primarily due to the lack of confidence 
between consumers and beef producers and sellers which ensued. The situation was not improved by the dissemination of 
false information. 
 
We have learned from this experience that it is essential to promote all initiatives which consolidate a stable relationship of 
confidence between consumers and producers and those who sell food products in general. 
 
Although the protection of consumer health is by far the most important criterion, it cannot be our sole objective in 
establishing an efficient system for the identification and registration of bovine animals during the production and 
fattening stage and a labelling system based on objective criteria during the marketing stage. It is important to understand 
that all initiatives which protect honest European Community producers � and they are without a doubt the great majority 
of producers � need to be promoted. All the Community producers are calling for well-defined but not oppressive 
regulations. In other words, we must guard against suffocating the healthy part of our agricultural sector with bureaucracy, 
which is frequently much more damaging than any disease. 
 
I will conclude by pointing out that there is no point in adopting stringent legislation if it does not provide an efficient 
supervision system which rewards honest producers and penalises those whose improper conduct jeopardises the future of 
an entire sector which is of primary importance for the European economy. 

3-233 

Schnellhardt (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, beef labelling was actually conceived as a quick way 
of regaining the public�s confidence in beef after a string of crises and scandals. But it has since turned into an almost 
unending saga. Whenever the regulation might cease to apply, Parliament is called upon to act quickly to prevent a legal 
vacuum arising. There have been two deadlines, first December 1999 and now the present deadline of 31 August 2000. 
 
Commissioner, given the time periods involved, you cannot seriously call on Parliament not to adopt any amendments. We 
want a workable system, and we have always said that. As the proposal before us does not guarantee that, it is not just our 
right, it is our duty as Members of the European Parliament to adopt amendments. 
 
When I then hear that in Italy, for example, the technical requirements for this system are not even in place yet, and that 
the same applies in other countries, then I wonder why there is all this rush if the system has not been implemented 
anyway. I would welcome some comments from the Commissioner on that point. 
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The Commission�s proposal will lead to our having to deal with the system again before long. The Commission perhaps 
reacted somewhat hastily in the wake of the BSE crisis, and now we are into brinkmanship again. I cannot help feeling that 
the 2003 deadline that was thought up in December 1998 is now occupying the Commission�s thought processes again. I 
believe that you can achieve implementation of this regulation by 1 September if you accept our amendments. You will not 
achieve it if you still insist on including category of animal, which we have already touched upon several times today. That 
has nothing to do with information for the public, it is just a quality issue, and does not belong in this regulation. 
Commissioner, please accept the amendments and we will then have something workable in place by 1 September.  

3-234 

Kindermann (PSE). � (DE) Mr President, many aspects of the common position we have here reflect Parliament�s 
position at first reading, and this demonstrates the Council�s willingness to work with Parliament in order to achieve a 
positive and rapid outcome in this area, which is so important for European consumers. I would have liked to simply 
approve the common position without further ado. However, I find one point that has already been mentioned several 
times enormously difficult � category of animal. This comes under compulsory labelling, where it has no place to be. 
Category of animal really does not assist the regulation�s objective of guaranteeing meat traceability. I therefore support 
the adoption of Amendments Nos 1, 2, 3 and 5. 
 
The Council will now have to remove the provisions relating to category of animal at its meeting in mid-July if it does not 
want to risk the regulation not coming into force on 1 September this year. Secondly, there is Amendment No 4 on minced 
beef, which relates to the last part of Article 14, first paragraph, beginning �and origin�. I am afraid I cannot follow this 
either. In my view, this amendment lacks precision. How is �origin� to be defined here? Does it refer to where the animal 
was born or where it was fattened, or both, and who is responsible for labelling here? Exactly how will origin be 
indicated? None of this is clearly worded and I see a risk that the Council will refuse point blank to accept this amendment, 
so that we will end up with a conciliation procedure, which will in turn further delay the entry into force of the regulation. 
This is not in the interests of consumers, and I therefore call on the House to reject Amendments Nos 4 and 6.  

3-235 

Pesälä (ELDR). � (FI) Mr President, Commissioner, the Council has adopted the European Parliament�s amendments on 
the labelling of beef products. There has been fruitful interinstitutional cooperation, and the codecision procedure has 
shown its strength. The result is a victory for consumers, and not just them, but the whole beef sector chain: the producers, 
the processing industry and the organisations representing the beef trade. This regulation will make it possible to trace the 
origin of meat, and even according to a reasonable timetable. After EU enlargement this sort of system will be vital for 
consumers and producers. To tell the truth, we could not have waited any longer for this system to be put into practice. 
Now it depends on the Member States whether the practice of labelling is adopted in the hoped for manner. I also hope 
consumer organisations will give their strong support to the implementation of the provisions in practice. 

3-236 

Hyland (UEN). � Mr President, the introduction of the EU beef labelling is a further step on the road to traceability and in 
the present climate a prerequisite for consumer protection and public health. 
 
As I have said on many previous occasions in this House, farmers are unfortunately the innocent victims of circumstances 
beyond their control. I come from a country which exports over 90% of its entire beef production and quality and 
consumer satisfaction have always been a priority. We must take steps to ensure that labelling does not result in a 
renationalisation of the food sector. Already there is some evidence that this is happening. I welcome the Commission's 
assurance that any distortion of trade which might arise as a result of these labelling measures will be dealt with. 
 
Labelling, however, needs to be sensible. Over-description would only lead to confusion and is unnecessary. The 
consumer must be able to see at a glance the certificate of origin which is the assurance of product safety. 

3-237 

Oomen-Ruijten (PPE-DE). � (NL) Mr President, that went quicker than I thought. The BSE crisis, and later on the dioxin 
crisis, focused our attention on the safety of our food. In addition, the European consumer has become more critical and 
outspoken over the past decades. Politicians need to take this into consideration. After all, there are huge interests at stake: 
the certainty and safety of our primary products, and hence consumer confidence. In the coming months, too, we should 
therefore be looking carefully at the White Paper on food safety. Today�s regulations are a direct result of the 
recommendations of the BSE inquiry at the time, in which integral chain management, i.e. the �from-stable-to-stable� 
principle, and with it the ultimate traceability of our primary raw materials, was established.  
 
The Commission proposal within the context of labelling beef follows on from temporary legislation dating back to 1997. 
It aims to introduce reliable and transparent identification and registration regulations for beef, as well as labelling for 
beef. This should also enhance consumer confidence in the quality of beef and benefit market stability. Meat should 
remain traceable, whether at the production or sales stage.  
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An important idea which the Council has adopted from the EP in its common position is to bring forward the date when 
the labelling regulation comes into effect. The label should contain information on the animal�s region of origin, where it 
is born, fattened up and slaughtered. What is new is that the Council now also considers it important to mention the animal 
category from which the meat originates. I admit that making this compulsory could be considered normal from the point 
of view of the consumer, but this is not yet the case in the Netherlands, where this suggestion is met with a great deal of 
protest. I do not call for compulsory labelling, but for labelling on a voluntary basis. In this context, I am convinced that 
butchers can meet all the provisions of this proposal in a very simple manner, for example by placing a sign in their shops.  

3-238 

Sacconi (PSE). � (IT) Mr President, with tomorrow�s vote, Parliament will take an initial step towards defining a 
legislative framework intended to win back consumer confidence in the quality of foodstuffs on the market in the 
European Union. This goal can only be achieved through a wider strategy such as that outlined in the White Paper on food 
safety, and we too must make every effort to speed up its practical implementation.  
 
This directive will ensure not only that the meat on our tables can be traced back to its origins but also that the consumer is 
provided with clear, essential information. The mandatory labelling to be affixed to packaging will provide consumers 
with the all the information they need in order to be able to make an informed decision about what to buy: therefore, a 
limited amount of clear, effective information needs to be included if we are to help consumers and not make their life 
more complicated. For this reason and because of the considerable opposition which appears to have arisen to the listing of 
categories, I have decided to support the amendments put forward by the Committee on the Environment, Public Health 
and Consumer Policy. 
 
In the context of this debate, I feel that I must stress once again the extremely sensitive nature of this proposal, and call 
upon all the Community institutions to act responsibly in order to make it operative as soon as possible and avoid legal 
gaps. 
 
Parliament has done its part and will continue to do so. Let the Commission and the Council do theirs! Mr Whitehead has 
already pointed them in the right direction. 

3-239 

Busk (ELDR). � (DA) Mr President, Commissioner, guaranteeing public health is the objective of one of today�s most 
important areas of legislation. This is something to which this regulation will contribute, making traceability from farm to 
plate as effective as possible, as well as compulsory. At the same time, European consumers have the right to clear and 
easily understandable information, so that they know where the meat they are eating comes from. I am certain that the 
Council and Parliament can reach a good compromise on minced meat, in so far as Parliament adopts Amendments 4 and 
6 which guarantee consumers information about where the minced meat comes from and when it was produced. I would 
ask all colleagues to vote in favour of Amendment 6 which Karl Erik Olsson and I have tabled with a view to making it 
compulsory for minced meat to bear a label stating the date when it was produced. Minced meat involves a much greater 
bacteriological risk for consumers than larger pieces of beef, so the production date is a very important piece of 
information. It is good that categories have been removed. The Council�s common position, together with Parliament�s six 
amendments, constitute legislation of benefit to agriculture and consumers in the EU.  

3-240 

Keppelhoff-Wiechert (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, it is not the label that counts. We all understand 
that expression, but what counts here really is the label � and I am not talking about haute couture! Beef labelling is an 
important stage in the process of rebuilding consumer confidence. I note that despite the protracted preliminary discussions 
not all EU Member States have recorded every last animal on their computers. Yet the compulsory labelling system is 
supposed to take force in all Member States as from 1 September 2000, thus finally replacing the voluntary system.  
 
The question for consumers will be this: what information can we expect? Where was the animal born? In the EU, in a 
third country, at which farm, in what region? What does country of origin mean, or perhaps even source country? And then 
there is the debate about categories. Should I buy a sucking calf, a normal calf or a heifer today? As I come from a farming 
background myself and there is nothing I more earnestly want for farmers than stable prices, I believe that we should 
create legal bases that are underpinned by consensus. We should not make the legislation unnecessarily complicated. We 
are all concerned about public health and consumer protection.  
 
So as from 1 September 2000 we will have labelling, and as from 1 January 2002 it will be extremely comprehensive. The 
beef chain from producer to consumer can be very long, and the supply chains in Member States vary widely. Yet I do not 
think that cattle headed for the slaughterhouse are really such great tourists. However, strict criteria must also apply to 
imports from third countries. By way of conclusion, let me say that I once learnt that top athletes� nutrition programmes 
should include meat. Our top athletes� eating habits have a great impact on health and performance. I hope that we can 
rebuild confidence and that people will once more become great meat-eaters.  

3-241 
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Korhola (PPE-DE). � (FI) Mr President, the report by Mr Papayannakis we are discussing is an important tool to improve 
consumer protection and increase consumer confidence in food in Europe. The committee took an important decision in 
rejecting the category of animal labelling proposal. The category of animal � heifer, cow, bull, bullock, young bull, calf � 
will not provide the consumer with any extra information, as the differences within categories might be greater than those 
between them. On the other hand, the compulsory labelling of category would increase the production costs of fresh meat 
products by what could be a large percentage figure, which, of course, would be passed on to the consumer. On this there 
is agreement between beef producers, the meat processing industry, retailers and consumer organisations. And now the 
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy has arrived at the same conclusion. Category 
labelling must not be compulsory, but this can happen on a national basis, as, for example, has been the wish in France. 
Perhaps in a country the size of France there is so much beef that it is possible to label products rationally. That is not the 
case in my country. 
 
Another thorny problem relating to the proposal is labelling showing the origin of the meat. The proposal is for the 
labelling system to be introduced in two stages. In the first stage there would just be slaughter information. In cases where 
the animal was bred and reared in another country, the information might be totally misleading for the consumer, and in 
countries where stage two is now in force the situation as it is could only deteriorate. For example, Finland�s national beef 
labelling system also now includes information on where the animal was bred and reared. It is therefore to be hoped that, 
on the basis of the current defining implementation regulation, the beef sector could be flexible enough to come round to 
establishing the two-stage labelling system. 
 
The basis of this discussion is consumer protection, especially with regard to the BSE crisis we lived through in Europe. 
The matter being discussed is an important tool, but the compulsory labelling of beef products and the gradual switch to 
labels showing the origin of the meat do not serve this purpose. 

3-242 

Klaß (PPE-DE). � Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I am sure there are still many more questions. You 
can of course always revisit everything, but I think that we now need labelling of beef and beef products as a matter of 
urgency, by which I mean as from September this year and not as from January next year. We have discussed this at length 
in committee. As regards guarantees of origin, great progress has already been made as a result of improved transparency, 
and it was possible to make a positive impact. There are many regional programmes, for example in my home region of 
Rheinland-Pfalz, and these demonstrate that this is feasible and have led the way here. It is not so long since farmers and 
meat-processing plants were threatened with annihilation, and it has only been through a combination of comprehensive 
information and strategically sound and effective marketing measures that it has been possible to rebuild consumer 
confidence to some extent. We must not allow this success to be undermined by deferring the introduction of labelling, 
which would be a step backwards. 
 
Designation of origin is particularly important for consumers. The preparatory work our farmers have done on labelling 
has been good and clear. We have made good progress with beef labelling in Germany. In this context I would like to ask 
you, Commissioner, what progress the other Member States have made. We certainly need to keep an eye on products 
imported from third countries. These should be clearly recognisable as such when they are sold. But what about those 
sometimes excessively detailed descriptions? They are confusing. For example, how many consumers know what a heifer 
is, who would be interested in that, and why is it important? 
 
The Commission has not yet clearly presented its proposals on category here, but I think it will have to adopt a simple and 
clear approach. Descriptions such as �veal� or �beef� are sufficient, and anyone who wants more information should also be 
able to obtain it.  

3-243 

Doyle (PPE-DE). � Mr President, I fully subscribe to and take as read what has been said so far in relation to the 
identification and traceability of beef and all beef products. Yesterday the Committee on the Environment voted by 37 
votes to 13 for the five amendments before us today � a clear, decisive vote right across this House from colleagues in all 
different groups. 
 
I would particularly like to mention the category issue here which I suppose effectively means getting back to the first 
reading position on this. I was incensed when, as late as yesterday, the Commission could not advise us as to exactly what 
would be involved in 'category'. We are effectively being asked to buy the bovine equivalent of a pig in a poke. This is not 
acceptable. I would say to the Commissioner, please accept our amendments in relation to this area. There is no need to 
confuse and mislead the consumers of Europe on a compulsory basis, because the voluntary labelling system which will be 
driven by competition, pride in product and consumer demand will add anything that a compulsory category label might 
otherwise require. 
 
I am still confused about the situation in relation to mince. If we are now going to insist on country of origin for mince, 
why cannot we have country of origin for the larger pieces of beef from 1 September, or whenever? I am not quite sure 
where we stand on that but we will be advised. 
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The French situation is amazing. Only yesterday the services of the French Prime Minister wrote to every French MEP in 
this House � all 87 of them across the House � telling them to vote against all the amendments. What does that tell us 
about political interference from the top in France? What is that saying about French beef production and protectionism? 
What is it saying about the Anglo-French beef issue? If the French want to label beef they can do so voluntarily. At the 
moment they only label 50% of their beef, yet they want to insist on compulsory labelling under category for all of us. I do 
not understand the political interference and the real message from France, and we should get to the bottom of it. 

3-244 

Ayuso González (PPE-DE). � (ES) Mr President, Commissioner, this proposed regulation and derogation of Regulation 
(EC) No 820/97 has a first heading, which nobody is talking about, which provides for a system of identification and 
registration for beef based on earmarks, passports and computerised support which guarantee its traceability. 
 
The second heading establishes an obligatory system of labelling of meat and two stages for its implementation. 
 
In the voluntary period for application of Regulation (EC) No 820/97, 36 specifications have been approved in Spain in 
order to put it into practice, and I can assure you that this has given the consumer confidence and contributed to the 
recuperation of consumption, which dropped considerably as a result of mad cow disease. 
 
I am therefore pleased that this Regulation has been adopted. However, with regard to the content of the labelling � which 
let us not forget is directed at the consumer � it must be said that it is frankly excessive and that indications are proposed 
which provide little in the way of food safety and traceability, since this is guaranteed by the measures proposed in the first 
heading and, of course, is not what most matters to the consumer. 
 
The indication of categories is not necessary at all. Furthermore, this indication of categories may lead to confusion and 
problems, with regard to the age of slaughter of animals and the protected geographical indications, registered in 
accordance with Regulation (EC) No 2081/92, because in this case it is obligatory to introduce categories, and the 
definitions do not coincide with those which are proposed now. Unless an agreement is reached � a consensus � in the 
management committee on the 14th. 
 
What matters most to consumers, particularly in the light of the recent food crises, is to know where the animal was born 
and where and how it has been fed throughout its life. Naturally, the registration number of the slaughterhouse offers them 
little or nothing in terms of the information they require. Furthermore, this Regulation lays down obligatory minimum 
requirements and there is always the possibility of voluntary optional labelling.  

3-245 

Bushill-Matthews (PPE-DE). � Mr President, I would also like to concentrate on this issue of category of animal 
labelling. 
 
The original proposal called for labelling as steer, heifer or young bull, which would be sexual discrimination. But recently 
I was staggered when the Commission � just as Mrs Doyle has said � reported it had not finally decided on the precise 
terminology! This effectively means they are asking Parliament to give them a blank cheque to determine what category of 
animal means after we have voted on whether or not to include it. This is very sloppy, very amateur and unacceptable as a 
way to treat this House. It is not even a food safety issue. It is extra bureaucracy and red tape � which is probably why my 
own government in the UK has supported it. But it is not in the interests of consumers, nor of the industry and, 
specifically, it is not in the interest of small abattoirs which would have the greatest difficulty in dealing with it. 
 
I therefore ask the House to support the deletion of category of animal as a compulsory labelling requirement, just as it did 
on the first reading. If countries wish to include it voluntarily that is a matter for them. Assuming we vote for deletion, I 
would ask the Commission to take note that we shall not be moved on this issue. So they know what they have to do. 
Finally I ask the Commission and the Council to take note that we welcome the principle of labelling beef by country of 
origin and that we call on the French presidency to set an example by making an immediate commitment to accept all beef 
so labelled from all EU countries and let the consumer decide. 

3-246 

Nicholson (PPE-DE). � Mr President, Commissioner, can I first of all say I very much welcome this opportunity to follow 
the debate on this issue, but quite frankly I think it has tried our patience for a long time and most of us would like to see it 
resolved as soon as possible. 
 
We have to ask ourselves what we are trying to achieve and whose fears we are trying to allay. There is no doubt that 
consumers are tremendously concerned and I think we have to be able to allay that concern so that consumers can feel 
confident that the food they buy, anywhere in the European Union, will be fully traceable and good for whoever purchases 
it. 
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For that we need an effective system of traceability and control that will restore confidence. I come from an agricultural 
background and it seems to me that what you need to control is the whole life span of the animal from the moment it is 
born to the time it is slaughtered. If you can achieve that then you will go a long way to allaying the consumers' fears. You 
can put in controls that will be so bureaucratic that they just will not work, so we have to concentrate on what is workable. 
 
Categorising beef as steers, bullocks or heifers will not do anything to allay the fears of the consumer. This is taking 
foolishness to the extreme and I ask you to reflect and take on board the views of the committee and the view of this 
Parliament on this particular point. 

3-247 

Fiori (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, since the issue of Regulation 820 in 1997, we have been discussing rebuilding a 
relationship between the consumer and the production world, and I have to say that a great deal has been achieved on both 
sides. Much work has been done to ensure that the consumer is in possession of the correct information. 
 
That said, I am briefly going to return to some of the issues raised by my fellow Members, each of which illustrated the 
situation in their own country. 
 
In Italy, selling unspecified adult cattle on the market would mean suppressing a sensibility which is linked to our cultural 
and food traditions, and so we would find ourselves in quite a difficult situation. Apart from anything else, considering that 
the price per kilogram of a cow carcass is considerably lower than that of a bullock carcass and even lower than that of a 
heifer, it would be difficult to justify the different sales prices to the consumer, who will naturally buy the unspecified 
adult meat out of ignorance. 
 
Therefore, we are drawing up a law giving the consumer the right to know what he is buying and at what price, according 
to principles of transparency, clarity and information. The work on the traceability of all the information regarding the 
animal�s country of provenance and country of birth and, in particular, where the animal was fattened, is therefore 
excellent. 
 
Indeed, we would like the traceability criteria to be extended to minced beef, which is becoming a very popular product. 
 
We feel that a precise reference to the point of slaughter and to the provenance of the minced beef would contribute to 
maintaining this relationship of trust that we are building between producer and consumer. 

3-248 

Fischler, Commission. � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the fact that the second reading in this House is taking 
place so quickly is a clear sign that all of you, and in particular the rapporteur, Mr Papayannakis, regard this subject, a very 
important one for consumers, as a key priority and that it is indeed your objective that compulsory labelling should come 
into force on time on 1 September. I would therefore first of all like to sincerely thank the rapporteur and everyone who 
cooperated with him for the excellent and rapid progress that has been made with this. 
 
Timing has always been vital in this area, and it still is. You all know that the introduction of the compulsory labelling 
system had to be deferred last December because agreement could not be reached within the time frame available. This 
deferral expires on 31 August, which in practice means that it runs out at the end of this month, because Parliament does 
not sit in August and no further sittings can be called. 
 
We must all ensure that the pledge we made to all European beef consumers and also to producers and processors is 
respected. In order to avoid further postponement or, even worse, a legal vacuum on labelling, we must therefore come to a 
final decision this month. 
 
Before I talk about the amendments tabled for tomorrow�s vote, I would like to make a couple of brief comments about the 
Council common position approved by the Council on 6 June. As you know, I pressed for an informal trialogue on the 
issue of the legal basis. This took place on 3 May. The Members participating in that meeting also asked for appropriate 
explanations regarding the draft of the Council common position. 
 
Once a number of further changes to the text requested by Parliament had been made, it was possible to reach an 
agreement based on which the following Agriculture Council approved the Council common position. This was then 
formally transmitted to Parliament in mid-June together with the Commission�s communication. This goes to show how 
well the codecision process could actually function on agricultural matters. Despite the shortage of time, the Council 
produced what I regard as a workable compromise taking account of the amendments you adopted at first reading. This 
reconciled the consumer�s right to guaranteed origin with the need for a practical system. 
 
Like Parliament, the Council also recognised that compulsory labelling needed to be introduced earlier than stipulated in 
the original proposal. Furthermore, the Council even complied with Parliament�s request to delete all references to EU 
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origin. Lastly, the Council also took on board the request for stricter labelling requirements for minced beef, and tightened 
up the wording of the rules proposed by the Commission. 
 
It was only possible to achieve all these joint solutions between the Council and Parliament because the Member States 
agreed that no more national beef labelling schemes would apply after 2002. The greatest achievement was reaching 
agreement on a uniform Community-wide labelling scheme for beef. We should not therefore jeopardise this common 
interest and this move towards integration again. 
 
As we have now heard from the Committee on the Environment, we are not yet out of the woods, politically speaking. 
 
There are now amendments to be considered in plenary sitting, and approving some of these amendments would have far-
reaching consequences, above all in terms of timing and as regards the adoption of the regulation. For example, as several 
speakers have noted, two amendments on labelling minced beef have been tabled. This issue has been scrutinised in great 
detail both here in Parliament and also by the Council. You will see that the Council has taken your comments on board 
and has tightened up the wording of the rules, and has in fact made them even stricter than stipulated in the original 
Commission proposal. 
 
One of the two new amendments reiterates the view that producers of minced beef should give precise details of the origin 
of the beef they have processed. Ladies and gentlemen, given the industrial conditions under which minced beef is 
produced nowadays, this would quite obviously be asking too much. Although the industry agrees with watertight 
guarantees of origin, it is already having great difficulties in giving details about the point of slaughter and of preparation 
for minced beef products. This demonstrates that the regulation will also have a similar impact. So it will certainly not be 
possible to put the new proposal into practice. If the worst came to the worst, it could even lead to some companies, 
especially in the smaller Member States, going bankrupt and the market for minced beef being completely renationalised. 
That is the effect it would have. And you cannot convince me that a Polish cow imported into Austria would be a problem 
for Austrian consumers. Because I can tell the honourable Member that if a consumer buys minced beef in a butcher�s 
shop in Austria, he has the piece of meat minced in front of his own eyes, and in that case there are no problems either 
with origin or anything else. What we are talking about here is really industrial processing of minced beef to make burgers 
and similar products, and nowadays that is a continuous industrial process. If you start interfering in that, then companies 
like this will use products originating solely in their own country and nothing else. And that would result in the opposite of 
what we are trying to achieve. 
 
The other amendment proposes making it compulsory to give the date minced beef was produced, and this is not the first 
time we have debated this idea. However, the label already features a more direct and clearer way of giving the consumer 
such vital information � the use-by date, which shows how long the minced beef can be used for. I do not therefore believe 
that this new proposal would improve or add to information for consumers. The common position also provides for such 
information to be given under the �simplified procedure� if anyone requires this. I therefore suggest that we should stick to 
the provisions on minced beef as laid down in the common position. I am sure that if you take a closer look at the text you 
will see that the rules stipulated in it are strict enough and that our objective of improving transparency has been achieved. 
 
I would now like to turn to the much discussed issue of category. As you know, this formed part of the original 
Commission proposal, and I think there is a lot to be said for giving this information. It leads to greater transparency and I 
believe it is important for consumers. I can only tell you that where I come from, you pay 50% more for veal than for beef. 
So as a consumer, I would like to know what I am paying 50% more for. There is also a price difference of about one third 
depending on whether I am buying beef from a cow or beef from a young bull. In that case it is surely in the interest of 
consumers to know what they are paying more for and to be given a guarantee that when they pay a higher price, they are 
actually getting what they paid for. Let me explain now what we are actually proposing here. 
 
Categories have already been compulsory in the Community for 20 years as far as whole carcasses are concerned. The 
existing categories are: calves, young bulls, bullocks, heifers, cows and older bulls. This is also intended as the basis for 
introducing categories in this case. We simply want the labelling already applying to whole carcasses to apply to 
individual cuts as well. That is all. We are also willing to make distinctions for meat prepared in different ways. For 
example, it is not necessary to make a precise distinction for casserole meat, since as I see it is enough to know if you are 
buying veal or beef casserole meat. 
 
That is what this is about, and that alone! If you say that the Commission does not even know what form the final system 
will take, then I have to reply that this is a typical chicken-and-egg situation. We cannot lay down Commission rules and 
implementing provisions until a Council regulation is in force. 
 
The category detail is a matter for the implementing provisions. So you cannot demand guarantees from the Commission 
as to exactly how the whole system will operate, because we will have to discuss this with the Member States in the 
Management Committee first. What you are calling for here is not legally possible, unless you want to make the whole 
system part of the Council regulation itself. But that would be another kettle of fish. That is why I think that the procedure 



20000705EN.doc     Verbatim Report of Proceeding        75 
 

proposed here is correct. But I can give you one assurance, if you wish: the Commission will be backing the categories that 
I have mentioned, but not anything more complicated. 
 
We have to be clear about one thing: if we do not introduce these categories, the result will be a return to national labelling 
systems in this area too. That can surely not be in Europe�s interest. Of course, politically speaking there is more than one 
way of looking at this issue. Although the Commission, and I think I have made this clear, does not agree with those who 
think that providing this information is impracticable, pointless or prohibitively expensive, I cannot say that a system 
without this kind of provision is out of the question. But what the Commission wanted to avoid at all costs was a return to 
national schemes, which in practice would lead to a total renationalisation of markets, thus undermining the common 
market. Surely that is not the idea. So I believe that we should adhere to the common position in this respect as well. 
 
I would now like to make two brief points. Mr Hudghton asked if it would be possible to display information regarding the 
area of origin, such as the Orkney Islands for example, on a voluntary basis. Such voluntary information on area of origin 
is possible, as long as protected designations of origin are not involved, because it logically follows that protected 
designations of origin must be protected as such. 
 
That brings me to the last argument put forward by various Members, that is to say the failure to introduce technical 
requirements. If we were to gear our decision-making to when it occurs to the last Member State that it is now ready to 
establish technical requirements, then we would be gearing the process to those who are dragging their feet on compulsory 
beef labelling. We cannot accept that, it would be counterproductive. The market will in fact penalise those who were not 
prepared to establish the technical requirements for beef labelling promptly. 
 
I would therefore ask you to bear these considerations in mind when you vote tomorrow. I can also assure you that this 
system will not be as complicated in practice as many of you here imagine. This is a mock-up of how one of these labels 
will look in future. And there is still room for the price and any other information consumers specifically require anyway. 
You see, it can work! 

3-249 

President. � Commissioner, this debate is going to go on until we have completed the conciliation process. 
 
Colleagues, I recognise there is a difficulty. You should corner Mr Fischler individually if you wish to speak to him. I have 
been involved in the meat industry for a number of years myself. The matter is not yet satisfactorily resolved. 
 
Mrs Jackson, do you have a point of order? 

3-250 

Jackson (PPE-DE). � I am simply pointing out that the Commissioner should not give the impression that there is no 
room for conciliation on this. We have room for conciliation and the advantage, if we adopt these amendments tomorrow, 
is that Parliament would be openly engaged in the final form of this proposal, which otherwise we will not be. 

3-251 

President. � The matter of raising conciliation will be after the vote tomorrow. 
 
That concludes the debate. 
 
The vote will be taken tomorrow at noon. 

3-252 

Proposal for a regulation on a Community patent 

3-253 

President. � The next item is the Commission communication on the proposal for a regulation on a Community patent. 

3-254 

Bolkestein, Commission. � Mr President, I am very grateful for this opportunity to inform Parliament about a decision 
which was taken by the Commission this morning relating to a proposal for a regulation to create a Community patent. 
That is in line with a request from the Lisbon European Council, which called for such a Community patent to be in place 
by the year 2001. Parliament explicitly supported this initiative in its contributions to the extensive consultation process 
which the Commission launched through its Green Paper on Innovation in Europe in 1997. 
 
We need a Community patent in order to stimulate innovation, which is a key factor for growth, competitiveness and job 
creation in Europe. Our industry, as well as our research and scientific community, have stressed for some time now the 
need for a patent which is affordable, valid throughout the Community and which offers legal security. That is an 
ambitious goal. Our proposal meets this ambitious goal as it aims at creating just such a patent. The Community patent will 
co-exist with, and complement, existing systems by offering a more attractive alternative for those businesses, both big and 
small, operating within the internal market. Our proposal builds extensively on the existing European patent system which 



20000705EN.doc     Verbatim Report of Proceedings        76 
 

governs the rules and procedures leading to the grant of European patents, and this approach requires that the Community 
should adhere to the European patent convention. 
 
By virtue of the Community patent regulation, patents delivered by the European Patent Office in Munich may become 
Community patents. The Community patent as proposed by the Commission will have the following characteristics: a 
Community patent will have a unitary character, it will be valid throughout the Community and it will be the subject of a 
single set of rules. This will reduce the uncertainty linked to fifteen different national legislations and, of course, after 
enlargement, many more. Legal certainty will be considerably reinforced by the creation of a centralized judicial system 
which will guarantee the quality and coherence of case law relating to Community patents. The creation of such a 
centralised jurisdiction requires a change to the EC Treaty. We now have a window of opportunity with the ongoing 
Intergovernmental Conference. We must not miss that opportunity and I should like to count on the vigorous support of 
Members of this Parliament in order to ensure that the IGC takes up this issue in all earnest. 
 
Finally, our proposal will help to reduce considerably the costs of patents in Europe by not requiring supplementary 
translations of the patent once it has been delivered in one of the three languages of the European Patent Office. 
 
May I insist on the need for an ambitious approach. Previous attempts to create a Community patent, in particular through 
the Luxembourg convention of 1989, failed because of a lack of ambition on the two key issues: firstly, the cost and 
secondly, the litigation. We must convince Member States of the need to change the Treaty to create a centralised 
jurisdiction for Community patent litigation. When looking at our proposal, one should also anticipate the consequences of 
enlargement on the costs and litigation in this respect. If we are anything less than ambitious in this field, we shall simply 
not provide our industry, our research and development experts with the modern patent which they need. 

3-255 

Fraisse (GUE/NGL). � (FR) Mr President, Commissioner, the proposal for a regulation on a Community patent gives us 
the chance to review cooperation, as you have just said, between the European Patent Office and the Community 
institutions. The patent recently issued to the University of Edinburgh poses the problem of the status of the EPO and how 
to control it. 
 
In the light of what has now been referred to as a mistake, it would appear that Directive 98/44 on the legal protection of 
biotechnological inventions is inaccurate and ambiguous, especially Articles 5(1) and 5(2). Should the Commission not 
propose a revision of this directive in order to preclude the possibility of patenting the discovery of a gene or genetic 
sequence? We must not skimp on this question, especially now that we are introducing a Community patent.  

3-256 

Kauppi (PPE-DE). � I am very happy to hear that the Commission has decided to limit the number of languages that can 
be used for the Community patent. At the moment translation costs are the biggest problem when we try to reduce the 
costs and speed up the process. I warmly welcome the proposal and hope that the IGC is ready to make the necessary 
changes to the Treaties. 
 
But I would like to ask a specific question concerning the process in EPO. I was under the impression that the process 
itself would remain more or less the same in the new system. Why is it that at the moment the EPO uses the system of 
many experts instead of the system of one expert, which is in use in Japan and the United States? There the patent is 
granted when one expert has given their opinion. That is also a factor in making the process in Europe more costly and 
slower than that of our competitors. 

3-257 

Palacio Vallelersundi (PPE-DE). � (ES) Mr President, I would like firstly to congratulate the Commissioner. I believe 
that this is a great achievement. As he has said, this is probably the most ambitious internal market project we are currently 
dealing with and I am happy to say this on behalf of the Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market, and as 
rapporteur on this issue. 
 
It is ambitious, Commissioner, because, in addition to what you have said, there is a fundamental reason, based on the 
principles of the internal market, for having a Community patent. If we want our internal market really to be a domestic 
market for companies and consumers, the current fragmentation suffered by patents, resulting from national borders, 
makes no sense. Having said this, it is an ambitious and difficult project, because, as you have mentioned, it requires a 
change to the Treaty and to the constitutions of at least four or six Member States. 
 
Therefore, Commissioner, I pray that there will be excellent cooperation between us, which we are going to need, and the 
capacity for negotiation so that this project can be taken to its conclusion.  

3-258 

Bolkestein, Commission. � Mr President, thank you for giving me the opportunity to reply to the remarks that have just 
been made. May I start by thanking Mrs Palacio Vallelersundi for the broad support that she has given the decision by the 
Commission to promote the Community patent. As far as Mrs Kauppi is concerned, may I say that the reason that the 
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European Patent Office in Munich uses not just one but a number of experts is that it wants to ensure that the quality of the 
patent which is granted by the European Patent Office is of the highest quality. Without wishing to be unduly eurocentric, 
patents granted in other parts of the world, in particular one part which is across the water, if I may put it that way, are not 
of the same quality as the patents granted by the European Patent Office in Munich. So in this case I am afraid that we 
must continue to place security and quality above purely financial considerations. That is the reason why the European 
Patent Office uses more than one expert. 
 
On the first question, the Commission is aware of the concerns that have been raised in France and elsewhere about the 
directive and in particular about possible inconsistencies between two paragraphs of Article 5 of the directive. The 
President of France, Mr Jacques Chirac, has written to President Prodi on this question. May I stress that in my opinion 
there is no contradiction between the first two paragraphs of that article, the wording of which I believe relies heavily on 
suggestions made by this Parliament. The first paragraph provides that the human body at various stages of its formation 
and development and the simple discovery of one of its elements, including the sequence or partial sequence of a gene, 
cannot constitute patentable inventions. This paragraph is clearly in line with the basic principle that discoveries are not 
patentable. 
 
However the second paragraph of Article 5 states that an element isolated from the human body or otherwise produced by 
means of a technical process, including the sequence or the partial sequence of a gene, may constitute a patentable 
invention, even if the structure of that element is identical to that of a natural element. Here the invention arises from the 
isolation of a particular gene from its natural surroundings or by its production by means of a technical process. 
 
Of course to be patentable, that invention would still need to satisfy the criteria of novelty, inventiveness and industrial 
applicability. In respect of this last requirement, industrial applicability, the directive makes it clear that the industrial 
application of the gene must be specified in the patent application. A note setting out the Commission's position on this 
issue has been placed on our website. 
 
Needless to say the Commission will reply to President Chirac's letter and take a position on the issues he has raised. Our 
proposal on a Community patent, which is the subject of the discussion this afternoon, does not affect the existing regime, 
which is governed by the directive of 1998. That directive is due to be implemented by the end of this month and it should 
also bind the European Patent Office. 

3-259 

Thors (ELDR). � (SV) Mr President, Commissioner, it is important that you emphasised the coexistence of the national 
patents, European patents and Community patents. I still wonder, however, how decentralised the research regime will be 
with regard to the Community patents. It was expressly mentioned in the reply from Parliament in the Green Paper that 
you mentioned. 
 
I am also pleased that we will achieve legal certainty. I think, however, that it could have been achieved in a different way 
and without creating a Community patent. One question that is important to deal with here in Parliament, and that will 
definitely be something that affects the linguistic diversity within the EU, is also whether we will guarantee equality 
between small and medium-sized enterprises that operate in all parts of our Union. I also think it is important that in all 
parts of the Union we are able to retain the knowledge that is associated with research patents.  

3-260 

MacCormick (Verts/ALE). � When we recently discussed the research White Paper, we all took the view that it was vital 
to move forward on this topic because it was important not only to do very good research in Europe, but also to optimise 
the conditions for its industrial exploitation. So on that account I welcome Commissioner Bolkenstein's statement. 
 
The word 'centralisation' is unfortunate in this context because it suggests a single centre of what is already a polycentric 
community. I take it his real meaning is that there will be one court for the whole Community, not that it will necessarily 
be in a place which will be geographically central. 
 
Finally, I gather that it is proposed that software might be patented. My Group would be very unhappy about such a 
proposal. It seems to us that copyright is the right way to protect software and that introducing patents in this sphere would 
be unhelpful and contrary to good legal principle. 

3-261 

Purvis (PPE-DE). � We welcome the fact that this is going to be a great spur to innovation and development and the 
competitiveness of European industry in the future if it does get through the IGC and onto the statute book. Following up 
Mrs Fraisse's question and your response to that, the borderline must be established as to what is acceptable for patenting 
and what is not. In the biotechnology area there is still this grey area. You purported to have reached an absolute decision 
on this. Is there any room for manoeuvre or is that the absolutely determined and settled position of the Commission as 
you said in your earlier answer? 

3-262 
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Bolkestein, Commission. � May I explain that the Commission's proposal, if accepted by Parliament and by the Council, 
does not take away any possibilities that at present exist. So if the Commission's proposal is accepted there will be three 
ways of getting patents. First of all there will be the national patents which will be delivered in the national language and 
will be granted by the national office for the granting of patents. That exists now and will continue to exist. 
 
The second possibility that will continue to exist is the European patent granted by the European Patent Office. The 
European patent is not to be confused with the Community patent. The European patent is a basket of national patents, so 
an inventor would apply for a patent, for example, for Benelux, France and Germany, five countries out of 15. If the 
application is approved he would get a patent for those five countries, and jurisdiction would be spread over the courts of 
those five countries. That possibility � that is the reality at the moment � will continue to exist. 
 
The third possibility we are now discussing is one patent of unitary character, in other words it is granted and then it 
applies to the whole Community. That is why it is called the Community patent. May I stress that this is an option 
inventors have, they can go either for a national patent or for a European patent or for a Community patent. The 
Commission does not intend to take away any possibilities that exist at present. 
 
Let me address Mrs Thors who asked about decentralisation in this field. We cannot have it both ways. We cannot have 
our cake and eat it. In other words, if we want a Community patent, granted at a single place, namely Munich, which at 
one go applies to the whole Community, we must have a central jurisdiction to judge litigation for patents. That is why the 
Commission has proposed that a tribunal to judge litigation in the case of intellectual property be set up, and the logical 
place for that tribunal to exist is in Luxembourg. That is also what I would like to say to Mr MacCormick. We are not 
concerned here with any geographical centrality � although I must admit I do not know whether Luxembourg is or is not in 
the centre of the European Union. Certainly with the enlargement of the European Union the geographic centre of the 
Union would shift eastwards. We have chosen the place where the European Court of Justice is located for the 
Community's tribunal on intellectual property. 
 
May I come back to Mrs Thors and say that as far as small and medium-sized enterprises are concerned, the Commission 
proposal does not take away any possibilities for small and medium-sized enterprises to partake of inventions published by 
the European Patent Office. 75% of patents are delivered in English, and the current language in the world of intellectual 
property, in the world of patents, is English. Secondly there are national patent offices. Let them use their capacity to 
enlighten small and medium enterprises about what is going on in Munich and what has been published in English, French 
or German. In that way they can stimulate and help the small and medium enterprises existing in those respective 
countries. 
 
Lastly, on the matter of patents for biotechnological inventions, which was raised both in the previous round of questions 
and just now again, may I stress that the decision taken by the Commission this morning does not change anything in the 
area that was alluded to by both speakers. The question then arises: does the Commission have room for manoeuvre in this 
respect? Only those people who have no ideas never change their ideas, so it would be bizarre if the Commission had no 
room for manoeuvre. We are considering that, we have received the letter from the President of the French Republic, we 
shall answer that letter obviously, there is already a note which is available on our website and we shall do our best to steer 
a course which is the most sensible one. 

3-263 

Rübig (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, I would like to follow up Mrs Kauppi�s question, in relation to the strategy on the 
level of invention. A high level of invention has the advantage that it is easy to defend in court, because revocation 
proceedings are of course a huge problem. A low level of invention has the advantage that many companies and inventors 
can submit their inventions and obtain a patent very quickly. 
 
That is why I believe that the strategic level Europe is to adopt is a vital issue, because the Japanese, for instance, have 
now adopted the principle of a low level of invention and accordingly have a flood of applications. Europe and the 
European Patent Office in fact have a very high level of inventiveness. I believe that this is enormously significant as an 
instrument of economic policy. 

3-264 

IN THE CHAIR: MR PUERTA 
Vice-President 

3-265 

Wuermeling (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, Commissioner, I too would like to congratulate you on presenting this 
proposal. Indeed we all hope that in the interests of the competitiveness of the European Union, this unending Community 
patent saga will now have a happy ending. That is why it was right � and I would like to specifically support you here � 
not to overburden this proposal with sensitive issues such as patent protection for biotechnology products. I also entreat 
my fellow Members not to raise issues of principle on language matters. This is a special field subject to special 
arrangements. 
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Commissioner, with regard to jurisdiction, you just mentioned in passing that the relevant jurisdiction would of course be 
in Luxembourg. I hope that was not a reference to a possible location for the European Patent Court. It would possibly 
make more sense for it to be located in Munich together with the European Patent Office, because all the necessary 
expertise is available there, which would facilitate cooperation.  

3-266 

De Clercq (ELDR). � (NL) Mr President, I would like to congratulate Commissioner Bolkestein warmly on the initiative 
he has shown, the energy he has displayed and the success he has achieved in respect of the European Community patent.  
 
I would like to ask him four questions. As I understand it, some Commissioners, as well as people other than 
Commissioners, have problems with the proposed language system. I am not fanatical about languages, but I do wonder 
why there should be three languages and not five, as is the case in the Community Trademark Office. Would this cause a 
real problem?  
 
Secondly, the decision to convert the office in Munich into an EU agency has to be approved unanimously by fifteen 
governments. Is that a problem?  
 
Thirdly, on the position of the European Parliament, we do not really have much of a say. Does this mean that the 
European Parliament, which has worked harder than anyone else to achieve a European Community patent, will not be 
involved, or at least be updated in good time and on a regular basis?  
 
Finally, what is the latest on the future expansion of the Community patent?  

3-267 

Bolkestein, Commission. � Six questions have been put by three Members of your assembly. Perhaps I may deal with 
them one by one. 
 
Firstly, on the matter of thresholds, the only threshold I am aware of is a threshold of quality and we must continue to 
provide patents which satisfy definite criteria of quality. Earlier this afternoon I replied to a question by Mrs Kauppi where 
she asked why the European Patent Office did not satisfy itself with just one expert and the reason I gave is that we need 
the highest quality patents and therefore it is sometimes necessary to use more than one expert. I do not think we should 
adulterate the quality of the patents delivered by the European Patent Office and therefore we should maintain the 
threshold as it is. 
 
The same Member of Parliament asked about jurisdiction. Once again, a Community patent needs a Community 
jurisdiction and it seems to us that this court which will consist of specialised judges but which of course forms part of the 
whole court system of the European Union would be best placed in Luxembourg, but that is purely a matter of the location 
of the court. 
 
On competitiveness, may I say that is one of the prime considerations why we engaged in this whole exercise. Business 
and the research community want a single patent available at one go for the whole Community and one that is cheap. The 
average cost of European patents is three times the cost of an average Japanese patent and five times the cost of an average 
American patent. Obviously this is to the detriment of European competitiveness. 
 
As far as the languages are concerned, and here I come to a question put by Mr De Clercq, if we followed the Luxembourg 
Convention of 1989, which meant that all patents had to be translated into 11 languages, the cost of that translation alone 
would be EUR 17,000 on average, whereas the system the Commission is now proposing will cost EUR 2,000. That is also 
the reason why the Luxembourg convention was never operative. It was concluded but it was not ratified in the Member 
States required and therefore it never became operative and that is because we were not ambitious enough either in the 
jurisdiction or in the costs. 
 
Mr De Clercq says why can we not have five languages. The reason is that the construction of the Community patent is 
such that the European Patent Office grants a patent for the whole Community and therefore we will leave the whole 
process up to the granting of the patent as it is now. After that it becomes valid throughout the Community and then there 
is a court to sit on litigation, but up to the granting of the patent itself the European Patent Office will continue to work as 
it does now. 
 
May I point out that the European Patent Office is not a Community agency. There is a European Patent Convention and 
15 Member States have signed the Convention but a number of other states have also signed it so the Commission cannot 
tell the European Patent Office what its language arrangements should be. Therefore when Mr De Clercq says why could 
the European Patent Office not become an agency of the European Union my answer is that the European Union must sign 
up to the European Patent Convention and should negotiate that but it is no longer realistic to expect the European Patent 
Office to become a Union agency. 
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The penultimate point, raised by Mr De Clercq, was about the codecision procedure. That will remain as it normally is and 
therefore Parliament will play its normal role in considering the mandates and the aims of the Commission when these 
issues are decided in full this autumn. 
 
Lastly, when enlargement takes place the Union will become bigger, obviously, and the Community patent will then apply 
to the countries that have acceded to the European Union. There is no other way of keeping and maintaining a Community 
patent. 
 
Once again, the two other possibilities will continue to exist, so there will continue to be a Polish National Patent and there 
will also continue to be a European Patent which may if the applicant wishes, include Poland. Let us hope that most 
European businesses and most European research experts will promote the shift from the European Patent to the 
Community Patent so that the competitiveness of the European Union is improved as much as possible. 

3-268 

President. � Thank you very much for your replies, Mr Bolkestein. 
 
That concludes the Commission�s statement and the subsequent debate.  

3-269 

Question Time (Commission)  

3-270 

President. � The next item is Question Time (B5-0532/00). We will examine questions to the Commission. 
 

First part 

3-271 

President. � Question No 25 by Charlotte Cederschiöld (H-0549/00): 
 

Subject: Cybercrime 
 
Work is in progress to tackle cybercrime (Council of Europe, the G7�s Lyon Group). In addition, the Commission has recently made proposals 
and is now considering taking new measures at Community level to combat crime. Apparently the Commission is discussing a paper with the 
Member States without even informing Parliament that it is doing so. One of the measures under consideration is a requirement for service-
providers to gather and store traffic data and, upon request, supply it to the authorities. 
 
Does the Commission realise that such a measure could present enormous risks to personal data protection and the protection of sensitive 
commercial data and would facilitate industrial and economic espionage? 
 
Does the Commission realise that such a measure might destroy users� confidence in the Internet? 
 
Does the Commission realise that such a measure would be inconsistent with the Commission�s recent eEurope initiative, the aim of which was 
to encourage the use of the Internet both by private individuals and by businesses? 

3-272 

Vitorino, Commission. � Mr President, Mrs Cederschiöld, Members of Parliament, since December 1999 the Commission 
has undertaken informal consultations with representatives from Member States' law enforcement and personal data 
protection authorities and from European industry, mostly Internet service providers and telecommunications operators, 
with a view to drafting the communication announced in its annual work programme on possible options for further action 
by the European Union against computer-related crime. 
 
The Commission considers that any solution to the complex issue of preservation of traffic data should achieve a fair 
balance between the different needs and interests of those involved, while fully ensuring fundamental human rights with 
regard to privacy and personal data protection. 
 
There are quite different, important concerns to be taken into account. On the one hand, privacy protection authorities have 
considered that the most effective means of reducing unacceptable risks to privacy, while recognising the need for 
effective law enforcement, is that traffic data should in principle not be kept only for law enforcement purposes. On the 
other hand, law enforcement authorities have stated that they consider the preservation of a minimum amount of traffic 
data for a minimum period of time necessary to facilitate criminal investigations. Adequate security of any preserved 
traffic data will have to be ensured. 
 
Industry should be helped in the fight against crimes like hacking and computer fraud, but not be confronted with measures 
that are unreasonably costly. Furthermore, industry will have a key role to play in contributing on a voluntary basis to the 
process of creating a safer information society. Users should have confidence in the safety of the information society and 
feel protected from crime and from infringements of their privacy. The e-Europe draft Action Plan, prepared by the 
Commission and very recently adopted by the Santa Maria da Feira Summit of the European Council, includes the 
establishment of a coordinated and coherent approach to cyber-crime by the end of 2002 in order to ensure greater 
cooperation on these key issues. In the same context of the e-Europe initiative, as well as in the multiannual action plan on 
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safer use of the Internet, the Commission plans to support a number of actions aimed at stimulating the use of the Internet 
and promoting security and confidence among the users. 

3-273 

Cederschiöld (PPE-DE). � (SV) I would like to say thank you very much for a nice reply, which, however, did not quite 
answer my questions. We perhaps, therefore, need to discuss this in the future in order to get a complete answer. 
 
We all want to combat cyber crime. It is important that it is crime that is curbed and not the new economy. To this end, all 
parties concerned must be involved in this consultation and present their views in good time. This not only applies to the 
EU institutions and Member States, but also to the consumer and industry, so that we do not find ourselves in a situation of 
inconsistency in which one hand is doing something relating to the eEurope initiative, while at the same time we are doing 
something else in connection with crime. It is a question of creating confidence in development if e-commerce is to work. 
Therefore, the work cannot be carried out in secret. Rather, it is important that we obtain analyses in this area of the 
consequences of the proposals. In Feira it is precisely consumer confidence that is being identified as a key factor for the 
development of e-commerce. 
 
I would like to conclude with a follow-up question: when will we get an assessment of the consequences for consumers, 
industry and economic espionage, which may otherwise be in danger of developing?  

3-274 

Vitorino, Commission. � I share the view of the honourable Member in the sense that we cannot conduct this exercise in a 
secret way. It is not the intention of the Commission to do anything in secret generally and more specifically, in this area. 
On the contrary, we are trying to promote broad consultation on this issue, which is a very difficult one. Nobody has yet 
found the right answer. We have to follow the discussions that are going on in several international fora, for example the 
special convention the Council of Europe is preparing on cybercrime and the discussion on OECD. We also need to follow 
very closely the evolution of the legislative amendments that are being introduced in several Member States, dealing with 
the very sensitive question of retaining traffic data for the purpose of law enforcement. 
 
As I have said to Mrs Cederschiöld, the e-initiative action plan will also include a list of actions aimed at reinforcing 
security for the users of the Internet and also on the specific question of e-commerce. 
 
According to the timetable fixed by the Summit of Santa Maria Da Feira these actions will be implemented in the next few 
months and we will get the assessment that the honourable Member mentioned in her question. 

3-275 

Purvis (PPE-DE). � I was impressed by the Commissioner's balanced response to this question but it does not fit 
particularly well with the UK Government's proposal that the secret services � MI5 and MI6 � should perform surveillance 
of all Internet traffic. They intend to demand the surrender of encryption codes and to penalise those who fail to surrender 
them even if the codes have been lost and are unobtainable. 
 
Does the Commission consider that this proposal is, firstly, consistent with civil rights, as enunciated for the Community, 
and, secondly, in the interests of the development of Internet use in the European Union, as rhetorically advocated by 
everyone, including in particular the British Prime Minister? 

3-276 

Vitorino, Commission. � I share your view that the question of having a strategy for encryption at European level is a key 
tool in enhancing security in the use of the Internet. But as you can imagine, in this new field we have to address the need 
to reinforce security on the basis of the subsidiarity principle, in the sense that we have to recognise that each Member 
State is entitled to adopt its own national legislation to guarantee law enforcement at national level. What we in the 
Commission do is to coordinate efforts at European level to guarantee law enforcement. 
 
Our approach is to guarantee minimum common levels of law enforcement at European level, which does not prevent 
Member States introducing more stringent or national legislation. Nevertheless a comparison of national legislations would 
be an important factor when we adopt common rules at European level. I cannot give you a broad picture at the moment 
because in several Member States, such as the UK, legislation is still under preparation and has not yet been fully adopted 
by the national parliaments. 

3-277 

President. � Question No 26 by Mr Watts will not be replied to since it is included in the agenda of the current part-
session.  

3-278 

Question No 27 by Esko Olavi Seppänen (H-0543/00): 
 

Subject: Non-allied status of certain EU Member States 
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At the Feira European Council discussions are being held on the EU�s defence dimension, and the matter is also up for discussion at the IGC. 
Some EU Member States do not belong to the NATO military alliance. What is the Commission�s view of the position of these Member States 
in any future EU defence cooperation? 

3-279 

Patten, Commission. � The European Union has made remarkable progress in shaping a European security and defence 
policy over the past year. From Cologne via Helsinki to Feira we have gone from an ambitious vision to concrete targets, 
first military and now also civilian headline goals and the establishment of new specific structures. 
 
This very welcome development has given substance to the objectives of the �Petersberg principles� as set out in the 
Amsterdam Treaty. Like their incorporation into the Treaty a few years ago this has only been possible with the full and 
active support of all Member States. 
 
It is too early to say whether any further Treaty change in this area is required at this stage. There has been no formal 
discussion of the European Union's defence dimension in the IGC framework so far. The presidency report to Feira 
indicated that the conclusions of Cologne and Helsinki could be implemented without it being legally necessary to amend 
the Treaty unless the Council's decision-making powers were to be altered or the Treaty's provisions regarding the WEU 
needed to be amended. The presidency has suggested that the issue of a revision of the ESDP provisions in the Treaty 
should remain open to examination as required before the Nice European Council. 
 
As for the specific question of the position in any future defence cooperation of EU Member States that do not belong to 
Nato, this is first and foremost an issue to be addressed by the Member States concerned. What is clear is that the military 
headline goal agreed at the Helsinki European Council will require a concerted and coordinated effort by all Member 
States. 
 
As to the shape of individual national military contributions, these will be discussed at the pledging conference to be held 
in the autumn under the French presidency. Again, how non-Nato EU states view their role and what their contribution to 
the defence dimension of the European Union should be is rightfully for these Member States to say. But it may be helpful 
to distinguish between two component parts of the overall European security and defence equation, the Petersberg tasks of 
peace-keeping and peace enforcement on the one hand and territorial defence on the other. The European Union's stated 
aim is to be ready to support action within the framework of Petersberg tasks. All EU Member States have agreed this and 
are ready to contribute to it. 
 
The excellent record of the European neutrals in the field of peacekeeping and crisis management operations has come 
very much to the fore in the new European security context. All four Member States which are not also members of Nato 
are contributing actively and constructively to the development of CFSB in general and to the European security and 
defence policy in particular. Their contribution to the last IGC was indeed crucial to the inclusion of the Petersberg tasks in 
the new Treaty. 
 
Finally, I have no doubt that their contribution in this area � materially as well as in the ongoing discussions shaping the 
new structures of cooperation will continue to be both active and ambitious, be it in the military or non-military 
dimensions of conflict prevention, conflict resolution and crisis management. 

3-280 

Seppänen (GUE/NGL). � (FI) Mr President, Commissioner, I thank you for your full reply. I would still like to have a 
more specific idea of those principles that were decided upon at the Feira meeting. There the concept of flexibility was 
adopted for the intergovernmental conference. I would ask you whether it is your interpretation that this concept has now 
been extended to Pillar II issues. 

3-281 

Patten, Commission. � As I said, I do not think it is necessary to have any treaty change. That is my personal view, but I 
am sure that will be considered by Member States during the course of the next few months. 
 
One issue which, of course, bears directly on the flexibility under Pillar II to which the honourable gentlemen referred is 
the whole question of Article 5 of the WEU, which is not being transferred to the EU, and this may of course have been 
behind the question. What is being transferred is the Petersberg tasks alone, with of course the institutional and 
administrative mechanisms which are at the disposal of the European Union. There are various possibilities about what 
will happen to the collective defence clause but it is not, given my responsibilities, really a question for me. Pillar II issues 
have to be addressed to the Member States but, given our related responsibilities under Pillar I, we take an interest. 

3-282 

President. � Question No 28 by Maj Britt Theorin (H-0555/00): 
 

Subject: International Criminal Court 
 
The Commission, and particularly the Commissioner for humanitarian aid, played an important role in the setting-up of the new, permanent 
International Criminal Court (ICC) in June 1998. 
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The adoption of the Rome Statute � on which the ICC is founded � was an important step in breaking the tendency towards the systematic use of 
rape as a strategy of war. The Statute is the first international accord to stipulate that rape, sexual slavery and forced pregnancy may be treated as 
crimes against humanity and war crimes. 
 
However, to become a reality, the Rome Statute must be ratified by 60 States. Although all the EU Member States have signed the Statute, only 
Italy, unfortunately, has ratified it.. 
 
What initiatives does the Commission intend to take to ensure that this important Statute is ratified? 

3-283 

Patten, Commission. � The Commission is aware that so far two Member States, Italy and France, have ratified the ICC 
Convention. However most Member States will ratify the Convention during this year, including some already this 
summer such as Germany, Austria and the Netherlands. Other Member States will shortly present legislation to their 
parliaments. 
 
The Commission supports NGO initiatives that promote the establishment of the ICC. In 1999 about EUR 1.5 million was 
allocated to such activities in line with the budgetary comments for budget line B7706 of Chapter B77. 

3-284 

Theorin (PSE). � (SV) Mr President, it is, of course, gratifying that several EU countries are about to ratify this 
agreement. It is in fact two years since we adopted the agreement. At the same time it only needs a fifth of the 60 countries 
to ratify it in order for the treaty to come into effect. It is, of course, very doubtful whether it will be done in time for 
December this year. It is, however, extremely important, because the treaty from the Rome Conference is the first 
international agreement that establishes that rape and forced pregnancy can be treated as war crimes and crimes against 
humanity. Experience from those courts we have set up, namely the war crimes tribunals for Rwanda and Yugoslavia, 
clearly show that the present system is inadequate for dealing with the type of crimes I have just mentioned. However, in 
order for the ICC to be able to work, broad international support is necessary. 
 
My question to the Commission is therefore: Have you any plans at all to try to persuade important countries such as the 
United States, Russia and Japan to also sign the agreement from the Rome Conference?  

3-285 

Patten, Commission. � First of all I wholly endorse what the honourable Member has said about the importance of the 
statute's inclusion of crimes of sexual violence as crimes against humanity when, as has been the case, they are committed 
as part of a widespread or systematic attack directed against any civilian population. What we have seen in that context 
and in other criminal activities is of course the most powerful argument for us getting ahead with ratification of the 
convention by as many countries as possible. 
 
I think I am right in saying that 160 nations decided to establish the international criminal court and the statute of the court 
was approved by about 120 states, so there should be no problem in moving from the 50 who have ratified to the 60 figure 
which we require in order to move things forward. 
 
We have certainly pursued the importance of ratification with the United States. We do not, as the honourable Member 
will know, accept the US position on the ICC. We continue to argue our case with them and we will argue it with Russia 
and Japan and other countries as well. It comes up fairly regularly in our bilateral contacts and I would make sure that it 
did if that were not the case. We think this is potentially an extremely important institution, particularly in view of some of 
the appalling things that have happened in the last few years. The sooner the court can sit, the better for everyone. 

3-286 

Korhola (PPE-DE). � (FI) Mr President, does the Commission think it possible that the European Community will be 
associated with the Rome Convention? If it is, what would be the relation between the Court of Justice of the European 
Communities and the ICC? 

3-287 

Patten, Commission. � There are questions of our judicial personality or lack of judicial personality which have a direct 
bearing on that. What we are concerned about at present, and this is very much where the Commission comes in � is 
encouraging all our Member States to ratify and encouraging some of our partners and colleagues in the international 
community to do so as well. That has to be our objective in order to make sure that the provisions that were so widely 
supported in Rome actually lead to the establishment of a functioning court as soon as possible. 

3-288 

President. � Question No 29 by Michl Ebner (H-0560/00): 
 

Subject: Sensitive Alpine corridor 
 
Given that the Alpine region is an exceedingly sensitive area which is suffering, environmentally, to an ever increasing extent from transit traffic 
between the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean (on the Brenner route alone, the volume of traffic has been 
increasing annually over the past ten years by an average of 5.8%, with the result that, in 1999, 33 million tonnes of goods were carried via the 
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Brenner), will the Commission indicate what it plans to do in order to alleviate this enormous burden on the environment of and on the people 
living in such sensitive regions? 

3-289 

De Palacio, Commission. � (ES) The Commission is fully aware of the environmental problems in the Alpine corridors, 
but points out that it must act in a balanced way in order to take account of the different interests at play in this kind of 
situation. 
 
The Brenner is one of the crucial transit routes via the Alps and is therefore a good example of the need to act in a 
balanced way, with regard to both railways and roads, in order to protect the environment and, at the same time, guarantee 
the free movement of goods. 
 
As regards the railways, the Commission � as the honourable Members know � supports the measures adopted by the 
Member States to develop and implement the Brenner railway project. 
 
The Brenner high speed railway line has been included on the list of maximum priority Community projects and has 
received considerable Community funding via the Trans-European Networks. 
 
With regard to the roads, we must stress that an increase in road traffic in no way automatically implies more pollution. 
For example, the Eco-point system has shown that the emissions of polluting gases from lorries in transit through Austria 
have dropped despite the increase in the number of journeys made. 
 
In general, the Commission will continue to seek solutions to the environmental problems caused by traffic. In this respect 
you should be aware that the Commission has committed itself, in this year�s working programme, to producing a 
communication on traffic in the sensitive regions of the European Union, which include the Alpine region. 
 
The result of this communication will have an influence on the future actions envisaged which, according to the initial 
guidelines, will include a coherent package of supplementary measures to reduce the effect of traffic in sensitive areas: 
technical standards to improve environmental and safety requirements, instruments for setting tariffs in order to adjust the 
levels relating to transport to the real cost of transport in all its forms, and an increase in the efficiency of transport, 
especially by improving intermodality, and increasing the competitivity of rail transport.  

3-290 

Ebner (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, I would like to thank the Commissioner for her comments and for her willingness, 
which she expressed several times before this House, to take into due consideration the environmental impact on an alpine 
area which is made particularly vulnerable by its altitude and its geographical location.  
 
We have proposed new solutions in draft form, which have also recently been put forward to the Commissioner. I consider 
that this proposal could be a pilot solution for the new projects and the concept of European Union transport as a whole. I 
hope that the willingness hitherto displayed by the Commissioner will be mirrored throughout the rest of the Commission 
and that her intentions will receive majority backing from the European Commission as well. 

3-291 

De Palacio, Commission. � (ES) Mr President, I simply wish to thank the Member for this intervention and say that, of 
course, we are going to go ahead with the Brenner project, although, given its technical difficulties, it is not a project 
which can be carried out overnight. However, I hope that, before concluding the period set for the 14 Essen projects, the 
Brenner project will be under way.  

3-292 

Rübig (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, we all know that there is an atmosphere of crisis on the Brenner, and I think that it 
is imperative to discuss plans for extending it and to look at pricing again, because we simply have to get a hold on the 
situation. My question is this: do you have any actual plans � we have already had the Green Paper � to put efficient 
transport pricing, particularly on the Brenner model, into practice? 

3-293 

De Palacio, Commission. � (ES) I do not know exactly what you mean by efficient price. If you are talking about a price 
which discourages transport, the problem is that high tariffs are being paid to cross certain specific areas, when there is 
currently no alternative. 
 
Therefore, until the implementation of the agreement with Switzerland � and I hope that will be next year � which has 
been ratified by the Swiss people, an agreement which will undoubtedly open up alternatives to the current routes and will 
allow some of the north-south traffic to use certain corridors through Switzerland, there are not many alternative routes, 
especially because certain routes have had problems with tunnel accidents in recent times. 
 
In this respect I believe that the main effort should be made with regard to creating better rail connections, which may be 
real alternatives, which may really even transport lorries by rail. This is one of our current objectives. However, such a 
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complex and accident-prone area, geographically, requires projects, which we are working on, which need time to develop. 
This in no way means that we have abandoned them. On the contrary, we are continuing with the idea of taking them 
forward with the support of the Commission and the support of the countries involved. This is the reason for the creation 
of a public interest association, seeking public-private funding, given the size of the project and possible future viability.  

3-294 

Second part 
 

Questions to Mr Nielson 
 
President. � Question No 30 by Ioannis Marinos (H-0524/00): 
 

Subject: The use of Community funds by Turkey 
 
The 22 January 2000 edition of the Turkish �Hürriyet� newspaper reported that some of the funds provided by the European Union to assist the 
victims of the earthquake which occurred last year were used to purchase 35 automobiles to a value of TRL 500 billion to facilitate travel by 
Turkish MPs. Can the Commission state what was the total amount of funding granted by the European Union to Turkey following the 
disastrous earthquake last year and what measures were taken to ensure that the Community funds were properly used? What is the 
Commission�s position concerning the above allegation contained in the �Hürriyet�, a Turkish newspaper with a very wide circulation? More 
specifically, will the Commission demand the return of those funds which were used for purposes other than that for which they were intended, 
in flagrant violation of Community rules, in order to satisfy consumerist requirements of Turkish MPs rather than providing assistance to the 
victims of the tragic earthquake? 

3-295 

Nielson, Commission. � First let me pass on the information that the European Commission via the Humanitarian Aid 
Office, ECHO, allocated a total amount of EUR 30 million to aid the victims of the earthquakes in Turkey last year. The 
programmes were started in August and are still ongoing. 
 
As to the specific question relating to an article in a Turkish newspaper on the 22 January, I can say that there is no 
Community funding involved in what this article relates to. We have received assurances on this from two different 
sources. Written confirmation has been received from the Commission's representation office in Ankara that the article in 
question makes no reference to European Union or any external source of funds. 
 
Also there has been confirmation from ECHO's office in Istanbul that the Turkish Parliament Foundation is a private 
organisation established by, and financed by, the parliament members individually. The way the money is being used is 
decided by the council of the parliament after being voted by the members. 
 
The background for the newspaper article was that a unilateral decision was made by the head of the Turkish parliament to 
allocate funds to the earthquake area. These funds had earlier been earmarked for the purchase of 35 cars for members of 
the parliamentary council and the council members objected to this reallocation considering that the original decision to 
buy new cars should be reinstated in the interest of cost-effectiveness. The funds in question actually belong to the Turkish 
Parliament Foundation and this is financed by the members of parliament in Turkey. 
 
So we have absolutely nothing to do with this matter and for that reason I cannot promise any kind of follow-up action 
either. 

3-296 

Μarinos (PPE-DE). � (EL) My warmest thanks to the Commissioner for his detailed reply to my question and for his 
reassurance that the funds provided by the European Union were not used to buy cars for use by certain Turkish MPs. 
What bothers me is the fact that the Hürriyet, which is, I believe, the most widely read Turkish newspaper, did not meet 
with any denial on the part of the Turkish Government and, as we all know, freedom of the press is something of a 
problem in Turkey. Journalists who go off the straight and narrow and report this sort of information are not just 
reprimanded, they are usually thrown in jail and sometimes even killed. But I do want to believe that the reply given by the 
Commissioner following a thorough investigation by the European Union authorities in Turkey paints the right picture. If 
indeed no such thing has happened, allow me to make a little joke by saying that, in that case, instead of giving these cars 
to Turkish MPs, they should give them to the MEPs in the regions, who are unable to use their cars and travel by public 
transport.  

3-297 

President. � I would ask Members to limit themselves to new questions or supplementary questions. 
 
I understand the importance of your assessments, but we must abide by the Rules of Procedure.  

3-298 

President. � Question No 31 by Caroline Lucas (H-0540/00): 
 

Subject: Developing countries and farm animal welfare 
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What steps is the Commission taking, both through the Community�s development programme and its influence on the world stage, to encourage 
developing countries not to adopt industrial animal husbandry systems, as these pose serious threats to poverty alleviation, the environment, 
human health and animal welfare in developing countries? 

3-299 

Nielson, Commission. � The question reads 'Does the Commission coordinate with EU Member States and other 
international institutions on the problem of industrialisation of animal husbandry' and the answer is yes. The Commission 
participates actively in the Livestock Environment and Development initiative. The members of the steering committee 
here are Denmark, France, Germany, Switzerland, Sweden, the UK, the USA, Costa Rica, EFAT, the World Bank, the 
FAO, Senegal, India, China and Kenya. The initiative's targets are the protection and enhancement of natural resources as 
affected by livestock production while alleviating poverty. Earlier work under this initiative has identified on a global scale 
the consequences of increased pressure on grazing and mixing farming systems, and the dangers of the shift to industrial 
modes of production. It has highlighted the close and complex interaction between government policies and the 
environmental impact of livestock production, and identified a large number of technologies which are available to 
mitigate the negative effects in all different production modes, provided the appropriate policy framework is in place. So 
this is something we are giving quite some attention to. The problem is that it is very big and it will probably be growing, 
but we are participating actively in the best international efforts to do something meaningful. 

3-300 

Lucas (Verts/ALE). � I thank the Commissioner for that helpful answer and I am very pleased to hear that these issues are 
being taken seriously. I wonder though if the Commissioner would say whether or not he would agree that intensive 
agriculture is not likely to be the way forward for north or south when we consider that the world population at the end of 
this century will be 10 billion. If they were all to aspire to eat a US diet we would need four planets the size of earth to 
produce the extra 9 billion tonnes of grain required. And, in particular, would he agree, or disagree with the FAO when 
they say that the trend of further intensification of demand in production is inescapable? I find that a very worrying 
statement coming out of the Food and Agriculture authority and would like to know very much whether or not the 
Commissioner agrees that such intensification is inevitable or would he agree that there are other alternatives and that 
those are alternatives that all of us ought to be promoting and pursuing? 

3-301 

Nielson, Commission. � The problem is that, as groups of people in even quite poor countries earn a better way of living, 
their diet changes. This is a very clear pattern and demand for more protein is also increasing. These statistics, the 
extrapolation if you will, should be taken quite seriously. On the other hand, many projections have been made about 
where we would be today, which are definitely not being fulfilled. We adopted in the Community already in 1989 a 
directive on the protection of animals kept for farming purposes. In addition, a protocol annexed to the Treaty of 
Amsterdam relates to the protection and welfare of animals, and these policies and ideas are of course taken into account 
in the Community's development aid in the livestock sector. We have never supported any husbandry industrialisation 
project, but we have been supportive of an intensification of traditional farming systems of benefit to smallholders, and 
environmental conservation has always been taken carefully into account. We are using and taking seriously 
environmental analyses of the consequences of these activities wherever we are supporting agriculture. 

3-302 

Purvis (PPE-DE). � Mr President, what exactly does the Commission consider to be defined, and I quote from the 
question, as 'industrial animal-husbandry systems'. Would it not be unreasonable to discourage developing countries from 
employing modern, efficient, cost-effective and humane systems of animal husbandry? 

3-303 

Nielson, Commission. � The distinction is as difficult to make in a developing country environment as it is in Europe. This 
is clear to everybody. However, the poverty dimension in what we are trying to support and promote means that more 
intensified small-scale production is what we are supporting. As to the problems related to genuinely industrial-scale 
activities in this sector, we are working with the group of other donors and countries involved whom I mentioned, in order 
to do this as sustainably and acceptably as possible. 

3-304 

President. � Question No 32 by Caroline F. Jackson (H-0567/00): 
 

Subject: Mr Gavin Howard and the Programme de Développement de la Région Nord (PDRN II) EEC (DG VIII) 
 
In a letter dated 2 February 2000 to Commissioner Nielson, I asked the Commission to resolve the compensation problems of a UK national, Mr 
Gavin Howard, who had previously worked as a technical adviser on an EU-sponsored project in the Central African Republic in 1996. As a 
result of events well beyond his control, much of his equipment and many of his belongings were ransacked while he was working on the 
project. 
 
Since 1996, he has sought compensation for the losses that he suffered whilst working for the EU, since he maintains that he was covered by EU 
insurance. Full details of this case have been previously forwarded to Mr Nielson's private office. 
 
Will the Commission agree to compensate Mr Howard for his losses? 

3-305 
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Nielson, Commission. � The mutiny which took place in 1996 in the Central African Republic caused considerable 
hardship and personal danger to a number of people working there. Thankfully they were safely evacuated. Mr Howard 
was under contract to an association of consultants. It is for Mr Howard's employer to consider any payment to him which 
might be possible or provided for under the terms of the contract. Compensation for the loss of personal belongings out of 
EDF funds is not justifiable in a situation of force majeure. Mr Howard was not directly contracted as a staff member by 
us but was working for a company. I regret the delay in providing the honourable Member with the information requested. 
The answer I have given today will be confirmed in writing shortly. 

3-306 

Jackson (PPE-DE). � Well that did not hurt, did it? I have been waiting for that reply since 2 February and I simply 
cannot understand why it has taken the Commission so long to come up with that negative. I accept the negative, but the 
fact of the matter is that I am a Member of the European Parliament. I have been waiting five months for that reply. Why? 

3-307 

Nielson, Commission. � My reaction to this is that I cannot understand it either but from the moment I was directly 
informed about this we started reacting. I would unfortunately have to put this one in the category of cases showing what 
some of the problems are between the services in the Commission. 

3-308 

President. � Question No 33 by Bernd Posselt (H-0573/00): 
 

Subject: Humanitarian aid for the Chechen people 
 
How much humanitarian aid has the Commission sent to date to the civilian population in Chechnya � including expellees in neighbouring 
countries � and how has it sent it, and what is the programme for the remainder of the year? 

3-309 

Nielson, Commission. � Since the beginning of the present conflict the European Commission, via its humanitarian aid 
office, has allocated a total of EUR 12.6 million in humanitarian aid to the victims of this on-going emergency. 
 
This total amount is composed of two decisions taken in the autumn of 1999, one of them relating to EUR 2.4 million, the 
other for EUR 10.2 million allocated under the 2000 budget. A little more than EUR 10 million are currently under 
implementation. ECHO is constantly monitoring the further development of the situation and a contingency of EUR 4.8 
million for the northern Caucusus has been set aside within ECHO's annual budget, so financially we are prepared to do 
more. 
 
If the evolution of the situation should require, these additional funds then can be mobilised. Among ECHO's 
implementing partners are the UNHCR, the ICRC and several European NGOs. During the first months of the crisis, 
humanitarian operations mainly focused on the important concentrations of internally displaced persons in Ingushetia and 
to some extent on the limited number of victims who have found refuge in Georgia and Daghestan. More recently 
operations have increasingly been focusing on Chechnya itself. Unfortunately humanitarian aid work in some areas of 
Chechnya strongly affected by the hostilities is still not possible, as lack of security makes these areas inaccessible. ECHO 
programmes in the northern Caucusus cover a broad range of aid sectors, for example, food, medical aid, shelter, water, 
sanitation, essential relief items and psycho-social assistance. Planning of future assistance has to take into account the 
volatility of the situation on the ground. In order to facilitate programming, ECHO carried out a technical assessment 
mission in Chechnya in May. Pending a positive evolution of the general working environment, a further increase in 
operations inside Chechnya itself will be a major priority. Bearing in mind that a quick return of all the displaced persons 
currently residing in Ingushetia becomes more and more unlikely, it will also be necessary to duly take into consideration 
an adequate follow-up to the on-going operations in this area. 

3-310 

Posselt (PPE-DE). � (DE) Commissioner, thank you very much for your detailed reply. I would like to ask a 
supplementary question: what is the position on funds already spent? What proportion went direct to the Chechens affected 
and what proportion was channelled via Russian institutions, authorities and organisations?  

3-311 

Nielson, Commission. � It all went to the people who were supposed to be the beneficiaries, in spite of the fact that I was 
very careful to announce to Parliament that this would have to be what we call a remote-controlled operation because of 
the situation there. We have been able to do it in a fashion which we are quite happy with. We have not been using Russian 
organisations in a way that gives any concern. So we are quite pleased. What we are not pleased with has been the lack of 
more direct access into Chechnya. 

3-312 

President. � Thank you very much, Mr Nielson. 
 
Since the time allotted to Questions to the Commissioner has elapsed, Question No 34 will be replied to in writing1. 
                                                           
1 See Annex "Question Time ". 
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3-313 

Questions to Mr Barnier 
 
President. � Question No 35 by Camilo Nogueira Román (H-0523/00): 
 

Subject: Additionality principle 
 
On 12 April 2000 the European Parliament adopted a resolution in which the additionality principle is described as a fundamental instrument in 
the application of the Structural Funds. 
 
Is the Commission aware of any case in which the Member States have failed to apply this principle? 

3-314 

Barnier, Commission. � (FR) I should like to give Mr Nogueira Román as accurate an answer as possible on this 
extremely important question, which he is not the first to raise, i.e. the application of the principle of additionality during 
the management and implementation of the Structural Funds, for which I am responsible. 
 
Mr Nogueira Román, I pay close attention to the information which we request and which the Member States send to us on 
this question. I am able to tell you that, to date, the Commission has not identified any Member State which has failed to 
apply the principle of additionality when implementing the Structural Funds, as defined in the general regulation, 
especially since Berlin. 
 
However, to be perfectly objective, I do realise that, since this principle was introduced in 1989, difficulties have arisen as 
regards the transmission of information to the Commission by a number of Member States, from the point of view both of 
the methodology used and the regularity and frequency of the reports. In view of these problems and in order to solve 
them, the Council decided, at the Commission's proposal, to simplify the control and application of additionality for the 
new programming period starting this year and ending in 2006. 
 
As a result, Mr Nogueira Román, additionality is now only verified three times during the period, rather than annually. In 
the same spirit, each Member State is allowed a certain degree of flexibility in setting the starting point for average 
expenditure between 1994 and 1999. 
 
At this stage, I am, objectively-speaking, satisfied with the ex ante verification of additionality prior to the adoption of 
programming documents for 2000-2006. But that does not mean that I shall relax my vigilance, nor does it mean that I 
shall stop asking questions; as I have reminded several governments, I shall continue to monitor the application of 
additionality closely. Most Member States have sent in appropriate information, especially regarding funding. This 
information indicates, generally speaking, that their own structural public expenditure has been maintained and, in most 
cases, that there will be an average substantial increase in this expenditure between 2000 and 2006.  

3-315 

Nogueira Román (Verts/ALE). � (PT) Madam President, Commissioner Barnier, I would like to thank you for your 
proposal. As you will understand, my question � based as it was on the moral conviction that many States, including, I am 
quite sure, Spain, are not observing the principle of additionality � was in part a rhetorical one designed to elicit a response 
from you.  
 
In any case, as it is obvious that failure to observe the principle of additionality has very serious adverse effects in 
countries which are less economically developed and have higher levels of unemployment, I would like to ask if you are 
willing to put in place new and much needed conceptual policy administration instruments which would genuinely, and 
with the full force of the law, prevent a practice which makes a mockery of the use of Community funds and the very 
objectives of social and territorial cohesion within the European Union for which you are responsible as a member of the 
Commission.  

3-316 

Barnier, Commission. � (FR) Mr Nogueira Román, your question specifically targets the countries or regions with the 
most difficulties. I should like to point out that several of the least developed countries benefit from both regional policy 
funds and the Cohesion Fund. It is true, Mr Nogueira Román, and there is a text with which I must comply, stating that the 
Cohesion Fund is not subject to additionality requirements. It is not subject to this principle because, may I remind you, 
the Cohesion Fund was and still is there to help less developed Member States catch up and, in numerous cases, accede to 
monetary union. That is one part of my reply. 
 
Now you are calling on me in your question to use the general regulation at my disposal and really ensure that the principle 
of additionality is applied. I must admit that there is a weakness in the regulation as regards possible sanctions for 
countries which do not comply with this principle. That is why I put in so much effort, in a preventive sense, when we 
approve the Community support frameworks, when we approve the SPDs, when I meet the ministers who come and see 
me, when I go and see them in the field, almost every week in some region of Europe, in stating my attachment to a 
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number of principles. The principle of additionality, the principle of partnership, compliance with major policies � we shall 
discuss that later with Mrs Frassoni � and compliance with the major European policies, especially environmental policies. 
 
It is true that the general regulation for the Structural Funds makes no provision for specific sanctions for Member States 
which do not apply the principle of additionality. However, in application of article 11 of the general regulation, the 
Commission makes and will continue to make approval of Community support frameworks, SPDs for 2000-2006 and mid-
term approval and reprogramming conditional upon our departments being sent information on the principle of 
additionality and compliance with it by the Member States. 
 
There you have it; I have been frank with you. I admit that there is a weakness from the point of view of sanctions for 
those who do not comply with additionality. At the present time I am being particularly clear and attentive and I can assure 
you everyone will have an extremely precise mid-term meeting.  

3-317 

MacCormick (Verts/ALE). � The problem may also be that even where a state formally complies the idea of the 
structural funds does not make the difference that it should. Mr Barnier has said that from 2000 to 2006 there will 
definitely be an increase in expenditure but nothing guarantees that the state increase in expenditure will be focused on the 
areas which the Community has taken as targets for structural funding. Indeed, Mr Barnier has made it absolutely plain 
that the Community does not and cannot inquire into that point. 
 
So it seems to me a little bizarre that we spend ages trying to build up exactly correct structural maps in the full knowledge 
that nothing under the additionality principle actually guarantees that the Member State will increase expenditure in the 
region in question. That does seem to me to be a radical fault in the concept of additionality and one that needs to be 
reformed. 

3-318 

Barnier, Commission. � (FR) Mr MacCormick, thank you for highlighting this point. Ladies and gentlemen, you must 
expect a Commissioner to implement the policy which you want and to comply with the texts and regulations laid down by 
you and the Council. In this specific case, I said �a weakness�. When I say �weakness�, Mr Nogueira, Mr MacCormick, I 
do not just note that it exists, fold my arms and say: �That's how it is, there is nothing I can do!� I am not a fatalist. So, as 
soon as we start preparing the new regional policy for 2006 and 2013, I shall ensure that account is taken of these 
weaknesses and shall submit my proposals. 
 
There is probably another point which needs revising, as Mr MacCormick has pointed out, and that is that we need to 
check if the principle of additionality is being applied and we can only do so at national level for both Objective 1 and 
Objective 2. That is our problem. We can confirm that the principle is being applied at national level and, at the same time, 
that it is not being applied in a region where it is needed. That is what Mr MacCormick has highlighted. 
 
Again vigilance is my watchword and has been, especially vis-à-vis the United Kingdom. I ask questions, I draw attention 
to specific cases pointed out to me, as the honourable Member has done. Nonetheless, I must also say that the regulation 
does not allow me, on this precise point, to issue instructions. I can do no more than demonstrate that I am keen to enter 
into dialogue and that I am available, in the case which you have pointed out to me and in every other case, to do so as 
actively as possible, while at the same time complying with the general regulation of the Structural Funds.  

3-319 

President. � Question No 36 by Monica Frassoni is being taken over by Mr Celli (H-0528/00): 
 

Subject: New Structural Fund programmes and biodiversity 
 
The Commission is negotiating the new 2000-2006 Structural Fund programmes. On 16 March 2000 it issued a note on biodiversity and the 
Structural Funds in the light of the fact that Directive 92/431 and Directive 79/4092 have been only partially transposed by the EU Member States 
and that Structural Fund investment could therefore threaten biodiversity. 
 
How can the Commission guarantee that biodiversity and the Natura 2000 network are protected and not threatened? 
 
Which Member States have caused difficulties in the implementation of what the Commission has requested? What powers does the 
Commission intend to use in order to ensure that biodiversity is not threatened when the new programmes are implemented? 

3-320 

Barnier, Commission. � (FR) I am pleased to have someone to reply to on this extremely important question which 
touches on the coherence of the policies for which the Commission is responsible, especially the coherent implementation 
of the Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund policies with other Community policies, particularly in the area of 
environmental protection and improvement. 
 

                                                           
1 OJ L 206, 22.7.1992, p. 7. 
2 OJ L 103, 25.4.1979, p. 1. 
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Several Member States have yet to send in lists of zones to be protected under Directives 92/43 and 79/409, more 
generally known as the Natura 2000 Directives. The Commission has instituted proceedings before the Court of Justice 
against the Member States most in arrears. On arriving at the Commission, and because I am in charge of regional policy 
and also because I was Minister for the Environment in my own country and have an irrevocable passion for and 
commitment to these issues, I decided to take a close look at the problems of coherence, in a continuing bid to prevent and 
anticipate. But our predecessors, Mrs Bjerregaard and Mrs Wulf-Mathies had already worked on this and I and my 
colleague Margot Wallström decided to get on and regulate this procedure. 
 
That is why, in agreement with Mrs Wallström, I submitted guidelines to the Commission which were approved on 14 
March. I personally sent these guidelines to each of the Member States on 28 March. I would draw your attention to the 
fact that these guidelines only apply to the Member States which still have not notified the sites for protection under the 
Habitat and Birds directives by the time the Commission approves the programming documents for the new period 2000-
2006. 
 
This guideline calls on Member States to take immediate action to present their lists of sites protected under Natura 2000 
as quickly as possible and, in addition, to undertake to ensure that sites protected under Natura 2000 are not damaged when 
projects cofinanced by the Structural Funds are implemented. In the event of any irregularities in connection with the 
conditions of implementation, i.e. if undertakings to submit lists of protected sites are not honoured, the Commission will 
formally notify the Member State in question of its intention to take any suitable measures immediately, in accordance 
with the provisions of the general regulation on the Structural Funds or the regulation on the Cohesion Fund. 
 
Thus, the Commission will be able to have recourse, in compliance with the principle of proportionality, to provisions 
governing the suspension of payments, unless special circumstances apply. Because these guidelines were only recently 
adopted � when the Community support framework for Portugal was approved on 14 March � and the new programming 
period 2000-2006 is only just starting, I am honestly not in a position to quote specific examples.  
 
I am talking about putting these new provisions into practice in specific Member States; let me also tell the honourable 
member that, to date, the overall situation concerning the submission of lists of Natura 2000 sites to the Commission is 
unsatisfactory, at least in five Member States: Germany, France, Ireland, Belgium and the United Kingdom. These are the 
countries on which we are keeping a very close watch, as I mentioned earlier in connection with another matter.  

3-321 

Celli (Verts/ALE). � (IT) I am totally dissatisfied with the response because it was not out of idle curiosity that I wanted 
to know which Member States had caused difficulties but in order to get an idea of the extent of the failure to indicate the 
areas of biodiversity. However, the response was satisfactory in the sense that if, out of all the possible measures, that of 
suspending the money flow is actually implemented, it will be the most effective step that can possibly be imagined. A 
person's wallet is the most sensitive part of their anatomy.  

3-322 

President. � Question No 37 by Konstantinos Hatzidakis (H-0544/00): 
 

Subject: Progress of negotiations on the Greek Community support framework 
 
Can the Commission say how far the regional development plan (RDP) submitted by the Greek Government differs from the decisions taken to 
date within the scope of the negotiations between the Commission and the Greek Government (significant amendments), how the negotiations 
concerning the regional and sectoral programmes are progressing and also what progress has been made on the setting up of managing 
authorities which, pursuant to Article 9(n) of the framework regulation on the Structural Funds, 1260/1999, are responsible for managing the 
programmes? 

3-323 

Barnier, Commission. � (FR) In response to the question put to me by Mr Hatzidakis, I should like to stress the 
Commission's delight at the ambitious scope of Greece's regional development plan for the new period 2000-2006. This 
plan will promote the structural reforms needed so that Greece can honour its commitment within Economic and Monetary 
Union. 
 
Negotiations to establish this Community support framework have allowed certain aspects of the strategy for the regional 
development plan to be strengthened, especially with regard to education, vocational training and environmental 
protection. 
 
At the moment, Mr Hatzidakis, the challenge which we must take up together is to genuinely achieve these objectives by 
ensuring that the Structural Funds and the corresponding national funds are managed efficiently. The Commission has 
drawn the attention of the Greek authorities � I personally have done so twice on two visits to Athens within the space of 
nine months � to the need to set up efficient administrative structures before Community appropriations are transferred. 
The most important thing is to set up management authorities and, as a matter of priority, the management authority for the 
Community Support Framework. 
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The Commission has welcomed the intention of the Greek authorities to adopt a new specific legal framework by the 
autumn, to regulate all these matters. I personally � since I shall be in Greece for an official visit to Athens and Crete in 
October � shall have an opportunity to specify and verify this point. Negotiations on the adoption of the Community 
support framework are in the final stages, even though a number of points have yet to be finalised, with regard mainly to 
the distribution of financial allocations and the definition of the implementation system. 
 
We expect and we hope, Mr Hatzidakis, that these points will also be quickly finalised. Negotiations on the adoption of 
operational programmes have started in parallel with the final stage of negotiations on the Community support framework. 
These negotiations are progressing normally and I trust that we will be able to approve certain programmes by the end of 
August. 

3-324 

Hatzidakis (PPE-DE). � (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, I have before me the development plan for 2000-2006 sent to 
you by the Ministry of the National Economy last autumn. On page 1-119 it says that if the 2nd Community Support 
Framework had been completed between 1994 and 1999 in accordance with the relevant plan, this would have increased 
the average annual rate of growth in the Gross National Product for the 1994-1999 period by 0.6%. This would have meant 
additional GNP in the order of GRD 1.6 trillion over and above what we actually had. The government accepts this and, 
between the lines, I think that you accept that there are problems with the public administration in Greece. More 
importantly, I think that you will have problems with the management committees and I should like you to tell me 
specifically what you intend to do with the Management Organisation Unit and relations with the Ministry of the National 
Economy, which could be better? What is to be done about outsourcing the external employees whom we need? Will there 
be incentives and penalties from now on in order to ensure that the Community Support Framework is applied correctly to 
those who need it? More importantly, what is to be done about the gaping wound in the Social Fund in Greece which, in 
my view, is no more than a black hole which just swallows up Community funds?  

3-325 

Barnier, Commission. � (FR) Yes, Mr Hatzidakis, even without reading between the lines, I think that, from one period to 
another, there are always lessons to be learned, progress to be made, mistakes to be corrected and, judging from how the 
second Community support framework was implemented in Greece, I think there probably are lessons to be learned. The 
Commission is well aware of the problems, especially those which you have just pointed to in connection with the 
operational nature of the Management Organization Unit. We think that Greece, which is now a full member of the 
Economic and Monetary Union, is more conscious of its administrative weaknesses and of the need to rectify them than it 
was in the past because all this is essential, as you have quite rightly said, if maximum profit is to be derived from the new 
third Community support framework now getting under way. 
 
As far as we are concerned, Mr Hatzidakis, we shall monitor how implementation progresses very closely, both within this 
framework and within the context of our regulatory powers and I shall not fail, if necessary � let us not talk of sanctions � 
to do my duty. 
 
As far as more efficient management is concerned � over and above what has already been done under the previous 
Community support framework, � I would remind you that the Greek authorities have agreed to draft a bill adapting 
administrative practice to the rules of the Structural Funds. This law is based on the provisions included in the Community 
Support Framework. The same authorities will also need to appoint qualified people, define administrative responsibilities 
and ensure that there is proper information and training for staff at all levels. The computer system for integrated 
management will also need to be fully operational. 
 
We have stressed, Mr Hatzidakis, the importance which we attach to translating agreements into an efficient organisation 
on the ground, well in advance of payment of the first appropriations by the European Union for the new programming 
period. That is the assurance which I wanted to give you.  

3-326 

Μarinos (PPE-DE). � (EL) Mr President, despite Commissioner Barnier's highly specific and detailed reply and the 
acknowledgement of the shortcomings of Greek public administration, an acknowledgement which is a common ground 
and which everyone accepts, including the government, there is another problem: decentralised local authorities administer 
these funds and it is hard for the central public administration to intervene, resulting in inaction and wastage or in funds 
being used for the wrong purpose. Is Mr Barnier aware of this problem? What can he do in this direction? Of course he 
would need to make representations mainly to the government and focus his efforts on the extent to which the government 
is able to influence regional local authorities.  

3-327 

Barnier, Commission. � (FR) Mr Marinos, not only have I studied this question, but I also intend to go and visit people 
and see the problems in the regions in every Member State for myself. I do not intend to sit ensconced in my office and 
content myself with receiving ministers passing through Brussels. I want to go and see for myself. I spent last week in a 
region of Finland. As I said to Mr Hatzidakis, and at his invitation, I shall be going to Crete, to one of the Greek regions, in 
October. 
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This is the way to accept one�s responsibilities, not by repression and not by sanctions. I do not want to point my finger or 
make a priori judgments. I prefer education. 
 
That is why, for example, I convened a seminar at the beginning of June to which all the management authorities 
throughout the European Union in charge of Objective 1 appropriations were invited. 500 administrators attended, from all 
the management authorities, from the whole of Europe. And I shall do likewise, in the autumn, with the Objective 2 
management authorities. We have also invited Mrs Theato, the chairperson of the Committee on Budgetary Control, and 
the Court of Auditors, to help with this financial and managerial education programme. 
 
I referred earlier, during my reply to Mr Hatzidakis, to training. Before getting caught up in regional management � I must 
also respect this notion of decentralisation � I want to check with the Commission's normal contacts, i.e. the Member 
States, that all the systems really are in place. So I shall be checking with the Greek government that everything is in place 
at the level of this new Community support framework. And the framework to be implemented must of course include a 
proper evaluation system for each region, especially proper management and disciplinary systems, as well as the principle 
of responsible decentralisation. 
 
I think that you understand my position on this issue, but I must first work with the national governments, because that is 
how the Structural Funds need to be managed at this stage, within the framework of the general regulation.  

3-328 

President. � Thank you very much for your cooperation, Mr Barnier. 
 
Question Nos 38, 39 and 40 will be replied to in writing1. 
 
We will proceed, late, to the last 20 minutes of questions to Commissioner Wallström.  

3-329 

Questions to Mrs Wallström 
 
President. � As the author is not present, Question No 41 lapses.  

3-330 

President. � Question No 42 by Patricia McKenna (H-0521/00): 
 

Subject: Reclamation work in Dublin Bay 
 
Reclamation work is taking place in Dublin Bay in an area submitted for designation as an SPA last July under the Wild Birds Directive. The 
boundaries of this extended SPA were altered, following representations by the Dublin Port Company to Duchas, so as to enable the company to 
carry out its proposal to infill 52 acres of Dublin Bay in order to expand the port, chiefly on economic grounds. However, according to 
documents secured by an NGO, Dublin Bay Watch, following a request under the Freedom of Information Act, it emerged that objections made 
by a local authority were rejected by Duchas on the grounds that �the proposals to designate an extension would proceed unless a scientific case 
was made�. Final designation and submission to the Commission of the altered SPA occurred last February. Dublin Bay Watch has complained 
to the Commission and provided extensive evidence. 
 
In the light of this information, will the Commission initiate legal proceedings against the Irish Government for altering the boundaries of an 
SPA, and will it urge the Government to redesignate the entire SPA as it was first advertised in July 1999? Does the Commission intend to 
withdraw EU funding of such a project and prohibit any work which would seriously affect an SPA? Does it believe that the public consultation 
process was adequate in this instance and in line with the EIA Directive? 

3-331 

Wallström, Commission. � As a result of several complaints the Commission is aware of the controversy surrounding this 
reclamation project for Dublin port. In particular, it knows of the concerns about the exclusion of an area of about 20 
hectares from the 1999 extension to the Sandymount Strand and Tolka estuary special protection area in Dublin Bay 
classified under the Community's Wild Birds directive. 
 
While included in the 1999 proposal for extension of the SPA, the area in question was omitted when the extension was 
finally adopted at the end of 1999. By way of background: the 1999 proposal for extension followed a Commission request 
to the Irish authorities to enlarge the SPA. It was particularly concerned to ensure that major Community investment in 
sewage treatment for Dublin would take place within the legal framework provided by SPA status. 
 
The legal deadline for completing Irish SPAs expired in 1981 and the Commission has for some time been concerned that 
the Irish SPA network remains incomplete. In April this year the Commission notified a letter of formal notice to Ireland 
under Article 226 of the EC Treaty in which it drew attention to the general failure to complete the Irish SPA network. 
Dublin Bay was mentioned as a partially classified important bird area. 
 

                                                           
1 See Annex "Question Time ". 
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The Commission is not aware of any intention to use Community funds in relation to the port reclamation project. As 
regards public consultation under the environmental impact assessment for the port reclamation project, the Commission 
would prefer not to comment pending the investigation of the complaints it has received. 

3-332 

McKenna (Verts/ALE). � I can understand that you do not want to comment until you have investigated the complaints 
but I would urge you to put pressure on the Irish government. For decades they have ignored their obligations under EU 
directives. As regards the special protection areas they have completely ignored their obligations. In this case they have 
basically done what they want. They change the boundaries whenever they feel like it. The public consultation, in my mind 
and in the mind of many of the local people in the Community, is completely and totally inadequate. This is just one more 
example of the way that the Irish government is behaving in relation to its obligations under EU directives. 
 
I would like to ask you, Commissioner, are you going to push much further with the Irish government and explore every 
possible avenue. I welcome the recent decision on fining Greece and I would like to see the same thing happen with the 
Irish government if they fail to comply with directives. It seems the only thing they are willing to listen to is the threat of 
fines. Unfortunately the taxpayer will have to pay the fines but real pressure has to be put on the government at this stage 
because they have got away with it for far too long. 

3-333 

Wallström, Commission. � As you know the Commission has taken the first step in a general legal action that includes 
Dublin Bay. I would like to mention that two qualifications need to be made. First the 1999 extension to the Sandymount 
Strand and Tolka estuary SPA clearly includes most of the important areas not included in the original SPA. Secondly, 
while the Commission has until now treated Dublin Bay as still partially classified on the basis of evidence that qualifying 
inter-tidal areas may still have been omitted it will need to consider any evidence offered by Ireland that the site is 
sufficiently classified. Of course, we will do everything possible to help the Irish or to put pressure on them to live up to 
the rules and regulations concerning this. I am sure that we will have to continue the legal proceedings against Ireland. 

3-334 

President. � Question No 43 by Mihail Papayannakis (H-0529/00): 
 

Subject: Management of toxic waste 
 
Environmental organisations in Greece have alleged that toxic and hazardous waste is being buried without any controls. Of the 264 571 tonnes 
of hazardous waste produced in 1999, a mere 0.12% was shipped abroad for incineration. There are no controls on the disposal of waste 
produced by the lead-acid accumulator recycling plants. Greek Electricity Board (DEI) condensers with substantial amounts of Clophen have 
been abandoned at Aspropyrgos. In Attica there is only one incinerator with a capacity of 0.5 tonnes of hospital waste a day, even though some 
20 tonnes of such waste is produced a day. As regards PCBs, Greece has no processing facilities and it is unknown what happens to them. Over 
the last ten years no substantial steps have been taken to ensure the proper management of this waste.  
 
Article 16 of Directive 78/319/EEC1 states: 'Every three years, and for the first time three years following the notification of this Directive, 
Member States shall draw up a situation report on the disposal of toxic and dangerous waste in their respective countries and shall forward it to 
the Commission'. 
 
Will the Commission say how many such reports has Greece forwarded so far on the basis of the above directive, and what do these reports say? 
What stage have the relevant Greek authorities reached in implementing Directives 75/442/EEC2, 78/319/EEC, 94/67/EEC3, 91/157/EEC4 and 
94/62/EEC5? Does it intend to impose fines in the event of violations? 

3-335 

Wallström, Commission. � As the Commission does not have the means to inspect Greek waste management facilities the 
most important tools for the Commission to check the practical implementation are reports, plans and programmes 
requested in the different waste directives. The Commission has very little information on waste management in Greece. 
Greece did not report on the implementation of waste management legislation between 1989 and 1997. However at the end 
of last year Greece answered four questionnaires regarding the implementation of four waste directives. According to that 
answer 280 000 tonnes of hazardous waste were generated in Greece � the year is not indicated � of which 95 760 tonnes 
were recycled, though Greece indicated that it has no installation for the processing or disposal of hazardous waste. The 
hazardous wastes are reported to be either temporarily stored or exported for final disposal in other countries. 
 
The Commission is of the opinion that a number of Community requirements are not being complied with by Greece and 
has taken action under Article 226. The most important aspects concern the absence of management plans according to 
Article 7 of Directive 75/442 on waste, Article 6 of Directive 91/689 on hazardous waste and Article 14 of Directive 94/62 
on packaging and packaging waste, the failure to transpose Directive 94/62 and transmit data according to Article 12 
concerning the packaging waste industry, the absence of a programme according to Article 6 of Directive 91/157 on 

                                                           
1 OJ L 84, 31.3.1978, p.43. 
2 OJ L 194, 25.7.1975, p.39. 
3 OJ L 365, 31.12.1994, p.34. 
4 OJ L 78, 26.3.1991, p.38. 
5 OJ L 365, 31.12.1994, p.10. 
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batteries and accumulators containing certain substances and non-compliance with Articles 4 and 11 of Directive 96/59 on 
the disposal of PCBs and PCTs. 
 
A first report according to Directive 94/67 on the incineration of hazardous waste has to be provided for the period 1998 to 
2000 by the end of September 2001. 

3-336 

Papayannakis (GUE/NGL). � (EL) Despite the fact that you did not reply to me in Greek, which I imagine is a bit harder, 
thank you very much for passing on your findings. But the question remains. Is there absolutely no way of establishing 
where these huge quantities of waste go? You yourself referred to some 115 000 or 175 000 tonnes � I cannot find the 
figures � the final destination of which is unknown. Secondly, having identified all these infringements, do you intend to 
refer this to the Court which, unfortunately for my country � gave us a recent example by finding Greece guilty of another, 
older infringement?  

3-337 

Wallström, Commission. � I remind you what action the Commission has taken to address the failure of Greece to 
correctly transpose and apply Community waste legislation. There are two codecisions, one dated 8 July 1999 and one 
dated 13 April 2000. There is an application before the Court. There is an additional recent opinion sent on 11 August last 
year and there is a letter of formal notice sent on 10 April this year for failure to apply a number of articles properly. 
 
Of course we are worried. This is a general problem in Greece, the implementation of Community waste legislation. Of 
course we would also like to know where this waste has gone but we can only ask Greece for those statistics. 
Unfortunately Greece has not done this properly. 

3-338 

Hatzidakis (PPE-DE). � (EL) First I should like to say that I have submitted a written question along the same lines as 
that put by my fellow member Mihail Papayannakis. Secondly, I should like to say in all honesty that, as a Greek citizen, I 
am shocked by what you have said. In other words, that we do not know and the Greek Government does not know, no-
one knows what has happened to over half our toxic waste. From what you have said, I think that my fellow countrymen in 
Greece should be worried, and with good cause. 
 
I should like to put two questions to you. The first is: what sanctions will be imposed on Greece? Do you think it is 
sufficient merely to take recourse to the Court, which could take three or four years to reach a verdict? In the meantime, 
what about public health in Greece? Toxic waste is an extremely important issue. 
 
My second question is this: assuming that Greece is convicted for the waste, for the waste management in Hania in Crete, 
can you tell us, in general terms, where you think the problem with the application of environmental legislation in Greece 
lies? Which specific areas of Community legislation are causing problems? Because I know, for example, that there are 
also problems with the management of nitric compounds.  

3-339 

Wallström, Commission. � Mr President there is reason to be worried because we know there are problems in some of the 
Member States with illegal trading and illegal disposal of hazardous wastes. Of course the Greek Government and maybe 
also the local authorities should be asked how this has been handled. From the Commission side we can continue the legal 
proceedings and the legal procedures as they are set out for the Commission, but I think what is most effective in cases like 
this is open debate in the European Parliament. Of course we will keep an eye on this and keep up the pressure on Greece 
to report to us because that is the instrument we have available. 

3-340 

President. � Question No 44 by Anneli Hulthén (H-0547/00): 
 

Subject: Polluted land 
 
Heavily polluted, former industrial land has created a number of severe problems. Water spreads the pollution into other parts of the natural 
environment and, in order to construct housing or other buildings on the land, it must be decontaminated at great expense. 
 
Does the Commission have any plans for dealing with this problem and is it prepared to put forward a strategy for doing so? 

3-341 

Wallström, Commission. � (SV) The pollution of industrial land is a big problem in Europe. According to the report from 
the European Environment Agency on the state of the environment, the Topic Centre on Land Cover 1998 estimated that 
there are 750 000 polluted or potentially polluted places within the EU. 
 
Current EU legislation, like that which is proposed, focuses on the prevention of pollution. Directive 96/61 concerning 
integrated pollution prevention and control, the IPPC Directive, states that Member States must take all necessary 
measures that are required in order to restore industrial land that is no longer in use. Such measures must already form a 
part of the operational situation. This directive must be enforced completely before November 2007. 
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Another instrument which may help to prevent future pollution of land is the directive that we are currently working on in 
relation to environmental liability. To deal with pollution that occurred in the past, certain Member States have developed 
special financial instruments � there are taxes or different funds that have been set up for this purpose. It is already clear 
that this type of clean-up costs, or will cost, Member States very large sums of money. At EU level, the European Regional 
Development Fund can contribute a certain amount of support. I might also add that I can see how big a problem this is in 
the candidate countries. 
 
The Commission is, however, not as yet planning any form of global or European clean-up strategy. As far as the past 
pollution of land is concerned, the proximity principle ought to be applied, because national, regional or local authorities 
are in the best position to deal with these issues. Also, this type of pollution is not a transnational issue, and the problem is 
not first and foremost an administrative one, but a financial one.  

3-342 

Hulthén (PSE). � (SV) I would like to thank Commissioner Wallström for her reply. It could of course be said in actual 
fact that this type of pollution can be transnational, because we know that water carries pollutants along with it, 
particularly chemicals and heavy metals. The countries, particularly in the central parts of Europe, are so close to each 
other that it is difficult to say where the pollutants originate from. 
 
I think that a common strategy would be needed to deal with these issues. That is actually what I was after in the question 
that I raised. In her reply, Mrs Wallström has now said that there will not be a strategy in this area. The question is now 
whether the Commission is prepared to support research, further experiments and development in the respective Member 
States in order for us to cope with these problems, which are immense.  

3-343 

Wallström, Commission. � (SV) Of course, it is important for the respective Member States to make a list of the existing 
industrial land that is polluted and the best way to tackle this problem. As I have already said, we see this as a very great 
concern also from an economic point of view for many of the candidate countries, where this is often mentioned as an 
immense problem. 
 
Up to now we have mainly regarded this as a local and national issue. In order to be able to clean up in the best way 
possible, we need to consider what sort of pollution is involved and what the local conditions are like. We have nothing 
against creating a strategy, if the Member States also want that, but in that case we must also get hold of the resources to 
deal with it. As it looks so far, this has not been something that we have given the highest priority to, but naturally I think 
that it is very important for a proper inventory to be made and for a plan to be drawn up by the Member States, and why 
not also research and development in the area in order to find the best methods for cleaning up polluted industrial land.  

3-344 

Korhola (PPE-DE). � (FI) Mr President, the Commissioner has already partly answered a question that has been on my 
mind, but perhaps I will ask an additional question on the matter. This same problem concerns former landfill sites that are 
later used for housing. The Commission may have information on the extent of the problem in the Member States. Does 
the Commission think it possible that some kind of strategy could be found regarding these built-up areas? 

3-345 

Wallström, Commission. � (SV) I can only repeat that the Commission is, of course, prepared to take on such a task, but in 
the present situation, I do not perhaps think it is something that we can do with existing resources and in a sufficiently 
radical way, because it requires considerable resources. It is very evidently a problem that must be dealt with at national, 
regional and local levels. However, if the Member States should so desire, we obviously have nothing against taking on 
this task. I think that we are already doing this when we see that there is great necessity for doing something. For example, 
in connection with the follow-up of the disaster in Baia Mare, we are trying to identify where the hot spots are and to see if 
we can identify dangerous places where we really need to keep our eyes open to ensure that no new disasters happen. 
When it comes to the pure clean-up work, I certainly think that the proximity principle ought to be applied.  

3-346 

President. � Question No 45 by Arlette Laguiller (H-0548/00): 
 

Subject: Fireworks factories 
 
On 2 June 2000 an explosion occurred at the Liborio Fernandes fireworks factory in the Portuguese village of Lanhelas. Nine people were 
injured, and the village was badly damaged. A similar explosion has just occurred at the Pyroma de Feugueyrolles factory in France. These two 
explosions, which occurred only a few days after the tragic incident near Amsterdam, not to speak of the persistent explosions in Spain, are a 
reminder of the danger posed by these factories when they are located in residential areas. The manufacture of fireworks has become all the 
more dangerous since the old craft methods gave way to industrial methods. This means both the stockpiling of more explosive substances and 
greater reactivity. 
 
What measures does the Commission intend to propose in order to impose or strengthen safety standards aimed at eliminating the risk of 
explosion in these firms, to prohibit the location of such firms in residential areas, to prevent the transport of explosives from posing a threat 
both to the transporters and to the inhabitants of the areas through which they pass? 

3-347 
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Wallström, Commission. � The Commission is most concerned about the recent accidents in fireworks storage and 
production facilities. The manufacture and storage of pyrotechnic substances is covered by Council Directive 96/82 of 9 
December 1996 on the control of major accident hazards involving dangerous substances, the so-called Seveso II directive. 
This directive obliges operators of establishments having dangerous substances within certain threshold limits to establish 
a major accident prevention policy. It also obliges them to set up safety management systems and emergency plans and to 
demonstrate this to the public inspection authorities by submitting a safety report. 
 
Moreover, the Seveso II directive contains the new provision recognising that the implications of major accident hazards 
should be taken into account in the land use planning policies of the Member States. These are obliged to pursue the aim of 
the directive, that is, the prevention of major accidents and the limitation of their consequences for man and the 
environment. This has to be done through controls on the siting of new establishments, modifications to existing 
establishments and new developments such as transport links, locations frequented by the public and residential areas in 
the vicinity of existing establishments. 
 
In the long term land use planning policies shall ensure that appropriate distances between hazardous establishments and 
residential areas are maintained. Member States shall also ensure that all competent authorities and planning authorities 
responsible for decisions set up appropriate consultation procedures. The inclusion of this provision can be regarded as a 
major step forward in the process of major accident mitigation. 
 
A review of the Seveso II directive is already under way. After a full investigation of the accidents that occurred, the 
Commission will evaluate the threshold limits assigned to pyrotechnics substances as part of the review. A proposal for 
amendments to the Seveso II directive should be ready by the beginning of next year, that is 2001. This can only be done 
when we have evaluated the experiences following the accident in Enschede as well as the accident in Romania. This 
process will be carried out in close cooperation with the Member States, the European Parliament and other interested 
parties. 
 
The transport of explosive materials is covered by Directive 94/55 on the transport of dangerous goods by road. This 
directive makes obligatory the provisions of Annex A and B of the European agreement concerning the international 
carriage of dangerous goods by road for road transport within or between Member States. Annex A contains the provisions 
concerning the packaging and labelling of dangerous goods and Annex B contains the provisions concerning the 
construction equipment and operation of the vehicle as well as the minimum training requirements for the driver. The 
application of this legislation guarantees a high level of safety for the transport of dangerous goods including explosives. 

3-348 

Laguiller (GUE/NGL). � (FR) You have told me that there are directives, but to our mind they are probably not applied, 
since accidents are increasing in number and becoming more and more dangerous, now that these factories have replaced 
old production crafts with industrial methods. 
 
It appears perfectly obvious to me that factories such as this, companies such as this, really should not be located near 
residential areas. The tragedy in Enschede, in the Netherlands, illustrates this all too clearly and in Portugal, which I 
referred to in my question, 159 houses in the village of Lanhelas in the province of Minho were hit by the explosion. Some 
were completely destroyed, others were partially destroyed and the victims� protection association that has been set up has 
estimated the damage at over EUR 1 billion. I think that we urgently need to get these directives applied and to introduce 
others prohibiting firework factories near residential areas.  

3-349 

Wallström, Commission. � Yes, of course, Mr President, we are also extremely worried about what has happened and that 
is why we are looking at the Seveso II directive in order to see if it is necessary to complement it with new rules to cover 
establishments like the plants involved in the recent accidents. And, of course, we also have to look at the land use 
planning because the establishments in question were not covered by the Seveso II directive because the thresholds were 
not the right ones. We will be looking at this as soon as we have evaluated all the information about these accidents. We 
will not sit on our hands. 

3-350 

President. � Since the time allotted to Questions to the Commission has elapsed, Questions Nos 46 to 78 will be replied to 
in writing1. 
 
(The sitting was suspended at 8.05 p.m. and resumed at 9.00 p.m.).  

3-352 

IN THE CHAIR: INGO FRIEDRICH 
Vice-President 

 

                                                           
1 See Annex "Question Time ". 
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3-353 

EMAS (Eco-Management and Audit Scheme)  

3-354 

President. � The next item is the recommendation for second reading (A5-0165/2000) from Mr García-Orcoyen Tormo, 
on behalf of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy, concerning the common position of 
the Council with a view to the adoption of a European Parliament and Council Regulation on the voluntary participation of 
organisations in a Community Eco-Management and Audit Scheme(EMAS). 
 
3-355 

García-Orcoyen Tormo (PPE-DE), rapporteur. � (ES) Mr President, Commissioner Wallström, we thank you for being 
here at this time in the evening. The Community Eco-management and Audit Scheme is not exactly the most popular of 
the environmental issues but, nevertheless, it is a fantastic instrument for making progress in the field of integrating 
economic activities and the preservation of the environment. By adopting a system of environmental management, 
companies � whether they be industrial or service companies � learn to integrate environmental considerations into the 
normal management of the company, discovering the many and significant advantages, not only environmental but also 
economic, which this offers them, amongst other things, because they improve their competitive position. It therefore 
seems to me very significant that this regulation is currently being reviewed and that new elements are being incorporated 
into it which are extremely useful for the environmental improvement of processes, services and products. 
 
The creation of more incentives for European companies to have access to the system, the participation of interested 
parties � especially workers �, the strengthening of reliability vis-à-vis third parties and an increase in the transparency of 
information are the main objectives of the amendments which I took up on first reading in Parliament and which were 
approved unanimously in the Environment Committee. 
 
Nevertheless, the committee also approved certain amendments which were contrary to the opinion of the rapporteur, and I 
have continued to disagree with them. In this respect, I wish to refer to Amendments Nos 5, 6, 10 and 17, on the 
controversial issue of the use of the best available technology, as an instrument for environmental improvement, being 
obligatory for countries which wish to be included in the EMAS register. Let us remember that EMAS is a voluntary 
market instrument. Let us remember also that one of the main objectives of the current revision of the regulations is to 
make the system more accessible to small and medium-sized businesses and also the service sector. Let us add that until 
now the initiative has been relatively successful when compared to the other alternative formula, the ISO 14.001 standard, 
which is more flexible in many ways than EMAS. Let us bear in mind that the best available technology, as defined by the 
Directive on Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, is only applicable to large industrial plants and not to the service 
sector or to small and medium-sized businesses. 
 
In this light, I believe that you will agree with me when I say that, although I am absolutely in favour of development and 
progress with regard to the Directive on Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC), this is not the time, and 
EMAS is not the right instrument, to demand that companies who want to join the scheme adopt the best available 
technologies. In fact, the large plants, as stipulated in the IPPC Directive, will continue to be obliged to be included in the 
EMAS register, since they will have to abide by the environmental legislation in force � Amendment No 12 � which 
obviously includes compliance with the IPPC Directive in the cases where companies are affected. 
 
I would also like to insist on Amendments Nos 41 and 50, which my Group would be prepared to accept as long as it is 
made clear that the word �representatives� refers to people chosen as such within each company and in no event to 
organisations, whose participation would hinder and delay the process of adopting the system. I hope that tomorrow other 
groups will offer oral amendments in this respect. 
 
There are two other amendments which I would like to comment on: Amendment No 19, for which I have requested a 
separate vote up to the paragraph which reads �public structures and public contracts�, up to this point leaving the 
Commission�s text intact. I believe that the Commission is preparing � and in this sense I would be grateful for a comment 
from Mrs Wallström � a proposal on the inclusion of the environmental principle as a necessary consideration when 
awarding public contracts, and I therefore think it appropriate to await the approval of that proposal. With regard to 
Amendment No 22, on the incorporation of the Commission, the Council and Parliament, within a period of four years, 
into the EMAS system, I have consulted the Commission in writing and I would like the Commissioner to reply to it. 
 
Lastly, Amendment No 25 refers to the harmonisation of EMAS with the ISO standard, which is very important to the 
dissemination of each instrument, and we are very happy with the harmonisation agreement relating to them.  

3-356 

Schnellhardt (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, our experience of the Community eco-audit scheme has been very mixed. 
In Germany and Austria a great number of businesses have taken part in it, whereas the uptake from businesses in other 
Member States has been very low. The aim of the present revision must therefore be to make the eco-audit scheme more 
attractive. For that reason it is important that there should be scope to involve companies from the service sector and to 
support small and medium-sized enterprises. All that, however, is not enough, in my view. More needs to be done, 
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particularly in terms of reducing the administrative burden and establishing ways of projecting the public profile of the 
service.  
 
From discussions at various company headquarters it has emerged that EMAS has an internal impact and that workforces 
are playing a far greater part in protecting the environment, but the time has now come to improve the external impact of 
the system. In all the reflections on how to improve EMAS, one thing has to be remembered, namely that EMAS is a 
voluntary system which companies can join. It must not therefore be encumbered with concepts such as best available 
technology. These are binding specifications which set excessively difficult targets. All we shall achieve by adopting them 
is to make businesses quit the system. That surely serves no purpose at all. The system has proved useful so far, and we 
should build on the valuable experience that has been amassed. If we cherish certain environmental ideals, I am certainly 
willing to pursue them too, but that will take us down the road of directives and regulations. We cannot realise such ideals 
by opting for a voluntary system like EMAS. 
 
One last point that seems important to me if the eco-audit is to be a practicable mechanism is the frequency of its 
validation. The proposal envisages renewal of the validation at yearly intervals. That, to my mind, is far too frequent. 
Companies have to spend nine months on the preparation of an environmental report. They cannot do that if annual 
validation is required. I therefore propose an interval of two to three years, and I hope you will support this proposal.  
 

3-357 

Scheele (PSE). � (DE) Mr President, EMAS is to be revised, and my Group and I are very much in favour of its scope 
being extended. I do believe, however, that the examples of Austria and Germany to which the previous speaker, 
Mr Schnellhardt, has already referred, show that it is no coincidence that the countries where participation levels are 
highest are among the proponents of the tabled position, in which adherence to the existing environmental provisions and 
the use of the best available technology are seen as key instruments for improving companies' efficiency in the use of 
natural resources and their protection of the environment. 
 
Accordingly, I should like to give my wholehearted support to those amendments that call for the use of the best available 
technology as well as to canvass your support for Amendment No 12, which lays special emphasis on compliance with 
existing environmental provisions. I am well aware, of course, that there must be incentives to encourage wider 
participation in this scheme. For all that, I believe that the credibility of this eco-audit scheme can only be guaranteed if we 
set our own high standards rather than pursuing the opposite strategy of alignment with the ISO standard.  
 
My Group also attaches particular importance to the participation of employees and their representatives. I accept the 
rapporteur's proposal � we came to an agreement on this today � that an oral amendment be moved tomorrow in order to 
make it clear that we also accept the compromise on the involvement of employees and their representatives, in other 
words the reduction of such involvement to the works level. In my view, this will represent a major step forward in the 
implementation of EMAS, not only in terms of its democratic credentials but also from a managerial point of view. 
 
I shall waive the remainder of my speaking time, which should certainly put me in the President's good books!  

3-358 

Ries (ELDR). � (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Commissioner, the intention behind EMAS is an excellent one: 
encouraging companies to have more respect for the environment. Seven years after its creation, however, EMAS is a 
success only in some countries. There is still a long way to go, and today we need to identify the reason for this limited 
result. 
 
EMAS is complex, too complex. The regulation imposes heavy constraints on those companies which do agree, 
voluntarily, to participate. This complexity is such as to discourage SMEs, which, as we all know, are bending under the 
weight of bureaucracy. Yet they are the engine of Europe�s economy. We should be making them our number one priority, 
hence the importance of the incentives our rapporteur was just talking about. 
 
In the same spirit, I would also say that some amendments are in danger of erring through excess of ambition. I mean 
Amendments Nos 5, 10 and 17 on the best available technologies, the BATs. A requirement like that would mean 
sometimes insoluble problems for SMEs, which cannot always adapt to these BATs. In any case their very definition is 
already a problem for some economic sectors.  
 
So the Group of the European Liberal, Democrat and Reform Party will be voting against. On the other hand, in the spirit 
of compromise, we are ready to support Amendments Nos 43, 44 and 45, which link these best available technologies, 
from the environmental viewpoint, with conditions that are economically and technically viable for businesses. 
 
Finally, there is the question of workers� participation, which we naturally value highly and which the common position 
entirely authorises. On the other hand, we reject Amendments Nos 41 and 50, because more restrictive measures here 
again threaten to discourage a large number of candidate firms. 
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Finally, I will simply say that quantity must not drive out quality. The system is voluntary, so it must be attractive in order 
to survive. Otherwise EMAS will be no more than a litany of good intentions likely to be impracticable for businesses and 
therefore completely useless.  

3-359 

McKenna (Verts/ALE). � Mr President, a number of speakers tonight have mentioned the issue of the best available 
technology. I cannot understand the reluctance to accept this. It really is an essential instrument. If we are genuine about 
wanting to encourage firms to improve environmental policy and environmental performance, then it is necessary that the 
best available technology should be encouraged. It makes no sense to me whatsoever to be reluctant to promote that. If the 
best available technology is there, then the firm should be encouraged to use it. We are never going to make any advances 
otherwise. 
 
This is a voluntary scheme, but if firms genuinely want to improve their environmental policy and their environmental 
performance then any encouragement in that direction should be welcomed. So far as the arguments against the best 
available technology are concerned, they do not stand up to scrutiny. It is essential that this element, and the amendments 
in relation to best available technology, be supported by Parliament. I would urge the Commission, too, to take this on 
board. If we are serious about trying to encourage firms in the right direction then we have to encourage the best available 
technology. 

3-360 

Lange (PSE). � (DE) Mr President, Madam Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, I believe the regulation must be 
effective because it is a voluntary instrument. To that extent, it is only right and fitting that we should try to guarantee the 
manageability of the system, which is why we have taken pains to reach the present agreement between the two major 
groups, Mrs Scheele, so that the validation is not limited to one year but can be organised in a pragmatic manner, 
particularly for small and medium-sized businesses. It goes without saying that they cannot be expected to do a validation 
every year � that would be absurd. We must find an effective and manageable solution to that problem. But I also believe 
that we need a rational approach to the question of the best available technology, because it is surely unacceptable that two 
companies producing at entirely different levels � one to a low technological standard and the other to a high standard � 
should both be able to operate the eco-management and audit system and should both be certificated. That is patently 
absurd and will ultimately mislead those who are liable to buy products advertised as EMAS-compliant. For that reason we 
need to set a standard. 
 
Perhaps the amendments we adopted in the Environment Committee go too far. For that reason I am pleased that 
Amendments 43, 44 and 45 have been proposed as a means of covering the available forms of technology in a similar way 
to another directive and of limiting the initial scope of the regulation to industrial activity, since it is undoubtedly far 
harder to legislate for the service sector in this domain. Accordingly, I would suggest that if we can reach agreement on the 
frequency of validation, we ought perhaps to be able to reach agreement on this aspect as well. So the first thing to do is to 
establish the verification procedure; the application of that procedure will perhaps reveal various ways in which the system 
can be improved.  

3-361 

Breyer (Verts/ALE). � (DE) Mr President, I believe that tomorrow's vote will truly be a litmus test of whether we regard 
EMAS as an instrument of ecological progress or as a mere sham. It must be made clear that EMAS accreditation is 
intended as a reward for those companies which are the real engines of ecological progress. BAT � the best available 
technology � is the fundamental prerequisite of EMAS, because it would be downright absurd for a company to be 
regarded as an environmental trailblazer if it did not use the best available technology, and it is surely plain to see that 
anything else boils down to ISO 14000, in other words to our simply selling EMAS down the river, because it would then 
be ISO in another guise. In that case we could forget the directive altogether, because it would correspond to ISO. For that 
reason I fail to understand the misgivings that have been voiced, particularly with regard to small and medium-sized 
businesses, because it is precisely those firms which have the least onerous obligations in this respect. Conversely, we 
have seen time and again that many small and medium-sized enterprises are far more innovative than their larger 
counterparts. 
 
EMAS is an important voluntary instrument for companies, but paramount importance attaches to its coordination with 
environmental programmes. Studies in Germany have shown that, unfortunately, EMAS organisations have not yet 
recognised protection of the climate, for example, as a major goal. From that point of view I believe that we should not sell 
ourselves short here by putting EMAS on a par with ISO.  

3-362 

Wallström, Commission. � (SV) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I want to begin by thanking the rapporteur, Mrs 
García-Orcoyen Tormo, for her work on the Commission�s proposal concerning EMAS. 
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Before discussing the individual amendments, I want to touch upon three key issues, namely best available technology, the 
frequency with which the environmental statement is to be validated and the link between participation in EMAS and 
compliance with the requirements of compulsory environmental legislation.  
 
The changes proposed by the European Parliament where best available technology is concerned should mean that all 
organisations which participate in EMAS should be forced to apply best available technology. The Commission agrees 
with the principle that all organisations registered to EMAS ought to try to apply best practice within their areas of activity 
and work as effectively as possible on issues of technology, materials and organisation. The concept of best available 
technology, which is expressly defined in the directive relating to coordinated measures for preventing and limiting 
pollution, is nonetheless only relevant to industry. This has also been noted by the European Parliament in some of its 
amendments.  
 
In view of the fact that EMAS is now being opened to all economic sectors, the requirement that best available technology 
must be used is likely to mean in practice that many sectors will be prevented from participating in EMAS. For example, 
the European Parliament itself would not be able to participate because best available technology is not a concept which 
can be applied to public institutions. A requirement of this kind would also be a major obstacle for small and medium-
sized companies, which are not covered by the directive relating to coordinated measures for preventing and limiting 
pollution. If the attempt were made to circumvent this derogation by means of EMAS, which is a voluntary system, this 
would probably mean that small and medium-sized companies would refrain from participating in EMAS. 
 
When it comes to those amendments in which best available technology is confined to the area of application of the 
directive relating to coordinated measures for preventing and limiting pollution, it ought to be pointed out that it is not 
EMAS�s task to be an alternative way of ensuring that compulsory legislation is applied.  
 
We all agree that it is important for organisations to comply with that environmental legislation which affects them. It 
might be said that it is a minimum requirement that environmental legislation should be respected. The purpose of EMAS 
is to help organisations to perform better and to exceed that minimum. The objective is not, however, to provide 
supervisory authorities with absolute proofs that an organisation which is EMAS-registered is complying with all current 
legislation in all situations. In view of EMAS�s systematic structure, organisations will clearly be well placed to comply 
with the environmental legislation. EMAS is, however, a voluntary system. If the European Parliament maintains its 
amendments, the basis of which is that compliance with environmental legislation must be guaranteed, EMAS�s role will 
be in danger of changing. EMAS will instead become a replacement for environmental verifications carried out by the 
Member States� competent authorities. I am convinced that that is not the European Parliament�s intention.  
 
How frequently is the environmental statement to be validated? The environmental statement is, of course, the visible 
public result of EMAS being implemented within an organisation. That report must therefore correspond to the 
expectations of those in the surrounding area. One such expectation is that the environmental statement should be reliable. 
The simplest way of building up confidence in the conclusions of the statement is to carry out regular, impartial 
verifications. An annual verification of the statement would therefore be more appropriate than a verification every third 
year, as in the majority of cases. I would emphasise that the common position is flexible in this respect. Account can, 
therefore, already be taken of special cases or special problems. I am therefore afraid that, by dispensing with the principle 
of annual reporting in its amendments, the European Parliament may damage EMAS�s credibility, which is a prerequisite 
if the new EMAS is to be successful.  
 
Allow me to turn now to the individual amendments. The Commission has carefully examined the 50 amendments which 
have been tabled and is able to approve 11 of these. How credible EMAS is and how attractive it is to companies are two 
crucial considerations if EMAS is to function. The Commission is therefore delighted to be able to approve Amendments 
1, 2 and 19 (3).  
 
Another important question of which the Commission is also aware is that of how it may be ensured that EMAS is rolled 
out in the candidate States at an early stage. The Commission is therefore able to approve Amendment 3 in principle, 
provided that the wording is made clearer.  
 
The Commission is also very pleased to be able to approve Amendment 4 in principle, because it will help ensure that 
employees are more involved, something which has already been taken into account in the review of EMAS. The wording 
ought, however, to be changed to avoid extra demands being placed upon companies, particularly upon small and medium-
sized companies.  
 
There seems to be a general concern about small and medium-sized companies, which also manifests itself in EMAS. The 
Commission is therefore able to approve Amendment 19 (4) in principle, provided that it does not lead to the EMAS rules� 
being watered down for small and medium-sized companies.  
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Because EMAS is a voluntary system, it is important that there should be information about it. The Commission is 
therefore able to approve Amendment 16 in principle, if it is extended to include all information and not only data.  
 
The Commission is very pleased to see that the European Parliament itself is committed to applying EMAS and urges the 
other European institutions to do the same. However, EMAS�s area of application extends to include more than physical 
assets, something which must be clearly shown in Amendment 22, which the Commission is able to approve in principle.  
 
Amendment 25 will contribute considerably to making the EMAS requirements clearer, and the Commission approves this 
change. A small addendum is required, however, so that the Commission is able, in a legally correct manner, to comply 
with the contractual conditions in the agreement that has been entered into with the European Standardisation 
Organisation.  
 
Unanimity and openness are also important principles for EMAS. The Commission is able to approve Amendments 30 (1 
and 3), 32 and 33 (2). 
 
Where the other changes are concerned, I want briefly to explain why the Commission was unable to approve them. An 
important aspect of the proposal is the extension of EMAS�s area of application to include all sectors of trade and industry. 
Those amendments which relate only to the industrial sector cannot, therefore, be approved. These are Amendments 5, 6, 
10, 17, 43, 44 and 45, according to which organisations must apply best available technology.  
 
The Commission also considers it important that EMAS should be logically structured, easy to understand and sufficiently 
flexible to be able to be adapted for the various sectors affected. The Commission cannot, therefore, approve Amendments 
7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15, 19, 21, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 33 (1), 34, 35, 37, 41, 42, 47, 48, 49 and 50. 
 
The additional benefits to the environment entailed by EMAS, compared with ISO14001, are a crucial aspect of the 
proposal. The Commission is unable, therefore, to support Amendments 13, 30 (2), 36, 38 and 46. Due to the introduction 
of longer intervals between verifications of the statements, these amendments would make it more difficult to obtain sight 
of, and to verify, the information concerning environmental performance.  
 
Nor can the Commission accept Amendments 39 and 40, because the EMAS logo must be a sign of excellence for 
organisations, at the same time as it must not lead to confusion on the part of the public.  
 
Given the way the directives relating to public purchasing look today, Amendment 19 (1) cannot be approved.  
 
The Commission is pleased to supply information to the European Parliament upon request, but is unable to approve 
Amendments 18 and 20 because there is a lack of resources for this purpose.  
 
Finally, the Commission is unable to approve Amendment 24 relating to committee procedures because of the legal 
changes implemented following the decision on committee procedures, according to which a prescriptive committee is 
required.  
 
The Commission is convinced that the European Parliament�s amendments have, in both readings, contributed greatly to 
this review and increased EMAS�s potential for helping improve the environmental performance of trade and industry 
throughout the Union.  

3-363 

President. � Thank you, Madam Commissioner. May I depart from normal practice by asking you to pay greater attention 
to the allocated time slots. Your colleague Mrs Reding is the very last speaker today. She will no doubt be annoyed with 
me if she has to stay here until one in the morning. Would you please therefore be so kind as to keep your remarks 
somewhat briefer on future occasions. 
 
The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place tomorrow at 12 noon.  
 

3-364 

Limit values for benzene and carbon monoxide 

3-365 

President. � The next item is the report (A5-0166/2000) by Mrs Breyer, on behalf of the Committee on the Environment, 
Public Health and Consumer Policy, on the common position adopted by the Council with a view to the adoption of a 
European Parliament and Council directive relating to limit values for benzene and carbon monoxide in ambient air. 

3-366 
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Breyer (Verts/ALE), rapporteur. � (DE) Ladies and gentlemen, Madam Commissioner, I shall try to be brief, because I 
do not believe that much of the substance of this directive is contentious within this Parliament. The directive before us is 
the second offshoot of the Directive on ambient air quality assessment and management, and the proposal is part of an 
integrated package of measures designed to combat atmospheric pollution. The essential feature of this second offshoot of 
the air-quality Directive is that it establishes benzene and carbon monoxide limit values for the first time in the European 
Union. This is a very important step; I would even call it a milestone in the history of air-quality legislation, because it is 
the first limit value to be imposed for a carcinogenic substance, namely benzene, which can, of course, cause leukaemia. 
We know that petrol and oil are sources of benzene, and in the European Union 80 to 85% of benzene emissions result 
from petrol combustion in road vehicles. There has never been a safety threshold, and so benzene emissions have always 
posed a health risk. The precautionary principle that is enshrined in the EU Treaty, however, makes it imperative to 
establish a limit value at which the health risk is extremely low. It therefore stands to reason that we are particularly 
supportive of the proposal for a limit value of five micrograms per cubic metre of air. 
 
The common position is a definite improvement on the Commission's proposal. I also very much welcome the fact that it 
incorporates many of the amendments adopted by this House. One amendment in particular was absolutely essential and 
central in our view, for the Commission had proposed that Member States could be granted derogations almost at will. It 
was effectively a blank cheque that could have been renewed over and over again, and by dropping this provision we have 
managed to achieve a compromise to which we too can subscribe. In the implementation of the directive it will also be 
important, of course, to respond to the problems faced by the countries of the South and to arrive at an appropriate 
compromise. The proposal also corresponds to the suggestion made by Mrs Schleicher at the first reading in the 
Environment Committee, namely that a single exception may be made, that it must be duly substantiated, that it need not 
be restricted to countries but can also apply to particular regions or geographical areas and that a concentration in excess of 
ten micrograms may not be authorised under any circumstances. 
 
It is also very important in the light of our forthcoming enlargement to the East that we should emphasise that the 
European Union does not operate a two-speed environmental policy and that those Member States to which exceptions 
apply must make every effort to move towards compliance with EU requirements and must furnish proof of progress in 
this direction. The Environment Committee has also tabled a number of other amendments, but these should not be 
contentious either, because they relate primarily to the obligation to provide information. In these we have clearly 
emphasised that the new instrument of the Internet must be used as a means of improving the flow of information. I have 
no doubt that these amendments will also have answered the question as to how information is to be communicated. 
Moreover, we have also drawn attention to the fact that indoor pollution is also a major problem which should be 
addressed by EU research programmes. We cannot present a credible case for the improvement of outside air quality 
unless we demonstrate a clear commitment to improving the quality of indoor air. In addition, we have underlined very 
clearly that the Member States will also have to compile better documentation. Another very important point is that the 
governments of those Member States to which derogations apply should also inform the public of this special dispensation 
and of the efforts that are being made to achieve our goal of five micrograms by the year 2010. 
 
I shall close there � my time is up in any case. What is important is that this directive should be swiftly implemented, and I 
believe we have worked hard towards that aim and that we are unlikely to encounter any problems in achieving it.  
 

3-367 

Schleicher (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, as Mrs Breyer has just indicated, we are dealing today 
with the second individual directive deriving from the framework Directive of 1996 on the assessment and management of 
ambient air quality. The main aim of the proposed legislation is to establish limit values for atmospheric concentrations of 
benzene and carbon monoxide in order to improve the quality of our air and to avoid, prevent and reduce the adverse 
effects of these substances on human health and the environment. 
 
It is true that the main source of emissions of both pollutants is road traffic. Other major sources of benzene emissions are 
fuel distribution, oil refineries and the chemical industry, while all combustion processes emit carbon monoxide. This 
directive is a very important contribution to the maintenance of clean air and to the global climate strategy. The proposal 
was presented by the European Commission in December 1998. The Finnish presidency made a determined effort to use 
the new legal scope offered by the Treaty of Amsterdam in order to have this proposed directive enter into force back in 
December 1999 after the first reading, with the amendments adopted by the European Parliament. Our Group would have 
warmly welcomed that. 
 
I need hardly say that our Group supported the amendments which emphasise the danger to certain sections of the 
population and which regard the proposed environmental measures as surpassable minimum standards. The provisions on 
a single extension of the deadline and on compliance with the limit values that are required for climatic reasons in our 
southern Member States, provisions which are now contained in the common position, were introduced by ourselves at the 
time of the first reading, as was the maximum benzene concentration of 10 micrograms per cubic metre. 
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Mrs Breyer, of course, has already given some indication of the subsequent harmonious development of the common 
position. This now contains the very wording that we wanted on this point, and its other provisions are consistent and 
provide for practicable measures to improve air quality in Europe. Our Group accepts this common position and can 
support it as it stands. This new regime guarantees that public health will be afforded a high level of protection, and it is 
flexible enough to be adapted at any time in response to technological progress. 
 
Mrs Breyer has taken a great deal of trouble and has achieved much of what Parliament wanted at the negotiating table. I 
must say, however, that in our view the amendments which have been reintroduced are superfluous; while they are 
justifiable, it is not worth putting the directive on ice again for the sake of these amendments, which would only delay the 
adoption process. We consider it far more important � as you yourself said, Mrs Breyer � that, after a delay of half a year, 
this instrument should now enter into force as quickly as possible, so that it can play its part in improving the quality of the 
air we breathe in Europe. For that reason, our Group does not support the amendments, because we hope that, by 
withholding our support, we can expedite the process of adopting this directive. 

3-368 

Scheele (PSE). � (DE) Mr President, first of all I should like to thank the rapporteur for this highly gratifying report and 
for her successful work behind the scenes; at the same time, of course, I wish to thank everyone else involved for their 
fruitful cooperation. I am aware of the significance of this directive in terms of the development and enhancement of 
European environment policy. It will be the first legal instrument to set a limit on concentrations of a carcinogenic 
substance. Its significance lies not only in the fact that it is important to have a limit value for this particular carcinogenic 
substance but also in the fact that it sets a precedent for the future regulation of other carcinogens. 
 
The main political aim at the first reading was to limit the scope for derogations from the prescribed limit values as far as 
possible, to make the rules as restrictive as possible, and I believe that we can be more than pleased with this solution, 
which was the fruit of our joint efforts. My Group is also interested, of course, in the rapid implementation of this 
directive, and we wish to avoid a conciliation procedure. 
 
I am also aware that the debate on this directive is not the right place to discuss indoor pollution. Nevertheless, I do believe 
that it is appropriate to highlight the dangers of indoor pollution and to call for initiatives in that domain, such as additional 
research. After all, there is evidence that people are exposed to hazardous substances, especially the carcinogen benzene, 
as a result of indoor pollution too. This is why we support the amendments that have been tabled, and we trust that we 
shall nevertheless be able to avoid a conciliation procedure. 

3-369 

Maaten (ELDR). � (NL) Mr President, the three previous speakers have already articulated the significance of these 
proposals. We should also like to congratulate the rapporteur. She has done extremely well with the lion�s share of her 
amendments and the amendments which have been adopted by the Commission and Parliament at first reading. The 
question which remains is whether or not we want to go further than what has been accepted in the common position. In 
our opinion, the rapporteur�s arguments are convincing and we will give them our seal of approval.  
 
In the discussions we have had on this directive, a subject came up which could in fact have come up in other 
environmental issues as well, but it is important in my view to bring it to the fore in this context. The question we always 
need to ask ourselves as European institutions is: why is this one of our concerns? Why is it the case that a problem which 
can be very localised � this is, in fact, one of the very problems we are discussing at the moment � why is this something 
which we need to decide on in Brussels or Strasbourg and cannot delegate to national level? I am not talking about the 
legal dimension, because, legally, we are bound to deal with this. 
 
Eventually, it became clear to us that in this case, it would be useful if we, as European citizens, were to deal with this on 
the basis of a kind of equality before the law, offering the same level of protection to the same citizens. But I can imagine 
that other people would argue against this, saying: no, it is important to be involved in this as a Union. I would find it 
useful if the Commissioner, time-permitting, could comment on this briefly.  

3-370 

Wallström, Commission. � (SV) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, first of all, I want to thank the rapporteur and the 
committee for their good work. Mrs Breyer�s report went a long way towards further improving the Commission�s 
proposal at first reading, which took place in December of last year.  
 
The limit values which have been set for benzene and carbon monoxide in ambient air are based upon the World Health 
Organisation�s latest recommendations and are aimed at achieving a high level of protection of people�s health throughout 
the Union. Adoption of this directive would mean that the Union would take the lead internationally where limit values for 
benzene and carbon monoxide are concerned.  
 
I want to begin by explaining the Commission�s views on Amendments 2 and 3. These concern the issue of providing 
information to the public, something which is of the greatest importance. As you perhaps know, the Commission has now, 
in the course of the week, adopted a new directive which will further improve access to environmental information. The 
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Commission approves Amendment 2, which expressly mentions the Internet. Amendment 3 (1) refers to the fact that the 
Member States should make a special effort to inform those who are affected by the extensions to the time limits within 
which the limit values for benzene are to be complied with. The Commission agrees in principle with this requirement, but 
the common position expressed in Article 8.3 of Directive 96/62/EC, that is to say the framework directive on air quality, 
already obliges the Member States to compile this information and make it available to the public. In order for the 
Commission to be able to approve Amendment 3 (1), the latter must therefore be substantially reworded. Amendment 3 (2) 
contains a demand for free public access to the Member States� documentation concerning the selection of places from 
which to take samples. In spite of the fact that the Member States already have this obligation under the Århus Convention, 
the Commission approves the Amendment.  
 
I turn now to Amendments 1 and 4 which both concern the Commission�s review of the Directive in 2004. The review will 
form part of the first report on the new integrated programme for clean air, which the Commission is in the process of 
drawing up. The common position already states that the purpose of the review is to study the latest results and, if need be, 
further improve protection. Because indoor air pollution can cause significant health problems, the Commission will take 
account of this issue in the review. Amendment 1 may therefore be approved in principle, but must be reworded.  

I turn finally to Amendment 4, which concerns an important issue. The most difficult point in the negotiations in the 
Council was the limit value for benzene and the time limit for achieving this. Against the background of the results of a 
current investigation into benzene, mainly the southern Member States considered that they were uncertain of being able to 
achieve the limit value of 5 �g/m3 by 2010. Despite this, Article 3.2 of the common position offers only one possibility for 
extending the time limit by five years under certain conditions. Moreover, a concentration of 10 �g/m3 must not be 
exceeded during that period. I would emphasise that this is in line with Amendment 22, tabled at Parliament�s first reading. 
Only through an addendum to Article 7.3, in which it is expressly stated that the Commission can propose further 
extensions in the light of the results of the 2004 review, was it possible for this agreement to come about. From a purely 
legal point of view, this clause does not lead to the Commission�s right of initiative being limited or otherwise affected, but 
may be seen as an important part of the final compromise in the Council. According to Amendment 4, the clause ought not 
to be there, something which could jeopardise the agreement with the Council. The Commission considers that the 
compromise to which this could lead would involve unnecessary delay in adopting this important directive in which, for 
the first time ever, limit values are established for benzene and carbon monoxide in ambient air. The Commission is 
therefore unable to approve Amendment 4. 
 
Finally, I want to say that I believe the common position constitutes a valuable compromise to which I hope that the whole 
Parliament will agree, without the need for major changes.  

3-371 

President. � Thank you, Commissioner Wallström. 
 
The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place tomorrow at 12 noon. 

3-372 

Environmental inspections 

3-373 

President. � The next item is the recommendation for second reading (A5-0164/2000) by Mrs Jackson, on behalf of the 
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy, concerning the common position of the Council with 
a view to the adoption of a European Parliament and Council Recommendation providing for minimum criteria for 
environmental inspections in the Member States.  
 

3-374 

Jackson (PPE-DE), rapporteur. � Mr President, the idea that is fundamental to the report that I am bringing forward is 
that the proposal from the European Commission for a recommendation on this subject should be changed to become a 
directive and, as you will see from my report, this secured near unanimous backing in the Environment Committee. 
 
The members of the committee agreed with me that a recommendation is far too weak an instrument in this instance. I 
suppose a recommendation is really rather the equivalent of us all moving down into the centre of Strasbourg and 
attending the cathedral in order to make an act of collective prayer. That really is all that a recommendation is. There is no 
way in which the European Commission can go back to Member States and say that they have not complied with a 
recommendation because a recommendation merely says that they may do something, it does not say that they must do 
something. 
 
The Commission is very worried about this report because it recognises that if we persist in insisting on a directive rather 
than a recommendation, the whole thing may founder in the Council. I recognise the Commission's worries. I did faithfully 
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try in the Environment Committee to get the members to agree to a recommendation rather than a directive. I got a very 
rude answer from them which I will not repeat to you but which is basically reflected in my report. 
 
They want a directive and not a recommendation. And, indeed, if the guidelines on environmental inspection which the 
Commission is so keen to see survive were incorporated in a recommendation, my committee feels that they will simply be 
ignored. We want to see a directive which definitely commits the Member States to introduce environmental inspections 
operating on broadly similar lines. 
 
I must underline that what we do not want to see, in case anybody hangs this round my neck, is a supra-national European 
environment inspectorate: lots of little men and women in blue uniforms with gold stars rushing round the Member States, 
reporting back to Brussels saying this is wrong or indeed, in the case of Germany, this is right. We do not need that kind of 
supra-national inspectorate. I believe, and my committee agrees with me, that the primary responsibility for enforcing 
European Union environment legislation should be firmly lodged where it belongs, with the Member States. 
 
We cannot understand the Commission's readiness to propose only the minimum possible. Neglect of European Union 
environment law forms an alarming background to this proposal. Yesterday was a historic day in the history of the 
European Union, not, I hasten to add only because of the visit of President Chirac to Strasbourg, but because it was the day 
of the first report of a fine levied by the European Court of Justice, an actual fine of EUR 20 000 a day on Greece for 
failure to comply with a European Union environment directive. But it is interesting to note that that case was actually 
launched thirteen years ago and relates to a directive which dates back even further. 
 
At the moment there are currently nine other environment cases which have come back to the Court of Justice for a second 
time because countries have ignored earlier judgments. There are no less than 157 cases still pending and I regret to have 
to say that in many cases the European Commission has not been able to act, to bring cases to the Court of Justice, because 
it does not know what is happening in Member States as the countries concerned have not reported back to Brussels on 
what they are doing about legislation. 
 
One of the reasons that they have not reported is that the countries themselves do not know. Why do they not know? 
Because they do not have systems of environmental inspection which form the essential raft on which the whole edifice of 
compliance with European environment law is built. 
 
We need the kind of directive that the Environment Committee would like to see. A recommendation will do no good. I 
hope that the European Commission has the courage, and I mean courage, to accept the European Parliament amendments. 
I hope that the European Commission has the courage to go into the conciliation process arm in arm with the Parliament 
against, and it will be against, the Council. I think some members of the Council are really quite wobbly in the direction of 
a directive rather than a recommendation. The tiny concessions so far offered by the Council lodged in the preamble to this 
proposal are simply not enough. 

3-375 

Davies (ELDR). � Mr President, those of us who survived the conciliation procedure for the water framework directive 
must be delighted that here we have an issue which is entirely clear-cut and easily understandable. The first issue is that we 
want equal and effective enforcement of environmental legislation across the European Union and we must all agree to 
that principle. 
 
The question obviously is why we have not had that before. Why have the Commissioner's predecessors not brought 
forward proposals before now and why are the proposals now introduced so miserably weak? There is also a question for 
Member States. What have they been doing signing up to environmental legislation if in reality they do not have the means 
to check properly that it has been carried out and have no intention of ensuring that it is properly enforced? 
 
I have chemical companies in my constituency in the north-west of England. Some of them, I am sorry to say, discharge 
polluting materials into air and water. They get inspected. Action is taken. They are forced to clean up their act. They pay 
the price for that. But they are competing with chemical companies elsewhere in this European Union which are not 
having to carry out those checks, which are not having to pay the price and they are not able to compete therefore on a 
level playing field. It is simply unfair. 
 
The second issue is the clear conflict here between the Parliament and the Council. Any student who wants to understand 
conciliation procedure or codecision procedure has a nice straightforward case study here. We have codecision powers but 
we have the threat from the Council that if we do not fall into line then they will abandon the whole legislation. Well, they 
might as well, as Mrs Jackson has said. 
 
The message for the French Presidency is that we want tangible progress. We do not want to see this abandoned. There is 
room for compromise, presumably over the implementation date. All the institutions in the European Union want the laws 
enforced properly. It is time to give these warm but rather woolly sentiments some real meaning and action. 
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3-376 

Wallström, Commission. � Mr President, may I first of all thank the rapporteur, Mrs Jackson, and the Committee on the 
Environment for its work on this proposal on environmental inspections. I cannot resist the temptation to point out to Mrs 
Jackson that she reminds me of my promise to the Committee on the Environment not to propose new directives all the 
time, but rather to concentrate on implementation. The bad implementation of environmental rules has nothing to do with 
the lack of such rules and directives. We have a lot of these and we really want to achieve something. We want to see 
results. 
 
So we came straight to the key issue: was it to be a recommendation or a directive? It will not be a surprise to you that the 
Commission cannot agree to the proposed change to a directive, for the following reasons. The Commission's 1996 
communication on implementing Community environmental law noted a disparity between Member States' inspection 
systems and recognised the necessity of ensuring that minimum inspection tasks were performed. Maybe it is not such a 
bad idea to have those people in blue uniforms with gold stars to check on what is happening! 
 
It recommended that guidelines should be established, leaving to the Member States the choice of structures and 
mechanisms, fitting in where appropriate with their existing systems. 
 
A recommendation will achieve something. Some Member States already have well-developed inspectorates or agencies, 
and the guidelines will ensure that they operate them in accordance with common standards without necessarily having to 
change their systems that much. For those Member States which do not, the recommendation will be helpful to enable 
them in the first instance, with the possibility of Community funding for eligible Member States, to develop their 
infrastructure and capacity. 
 
A directive might mean that some Member States will have great difficulty complying with it in its entirety from its 
coming into force, and this was not deemed to be practically or psychologically desirable by the Commission. I am 
convinced that the �carrot� rather than the �stick� approach will achieve a better result at the present state of development 
of national inspectorates. 
 
We have already achieved some progress in the area with the IMPEL inspectors' exchange programme and the other work 
that IMPEL has done on inspections, monitoring frequency of inspections etc. 
 
This proposal should therefore be viewed as the first step in an ongoing programme, and the experience gained in this 
operation will help us to consider at subsequent stages how to broaden the nature, scope and application of the minimum 
requirements. The proposal requires Member States to report back on the operation, and I will take a personal interest in 
this. If it transpires that Member States are not applying it in practice then we will not shrink from bringing forward a 
proposal for a directive. 
 
The attitude in the Council of the Member States, even those with well-developed inspectorates, was unanimously in 
favour of non-binding legislation at this stage. Being realistic, if Parliament insists on asking for a directive we will end up 
with no instrument at all. In that case we will have failed those Member States most in need of assistance and guidance, 
and the consequence will be no change in the status quo and no improvement in those Member States' implementation. For 
these reasons the Commission cannot accept any of the proposed amendments relating to changing the form of the 
proposal from a recommendation to a directive. 
 
The Commission cannot accept the following amendments of substance: Amendment No 5 to help Member States 
distinguish between national � for example non-EU derived � law and EU law. Amendments Nos 6 and 11 which try to 
change voluntary reporting and advice schemes to mandatory ones. Amendment No 12, second part, because it does not 
add anything. The proposal already refers to reports being in a readily accessible database. Amendment No 13, second 
part, relating to reports of site visits being available within two months of inspection because the common position's 
wording �as soon as possible� is preferable. And Amendment No 14 which seeks to limit to brief data the compliance 
information in reports to the Commission, which is not sufficient for the Commission's purposes. 
 
However, if the proposal is to remain in the form of a recommendation, the Commission can accept in principle 
Amendments Nos 2, 10, second part, and 15, second part, in relation to point 9.1. They all concern the involvement of the 
EEA and/or IMPEL in certain activities relating to inspections. These were accepted by the Commission at the first 
reading stage and included in the Commission's revised proposal. 

3-377 

President. � Thank you, Commissioner Wallström. 
 
The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place tomorrow at 12 noon. 
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3-378 

Protection of forests 

3-379 

President. � The next item is the report (A5-0152/2000) by Mrs Redondo Jiménez, on behalf of the Committee on the 
Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy, on the following: 
 
I. proposal for a European Parliament and Council regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 3258/86 on the protection 
of the Community's forests against atmospheric pollution [COM(1999) 379 - C5-0076/1999 - 1999/0159(COD)], and  
 
II. proposal for a European Parliament and Council regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 2158/92 on the protection 
of the Community's forests against fire [COM(1999) 379 - C5-0077/1999 - 1999/0160(COD)].  

3-380 

Redondo Jiménez (PPE-DE), rapporteur. � (ES) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, the Council has 
presented the amendment of two regulations, Regulation (EC) No 3528/86 on the protection of the Community�s forests 
against atmospheric pollution and Regulation (EC) No 2158/92 on the protection of the Community�s forests against fire, 
by means of two regulations, 307 and 308 of 1997, on the basis of Article 43 of the former Treaty. 
 
Parliament queried the regulations with the European Court of Justice on 30 April 1997, and this was resolved on 25 April 
1999. The judgement of the Court (joint cases C-164/97 and C-165/97) repealed both Regulations and stated that the 
Council should have used the former Article 130s, now Article 175 of the Treaty as the sole legal basis, but the effects of 
the repeal were suspended to enable the Council to adopt new Regulations with the same aim within a reasonable time 
period. 
 
The European Commission and the Member States committed themselves, on an international level, at the Ministerial 
Conferences on the protection of the forests in Helsinki, in 1993, and Strasbourg, in 1990, to the continuous monitoring of 
the damage suffered by the forests. 
 
Everybody is aware of the important role played by the forests in all respects, both economic as well as ecological and 
social, and of their role in relation to soil protection, climate, water and flora and fauna, creating balances which are 
essential to the development of sustainable agriculture and for the management of rural areas. 
 
The Member States have established networks of systematic monitoring and observation posts for intensive and 
continuous monitoring of the forest ecosystems. These studies require long periods of implementation and their results 
depend, according to the improvements in the knowledge of the cause-effect relationships between the changes suffered by 
forest ecosystems and the factors which affect them, on carrying out this work of monitoring, prevention and study over a 
longer period. 
 
With regard to fires, work is underway into their causes, prevention measures and the monitoring of the forests. 
 
As for pollution, work is being done on the establishment of observation networks, on carrying out a periodic inventory of 
the damage by means of a single methodology, intensive and continuous monitoring of the forest ecosystems and the 
implementation, by means of pilot projects, of methods of conservation and restoration of the forests affected. 
 
Furthermore, the Member States must carry out a periodic assessment. In the proposal approved unanimously in the 
Environment Committee, minor amendments are introduced which I would ask the Commission to take into account, since 
this would prevent us from extending the procedure. 
 
This proposal asks that the Commission be assisted by a standing committee on forests, as it is in many other areas; that it 
present an analysis of the application of this regulation with regard to its ecological, economic and social aspects, as well 
as a cost-benefit evaluation; that an amendment be included on the Mediterranean forests as a specific ecosystem for the 
southern countries and because of its importance in combating desertification and erosion. 
 
With regard to the budget for implementation, I have a reasonable doubt: for the previous period of these regulations, the 
Commission proposed EUR 40 million to fight pollution, for the five years, and EUR 70 million for fire prevention. Now, 
for the next five years, the Commission proposes 34 million to fight pollution and 50 for fire prevention. It has just 
reduced the amount by 6 million for the fight against pollution and 20 million for the prevention of fires, without taking 
account of the rise in the cost of living index or the incorporation of new countries, Austria, Sweden and Finland, which 
almost double the area of forest in the Union. 
 
Therefore, our proposal would be to increase that budget to 44 million and 77 million for pollution and fires respectively. 
 
I would ask the President, since Mr Cunha is not present, to allow me to use his two minutes, as he told me previously. 
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Here we have a proposal by the Committee on Budgets. The Committee on Budgets is once again presenting amendments 
in which it wants no kind of notification to appear with regard to the budget for implementation. I believe that the 
Committee on Budgets is trying to evade the codecision procedure, and I would propose to this House, and also to the 
Commission, that their amendments not be taken into account... 
 
(The President cut the speaker off)  

3-381 

President. � Mrs Redondo, I have to tell you that Mr Cunha has just come in.  
 
Mrs Redondo almost hijacked your speaking time, Mr Cunha!  

3-382 

Cunha (PPE-DE). � (PT) Mr President, the importance of forests in the European Union is clearly illustrated by the fact 
that they cover 36% of our territory and employ 2.2 million people. In several areas of the European Union, the forests are 
often the only viable economic option, because of poor soil or the lack of other natural resources. It is also clear that the 
importance of forests is by no means limited to economic factors. They encompass many other dimensions of social and 
environmental interest, such as the protection of the soil, the fight against erosion, the preservation of water resources, 
biodiversity, climatic stability etc. Despite all of this, the forests have been a kind of �poor relation� amongst Community 
policies. 
 
It was only after many years, in 1998, with the efforts of the European Parliament, that the European Union finally 
managed to approve a strategy for the preservation and development of forests. However, given forestry�s unquestionable 
interrelationship with agriculture and its territorial impact, it is extraordinary that the Commission has not been more 
ambitious in its proposals and that the Council has historically been so short-sighted. 
 
Despite the fact that the European Union�s forestry strategy is a step forward in terms of ideas, it is yet to have any 
practical expression. On the contrary, in some ways it has moved backwards, as demonstrated by this Community 
regulation on the protection of forests. With regard in particular to the aspect which is of great concern to my country � the 
regulation on combating fires � it is regrettable that whereas in the period 1992-1996 the European Union benefited from 
an annual sum of EUR 14 million, this annual sum is now to be reduced to EUR 10 million, that is, by 40%. Therefore, Mr 
President, I would like to suggest to the Council and the Commission that they increase this amount and, if possible, create 
a Community system for information on forest fires.  

3-383 

President. � Ladies and gentlemen, I must ask for your cooperation. We have calculated that, if we let every speaker 
overrun for just 20 seconds, we should still be sitting here at one o'clock in the morning. We have a lengthy agenda, so I 
hope you will understand why I must be even stricter than I might otherwise have been on the question of speaking time. 

3-384 

Sornosa Martínez (PSE). � (ES) Thank you very much, Mr President. Mrs Redondo is presenting, under the general 
heading of forest protection, a report on two proposed regulations. One refers to atmospheric pollution affecting forests, 
and the other refers to the prevention of fires. 
 
I would like to tell Mrs Redondo that the delegation of Spanish Socialists is going to support her amendments. We are 
going to support them because we agree with all the arguments which Mrs Redondo has put forward, and for other reasons 
which she has not had time to explain. The basic regulations date from 1986 and 1992, and now the budget for 
implementation is lower, despite the fact that, since the accession of the Nordic countries to the European Union, the area 
of forest is greater. 
 
Furthermore, however, atmospheric pollution has worsened as a result of acid rain, and of greater concentrations of 
dangerous products in the atmosphere. 
 
We are also in a much worse situation in terms of fire prevention, because of climate change and the drought which we are 
suffering in many parts of Europe. I would like to give just two recent examples. This week there has been a 
Mediterranean forest fire on the border between France and Italy, a fire in the Ostia pine forest, near Rome, a fire in the 
Region of Valencia, where I live, and furthermore there has been one death, of a farmer who was trying to put out one of 
the numerous fires which have occurred this week as a result of drought and heat. 
 
All of these arguments more than justify Mrs Redondo�s amendments, and our support for them. I wish to tell the 
Commission � and I am sorry that Mrs Wällstrom is not here at the moment � that one of the European Union�s priorities 
with regard to the environment should not only be the fight against pollution and fires, but also, above all, a policy of 
caring for the forests. That is why we are going to support her.  

3-385 
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Paulsen (ELDR). � (SV) Mr President, Commissioner, I live in the middle of the Nordic forests, which form part of the 
enormous area of Europe covered by forests. In the Nordic countries, we obviously do not have the same problems as in 
the Mediterranean area. It is therefore incorrect to talk in this context about the forests of Europe. The forests of Europe 
are very, very different from one another. I could spend all night and all of tomorrow talking about the history of the 
forests and about the enormous importance Europe�s forest areas are going to have in a future sustainable Europe.  
 
However, this report concerns the threats to our forests. For the forests in northern and central Europe, the greatest threats 
are from airborne forms of pollution. Unfortunately, we cannot prevent pollution by means of forest policy but only by 
means of environmental, traffic and agricultural policy, in short through general environmental policy. Because most 
forests are damaged by discharges which come from a long way away, responsibility for the air and climate is global and 
European.  
 
Fires do not constitute a problem for the Nordic forests. On the contrary. To obtain environmental certification, the owners 
of the forests have to burn down a certain area of them each year. We need more fires. We set fires for ecological reasons. 
In the Nordic forests, there are a great many species of plant which have waxed seeds. They have to be warmed up by a 
fire in order to grow. In the Nordic countries, there are also insects which need burning ant hills in order to breed.  
 
I believe that we should support the southern countries� need to fight fires, but that not all forests can be lumped together 
by talking in this context about European forests.  

3-386 

Ebner (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, it is indeed gratifying to note the steady increase in the attention devoted to 
forests and to the state of their health. I do not believe, however, that it will suffice to allocate huge sums of money in the 
future � huge sums in relation to previous expenditure, but still less than is actually needed. The most important thing, to 
my mind, is the need to change people's perceptions, not simply with a view to loosening purse strings but also with a view 
to engendering the level of voluntarism that is essential to the protection of our forests. 
 
In the Alpine regions, for example, the institution of voluntary fire brigades is taken for granted. Efforts should also be 
made to establish such bodies in the Mediterranean Member States, not only as a means of fighting forest fires at their 
source and creating protective infrastructures but also as a means of fostering public willingness to provide neighbourly 
assistance and voluntary service. In this respect, I believe that people's mentalities will have to change, because money 
alone is not the answer. 
 

3-387 

Lage (PSE). � (PT) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, forests play an essential role in preserving the 
balance of our ecology and are a sustainable resource, albeit in the long term. Forests are, furthermore, an imaginary, 
mythological and symbolic asset, which we should not forget. 
 
Although there has been a certain recuperation of the area dedicated to forests in the European Union, every year 
thousands and thousands of hectares fall victim to acidification. Year after year, huge areas of forest burn in Europe, 
annually destroying, on average, around 1% of the total forested area. Biodiversity is also affected, and the situation of 
various plant species is worrying. Therefore, the importance of these two regulations is unquestionable, despite the fact 
that the Community appropriations involved are very modest. 
 
As has already been pointed out, the regulation establishing an action framework for the prevention of forest fires and the 
reduction of the area burnt is undoubtedly of particular importance to the south of Europe. This regulation is specifically 
aimed at the cofinancing of systems for the prevention, monitoring and provision of information about fires, as well as for 
identifying their causes. It is therefore extremely important. 
 
Geographers understand this very well. The most southerly part of Mediterranean Europe is threatened by a process of 
physical desertification, in the literal sense of the word. The climatic phenomenon which originated in the Sahara desert 
has not stopped at the Mediterranean Sea and is spreading to the Iberian, Italian and Balkan peninsulas. Mediterranean 
woodlands, which act as a curtain, reducing the impact of this phenomenon, are being mercilessly destroyed by these fires. 
This issue of forests does not only concern the countries of the south, whose territories are affected, in the same way, of 
course, that the defence of the Nordic forests is not only of exclusive interest to the Nordic countries. 
 
The countries of the south, more than any other part of Europe, urgently need a policy for the protection of forests. I wish 
to congratulate the rapporteur on her work and say that I support her proposals and her objectives.  

3-388 

Myller (PSE). � (FI) Mr President, the content of the regulation being discussed here is based on the situation that existed 
at the end of the 1980s, but since then things have changed greatly. More attention must be paid in the protection of forests 
to the effect of climate change. We have succeeded in bringing traditional forms of air pollution under control in the last 
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ten years, thanks also to EU directives, but at the same time, the risk of changes to global weather patterns getting out of 
hand has grown. This development must also be looked at when reviewing the way the forests of the Union are monitored. 
 
The regulation on the subject of the Community�s forests must be reformed, but Parliament cannot undertake financial 
commitments until the present regulation expires in 2001. In this situation the suggestion that there should be an increase 
of tens of millions of euros for just a little over a year is not reasonable. It is not sufficiently justified by the fact that the 
Union�s forest area has grown since the last round of enlargement. The situation is so different between the north and the 
south. For example, in Finland and Sweden we long ago reached the stage where the forest is used as it grows. 
 
Here at Union level at the moment we are discussing many genuine legislative proposals concerning forests, including a 
common position on the emissions ceiling directive and on the directive relating to large incineration plants. They must be 
supported, so that they are as successful as possible and so that we can do more to protect the forests as a result. 

3-389 

 
Fischler, Commission. � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, as you know, the Commission has presented two 
proposals for the amendment of the Regulations on the protection of the Community's forests against atmospheric 
pollution and against fire. The purpose of these proposals is to adjust both Regulations in the light of the judgment of 
25 February 1999 in which the European Court of Justice declared that Article 130s of the EC Treaty � which has now 
been renumbered 175 � was the proper legal basis for these instruments. I should firstly like to say thank you very much to 
the three rapporteurs � Mrs Redondo Jiménez, Mrs Auroi and Mrs Sbarbati � who have been examining the Commission 
proposals that are under discussion today for their cooperation as well as for the amendments they have put forward.  
 
This new legal basis automatically means that the codecision procedure under Article 252 applies and that the financial 
framework laid down in this Regulation becomes binding. It was also necessary to bring the annual budgetary framework 
for these two initiatives into line with the amount of funds actually allocated by the budgetary authority in the period from 
1997 to 2000 and with the amounts already earmarked in the preliminary draft budget for the year 2001. That is why it is 
impossible for the Commission to accept Amendments Nos 6 and 12, which would involve an increase in the financial 
framework. Nor can the Commission subscribe to Amendments Nos 5 and 11, which relate to the comitology and provide 
for the use of the consultation procedure in the case of both Regulations. The Commission takes the view that this 
procedure would be inconsistent with the decision of 28 June 1999 on the comitology. The Commission believes that the 
substance of the relevant amendments should be discussed again in connection with the revision of both Regulations, 
which is due to take place in 2001. The Commission will present its proposals for their revision before the end of this year. 
It has no problems, however, with Amendments Nos 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16.  
 

3-390 

President. � Thank you, Commissioner Fischler. 

You are the first Commissioner today who has not taken up his full allocation of speaking time. We note that with 
gratitude. 
 
The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place tomorrow at 12 noon. 

3-391 

MEDIA/MEDIA Plus 

3-392 

President. � The next item is the report (A5-0186/2000) by Mrs Hieronymi, on behalf of the Committee on Culture, 
Youth, Education, the Media and Sport, concerning the following:  
 
I. proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and the Council on the implementation of a training programme 
for professionals in the European audiovisual programme industry (MEDIA � Training, 2001-2005) [COM(1999) 658 - 
C5-0059/2000 - 1999/0275(COD)], and  
 
II. proposal for a Council Decision on the implementation of a programme to encourage the development, distribution 
and promotion of European audiovisual works (MEDIA Plus � Development, Distribution and Promotion, 2001-2005 
[COM(1999) 658 - C5-0119/2000 - 1999/0276(CNS)].  

3-393 

Hieronymi (PPE-DE), rapporteur. � (DE) Mr President, I should like to begin by expressing my thanks to the 
Commission, to Commissioner Reding and to the members of all the relevant parliamentary committees for their 
wholehearted cooperation, and also to the Council under the Portuguese and now the French presidency for their 
cooperation during this stage of the legislative process. We all share a common commitment to the MEDIA programme 
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and its twin aims of strengthening the European film industry and creating sustainable jobs through the audiovisual growth 
engine.  
 
That is why it is important to realise that European companies have hitherto been totally underequipped with the 
audiovisual material that would have enabled them to keep pace with this development. The cross-border distribution of 
European films remains too limited. In the cinema industry, American films have cornered some 80% of the European 
market, while only 7% of the cinema films shown in the countries of Europe have been made in other European countries. 
About 74% of imported television feature films and series are from America, as against 14% from European countries.  
 
Against this background the MEDIA programme, following on from its predecessors, MEDIA I and MEDIA II, is 
expressly designed to address this deficit in the circulation of European works and has three main support targets: the 
training of professionals in the audiovisual programme industry through MEDIA-Training and the development and 
marketing of audiovisual works through the MEDIA Plus programme. What is new about the present programme phase is 
that it takes account of the online dimension of all audiovisual production and that it has introduced pilot projects on the 
use of digital technology. To that extent, Commissioner, I can speak for all the participating committees and, I hope, for 
the whole House when I say that we support the proposals you have presented and hope that they all come to fruition.  
 
I do wish to point out, however, that in some areas we have proposed amendments which we consider to be extremely 
important. The first of these, as so often, concerns the budget. The Commission is proposing EUR 400 million for a five-
year programme in the audiovisual domain. Four hundred million was the budget proposed by the Commission back in 
1995, and unfortunately the Council rejected that proposal. Whoever wants to grasp the opportunities offered by the digital 
revolution must be prepared to make the requisite investment. That is why the figure of 400 million is too low. The 
increase we are proposing is actually moderate; it would take the total budget to 550 million � 480 million for MEDIA 
Plus and 70 million for MEDIA- Training. 
 
This increase alone, however, will not bring spectacular success. We need two additional instruments. The first is linkage 
with other EU programmes, and the second is scope to inject venture capital into the private market; this is done as a 
matter of course in the United States, and we appeal to the Council and the Commission to work with us to ensure that it 
finally becomes reality in Europe too. The mobilisation of private capital is perhaps our key demand along with the pilot 
project relating to the European Investment Bank.  
 
The second area is the question of the legal basis. We know that this is a difficult question for the Commission, but it is our 
wish that the audiovisual programme should be based not only on Article 157 of the EC Treaty, the article concerning 
industry, but also on Article 151, which is devoted to culture. This should also be made clear in the programme and be 
reflected in the legal basis. 
 
Finally, let me just list some other important requirements. The transparency and efficiency of the programmes should be 
promoted, funds should be concentrated on SMEs, independent producers and the Member States with limited audiovisual 
production capacities, and they should benefit the smaller linguistic areas. Finally, my appeal to the Council and 
Commission is this: work with Parliament, so that together we can create a resolute lobby for European films.   
 
(Applause)  

3-394 

Pack (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we are discussing a very important report here today. I 
should like to begin by saying that this is an exceptionally good maiden report by our new colleague Mrs Hieronymi, who 
also did a truly first-class job in hammering out compromises in committee with our Socialist colleagues and with the 
Greens and Liberals. So I believe we have cooperated well, even with the representatives of the European United Left. 
Together with the Commission, we have also managed to make a good Commission proposal even better. 
 
We do, of course, have a good general idea of what MEDIA I and MEDIA II have achieved. MEDIA Plus, of course, will 
surely be even better � the mere addition of the word 'Plus' must tell us that. I believe that, at a time when we have been 
talking about tremendously important educational issues in both Lisbon and Feira, we cannot make cuts in areas in which 
the products of the education system are supposed to find work. That is why I consider it very important that we really do 
create opportunities in this field, and to that end we must invest more money in the audiovisual industry, especially in the 
training of professionals. 
 
What is on offer here is therefore insufficient. This is always the case; there is never enough money for culture or for 
education. But at the end of the day we shall always be answerable to those people to whom we have promised the earth in 
our fine speeches. What we find here is not enough to enable us to respond to the audiovisual revolution. It will not enable 
us to develop a genuine European audiovisual policy to challenge the American hegemony in this domain. Nor can it really 
serve to unlock the full potential of the audiovisual industry to create jobs and, of course, to produce a critical mass of 
cultural content. I believe we have a duty to keep emphasising this fact. To put it bluntly, a European audiovisual policy 
has yet to materialise. That is why we must make an all-out effort here. 
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I believe that, as Mrs Hieronymi has said, we could impart a considerable amount of momentum with a little more money. 
In the sphere of communications in particular, we can make a great deal of progress, including the creation of new jobs. At 
the same time, I should like to reemphasise that the primary concern of every one of us is of course European culture in all 
its diversity, as is the need to make it visible beyond our national borders and to portray it universally. 
 
(Applause)  

3-395 

Echerer (Verts/ALE), draftsperson of the opinion of the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home 
Affairs. � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Madam Commissioner, first of all may I thank Mrs Ruth Hieronymi 
for the marvellous manner in which she has cooperated with our committee and for the outstanding degree of cooperation 
in all the committees and across the political spectrum. We have concentrated on the key points. Everyone has made 
compromises in order to try and improve still further a programme which was already very good from the outset. 
 
I speak now for the Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs and wish to focus on two 
aspects of the programme. Like the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport, with which we reached 
agreement on these points, we also call for an increase in these limited budgetary resources and an addition to the legal 
basis � not a change, but an addition! Why do I, or my colleagues in the Legal Affairs Committee, see a connection 
between these things? I believe that everything is global, that art and culture, like everything else, are subject to these laws. 
One reason why there has to be a European cultural policy is that the nation states are no longer able to pursue their 
cultural policies alone. Where the European Union can intervene, as it is already doing in MEDIA Plus, it should be able to 
continue doing so with a greater volume of financial resources. The Council should be called to account here. I believe, 
Commissioner, that Parliament is actually playing into the hands of the Commission when we say that we want more 
money in order to be able to guarantee the pursuit of a European cultural policy, and that is also the reason why we should 
like an addition to the legal basis. 
 
To prevent any misunderstanding, let me say that our aim here is not to subsidise the film industry but rather to ensure that 
more European films can be watched in Europe. First of all, we have to win over this European territory in its entirety so 
that we can continue to operate efficiently. I do not think that I need speak for my full two minutes if I can focus on these 
two points. We should like more money, and we should like this addition to the legal basis. No doubt you will be able to 
echo these sentiments, Madam Commissioner.  
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Junker (PSE). � (DE) Ladies and gentlemen, Mr President, I associate myself entirely with the words of praise that have 
been showered on this report and shall come to the point without further ado. We are now entering the third round of 
support programmes for European films, and this support remains absolutely vital, for the European audiovisual industry 
has undoubtedly been in crisis for quite a long time. The following evidence may be added to what we have already heard. 
About one in three of the films made in the EU is never shown in a cinema, and a large percentage of those that do make it 
into the cinema are watched by a total audience of fewer than 130 000. A film will not normally start to yield a return on 
the initial investment until a million cinemagoers have paid to watch it. Only one-fifth of European films ever leave their 
home country; of those that do, nine-tenths go no further than neighbouring European countries. 
 
One of the strengths of the European film industry also accounts for its structural weakness. Low-budget productions in 
the tradition of the film d'auteur often cannot be made without the aid of national support funds and frequently appeal to a 
limited audience of young intellectuals. During production and afterwards, an adequate promotion and marketing budget is 
generally lacking. Cultural and linguistic diversity are matchless assets but sadly often stand in the way of widespread 
distribution. Great though the dream of conquering the U.S. film market may be, let us keep our feet on the European 
ground! We must not neglect to strengthen our national markets, and we need to do more to develop the European market 
more effectively. If some laurels can be reaped along the way, so much the better! 
 
Competitiveness and marketability are commendable aims of MEDIA Plus. The programme draws on the lessons learned 
from the experience of the preceding programmes, but although the Council and the Commission are well aware of the 
present situation, they are still afraid to take the plunge. Big cinema needs big money. One of the lessons that has been 
learned is that capping production costs as a condition of support is an obstacle to the creation of good films. The funding 
of support programmes is not the only issue here. There is also the question of allowing the provision of venture capital. 
Here we are confronted with a sorry state of affairs. European companies and banks do invest considerable sums of money 
in the programme industry, but they tend to invest in America rather than Europe. That is why, back in 1995, the Green 
Paper on strategy options to strengthen the European programme industry in the context of the audiovisual policy of the 
European Union proposed the establishment of a European guarantee fund, which the Council stubbornly rejected � the 
German Government, sad to say, being the foremost opponent of the scheme � without offering an alternative solution. 
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This report therefore marks a new attempt to put this financial instrument on the agenda as an accompanying measure. In 
Germany there is a new Government, which will not necessarily feel that it would lose face by reversing the rejectionist 
stance of its predecessor, so perhaps we can now hope for a more conciliatory response. 
 
Last but not least, we must not forget the television companies, which act as the driving force of the programme industry 
by investing large sums of money in audiovisual productions and by providing opportunities for the transmission of 
audiovisual works. A key role attaches to the public corporations in particular. They possess a wealth of human and 
material resources, which are often the prerequisite for successful productions. 

3-397 

Andreasen (ELDR). � (DA) Mr President, the Group of the European Liberal, Democrat and Reform Party thinks that 
MEDIA Plus is an extremely commendable and important programme which can help strengthen cultural and linguistic 
diversity within the EU. European film production is an important part of the EU�s cultural and media policy, and the 
Liberal Group considers that it is important to support the European film industry which is exposed to a very great deal of 
competition, especially from the American film industry. A special effort must be made on behalf of the European film 
industry, and that is something the Liberal Group supports. On one important point, however, we shall be voting against 
the rapporteur�s recommendation, and that is the budget for the programme. We are opposed to increasing the amounts 
proposed by the Commission, as recommended by the rapporteur. It is the European Parliament�s and the EU�s task to 
establish the correct framework and conditions for a cultural policy of this kind, but it is not a proper part of our remit to 
spend an exorbitant amount of taxpayers� money on cultural policy. We therefore think that the Commission�s proposal for 
a total overall budget of EUR 400 million over the five years is both realistic and appropriate.  
 
It is similarly with certain reservations that we shall be voting tomorrow in favour of the proposals to set up a European 
Guarantee Fund and to broaden the financing options through cooperation with the European Investment Bank. If we are 
still voting in favour of the proposals, it is because they do not automatically mean more expense for European taxpayers. 
Unlike previous media programmes, the MEDIA Plus programme also involves the radio industry and, because we really 
cannot find any good, sensible reason for this, we have a reservation regarding this area, too. The media programmes were 
previously administered by the Commission in cooperation with the Media Committee as the advisory committee. The 
rapporteur wishes to change the status of the Media Committee from that of an advisory to that of a competent body, but 
this is something for which we have never obtained a really good explanation. I fear that this change will make it still a 
little more difficult to administer the MEDIA Plus programme, so it is also with a reservation that we shall be voting in 
favour of the proposals tomorrow. In spite of all these reservations, I think we have an extremely good program before us 
to enable us to strengthen the European film industry. We should very much like to thank the rapporteur, Mrs Hieronymi, 
for the impressive work she has done.  

3-398 

Vander Taelen (Verts/ALE). � (NL) Commissioner, Mr President, I have good news and bad news about the MEDIA 
Plus programme. The good news is that Mrs Hieronymi has, of course, carried out sterling work and the cooperation which 
culminated in unanimity within the committee which handled this report was more than excellent. The plan is indeed 
sound. In fact, projects which preceded this plan have already proved that this type of plan meets a real need.  
 
We of the Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance have called for attention to be given to the smaller countries, to the 
difficulties which smaller producers encounter in smaller countries or in countries which belong to a smaller linguistic 
group, and we particularly appreciated this being taken into account in the adopted amendments. Needless to say, we fully 
back what the rapporteur has stated with regard to the need for a legal basis.  
 
Unfortunately I have to give you the bad news too. This is not so much related to the Media Plan as it is to the media 
policy as a whole, as proposed by the European Union. Indeed, we may well ask ourselves what Europe�s ambition is. I do 
wonder. I was interested to hear Mr Andreasen�s criticism on the budgetary aspect here, but I read in the press that Europe 
spends EUR 1 billion per annum on helping and encouraging tobacco growers. I cannot help but ask myself questions then 
or, as Mr Perry rightly pointed out: why is it seemingly easier to obtain EU funding in Europe if you manufacture olive 
oil? This is hardly ever discussed. The huge EU budgets which are channelled into agriculture are not really discussed 
much, rightly so, in fact. But I do wonder why it is so difficult to adopt European policy or industrial policy which can 
match Hollywood. In my opinion, all Hollywood wants is a worthy opponent. Unfortunately, we are forced to note that 
this programme cannot even start to offer anything that remotely resembles an opponent. This programme does not even 
take production into account. It mentions very important areas, such as distribution or the preliminary stages of production, 
but when it comes to production, mum is the word. Naturally, the intention is not to squander subsidies. Indeed not. As the 
rapporteur rightly stated, it is vital for the European Union to set up a Guarantee Fund at long last, in tandem with the 
European Investment Bank, and to offer European producers who dare compete with Hollywood the necessary guarantees, 
so that we can offer those people who really want to invest in European cinema the opportunity to do this. And I would 
like to ask the Commissioner to roll up her sleeves and get stuck in. This is not just to safeguard our culture, but it is also 
an enormous challenge for this new century, because everyone knows that this will be the age of the content industry, and 
it would be extremely regrettable if we at European level were to hand this over completely to the American content 
industry.  
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Fiori (PPE-DE), draftsman of the opinion of the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport. � (IT) Mr 
President, I would like to congratulate Mrs Hyeronymi on the excellent work of the Committee on Culture, Youth, 
Education and the Media, and I would also like to stress the extremely high level of agreement and synergy between the 
Committees, to the extent � and this is proof � that the main body of the report and those expressing the opinions of the 
different committees were all approved unanimously.  
 
From a structural point of view, greater investment was necessary in the audiovisual sector to create fresh job opportunities 
for young unemployed Europeans and to stem the European Union brain drain to third countries, particularly the United 
States of America, where greater investment leads not only to better working conditions but also greater job opportunities. 
 
The issues worked on: we considered it necessary to alter the eligibility arrangements applying to the programme by 
reducing the number of partners from three to two; we considered it necessary to ensure that the training programmes set 
out in the proposal include support measures geared to the need to develop innovative content for the production of 
audiovisual formats other than drama and documentaries; we considered that it was important to change the legal basis to 
ensure that the component relating to support for the development, distribution, and promotion of European audiovisual 
works can likewise be brought within the scope of codecision, thus enabling Parliament to wield greater influence on 
implementation of the programme and its aim of fostering European culture.  
 
Finally, considering development of investment in the European cinema industry to be extremely important, the 
Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy calls upon the Member States to pursue a policy of making 
sums reinvested for the creation of new jobs tax-deductible, and stresses the importance of establishing a guarantee fund as 
one of the measures necessary for the development of the independent audiovisual industry which encourages new talent 
and develops a cultural content of European tradition. 

3-400 

Fraisse (GUE/NGL). � (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, in a Europe of economic and monetary union, it could 
have been an advantage for the MEDIA/MEDIA Plus programme to have Article 157 (industry) of the Treaty as its legal 
basis. Audiovisual media would, of course, be at the heart of European policy, and also of our work. 
 
Now, reading the preview of this part-session produced by Parliament�s press department, I note that the MEDIA Plus 
programme is not one of this week�s highlights. And I have been really surprised at the low level of interest aroused by 
one of this year�s most important reports from the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport � or 
rather, to tell you the truth, I have not been surprised at all. Culture is not paid much attention in this Parliament, as in all 
the European Institutions. That must change. 
 
It is not just the audiovisual industry or, I should rather say, the audiovisual sector. Like others Members who have spoken 
on this subject, I hope Article 151, on culture, can also be a legal basis for this audiovisual programme. 
 
I would like to take this opportunity to thank Mrs Hieronymi wholeheartedly for her determination to broaden the basis 
and the aim, and to develop the resources for this programme, not to mention all the energy she has put into our joint work. 
 
Audiovisual creation does not account for the whole industry, but creation is indeed involved and the purpose of this 
programme is to make cultural diversity effective and concrete. Cultural diversity is not a slogan. It is a cultural and 
economic necessity. We urgently need to have audiovisual works distributed in every country in Europe. Grants to 
cinemas showing non-national European films should be increased. Emphasising the cultural importance of the 
programme does not mean neglecting its economic importance, of course. By 2005, the audiovisual sector should have 
been responsible for creating over 300 000 highly qualified jobs. How can people have so little interest in a market likely 
to grow so rapidly? It seems that neither cultural necessity nor economic objectives carry any weight in favour of 
implementing this ambitious programme. 
 
As always when culture is involved, the budget is minimal, not to mention the fact that it is always gone ten in the evening 
by the time we get round to culture here. People may say the budget has been increased compared with the two previous 
programmes, MEDIA 1 and MEDIA 2. I think not. EUR 250 million for twelve countries and EUR 310 million for sixteen 
countries is no less than the EUR 400 million now proposed for some thirty countries. Why is such a derisory budget, with 
no real increase, allocated to a programme which can combine the two objectives Europe so badly needs � the objective of 
Europe�s identity and Europe�s own diversified culture, and dynamic economic development?  
 
We are told the digital age promises a revolution in the development of content and the distribution of images, and the 
MEDIA Plus programme devotes space to pilot projects, such as the digital transposition of our audiovisual heritage. 
Under the circumstances, would it really be responsible not to take the MEDIA Plus programme seriously? 

3-401 

Gargani (PPE-DE). � (IT) Mr President, the MEDIA programmes are designed to strengthen European industry and the 
audiovisual content through measures providing financial support to specific sectors such as development, the preparation 
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stage of projects, the distribution and marketing of audiovisual works, the promotion of European works and programmes 
with the aim of facilitating access to European and international markets, and training aimed at improving occupational 
preparation. The adoption of the Media Plus and Training programmes is important; the autonomous role of the promotion 
sector is important; the significant role of distribution is important for an increasingly wide distribution of works; the 
complementarity between Media Plus and Media Training should be increased as much as possible. 
 
The Commission should take Parliament's contribution to heart and accept all the amendments � both those to the training 
part, which is subject to codecision, and those to the development, distribution and promotion part, which is merely subject 
to the consultation procedure and which, moreover, receives the greatest share of the budget. 
 
The amendments are the result of some very clever work, Mrs Hyeronymi, and, as Chairman, I would like to compliment 
you and reiterate that you have won the unanimous support of the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media, 
Education and Sport and the committees which expressed opinions. 
 
The latter Committees � the Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market and the Committee on Industry, External 
Trade, Research and Energy � have done something significant in approving the proposal to change the legal basis of 
Media Plus, inserting Article 157 (industry) and Article 151 (culture) in order to give equal value to industry and the 
audiovisual sector. 
 
The Commission has already indicated through press agencies that it opposes this amendment. I am sorry but we are not 
satisfied with the response and we would have preferred to have heard the Commission's position in this debate and not 
through press statements. 
 
In any case, we call for an increase in the budget and we hope that Parliament and the Commission will be able to achieve 
unanimity and an agreement on this issue as well. 

3-402 

O'Toole (PSE). � Mr President, I thank Mrs Hieronymi for the work she has put into this report. 
 
It is important to stress at the outset that this is not just any old report. It is something that is very dear not only to the 
members of this committee and the House but also to members of the industry right across the Union. But in putting this 
before the House we have to ask ourselves two very important questions. Firstly, why do we need this programme? 
Secondly, what is the added value that it is going to bring us? Only by answering those questions as a House can we go 
forward to the Council and the Commission with a very strong case. 
 
Why do we need it? We are at the very beginning of an explosion of this industry on this continent. We have to put 
ourselves in the position of being able to compete in the international arena. I believe we are able to do that. I also believe 
that this industry will be the spearhead of this century, in the same way as coal, steel and the infrastructure of railways 
were the impetus for the development of the revolution in the 19th century. It is absolutely vital that we do not miss the 
train on this one. It is absolutely vital that we get in there as a series of institutions committed to building this industry. 
 
The second reason is that we have to, in this increasingly homogenised era of global audio-visual content, get into the area 
of freedom of speech, freedom of expression and freedom of diversity. That is where we in this House have an exemplary 
responsibility in performing our role in the development of this particular sector. 
 
My own Group is very committed to the budget that has been laid out in the report. We are also very committed to 
diversifying and looking at different sources of funding as befits our new entrepreneurial era. 

Finally, it is very important to reiterate what Mrs Pack said about having a long term strategy for the audio-visual sector in 
the European Union, a long term coordinated and integrated strategy that allows us to benefit from each other's strengths in 
every Member State. 

3-403 

Echerer (Verts/ALE). � (DE) Madam Commissioner, on a certain occasion in September, you said that we should declare 
war on Hollywood in order to strengthen the European film industry. The only problem there is that our best warriors 
emigrate to Hollywood. Commissioner, malicious gossip has it that you could be open to challenge, in purely legal terms, 
for awarding the European Film Prize in Cannes on behalf of MEDIA Plus, since the prize may have been funded from the 
MEDIA II budget. Be that as it may, we shall not criticise you. On the contrary, we are grateful for the tremendous vigour 
with which you have been tackling the entire cultural agenda. 
 
I have read in the press that we in the European Parliament could possibly upset the timetable because we are pressing for 
parliamentary codecision. I do not think this is the case. We have the political will to see that this programme begins on 
time. As directly elected representatives of the people, we also have a legal and moral right to be part of the decision-
making process in the field of cultural policy. 
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Madam Commissioner, we make an earnest appeal for a constructive dialogue with you and with the Council on this 
specific issue.  

3-404 

Gutiérrez Cortines (PPE-DE). � (ES) Mr President, I would like to say that I am pleased with the MEDIA Plus 
document. I believe that it has been very much improved by Parliament. Mrs Hieronymi, furthermore, has been very open 
to all suggestions and it seems to me that, in relation to other programmes, it contains an innovation which the 
Commission has also contributed to, that is, support for marketing and distribution. 
 
Nevertheless, I would like a further step to be taken because, in my view, the MEDIA Plus document follows a principle 
which is rather like that of arts cinema: it supports in particular the script and the production when these days we know that 
post-production accounts for 60%, 70% or 80% of good films. Furthermore, postproduction is the field in which the new 
technologies are working. It is much cheaper to produce special effects by computer than in reality. If we do not support 
post-production, editing, training in editing and the establishment of studios for dubbing, editing and creating sound tracks, 
in which post-production can be properly carried out, our cinema will lag behind. 
 
We have European directors who have worked with American companies, who have made fantastic films. We have the 
knowledge, but we do not have the support for the industry to allow us to compete in post-production, because to speak 
now of script-led cinema is to speak of times past, it is to speak of the theatre-cinema in which the camera follows the 
actor around. That system is completely obsolete. We should support this new industry in which, furthermore, there are 
new vocations, new forms of creativity, a creativity of images, pure cinema, the new cinema for the era we are living in. I 
would therefore ask that, when offering grants, these aspects should be taken into account and the industry should be 
opened up to the world. In the conciliation we should now finally be talking of a cultural industry.  

3-405 

Alyssandrakis (GUE/NGL). � (EL) Mr President, Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, technological progress over the 
last decade has indeed revolutionised the audiovisual sector. In any society that respects man and functions to satisfy his 
diverse material, spiritual and cultural needs, such progress encourages artistic creation to flourish and new forms of 
expression to develop, making art accessible to all and helping to create a deeper understanding between people from all 
walks of life.  
 
In capitalist societies, however, in both the audiovisual and in other sectors, the beneficial consequences of technological 
progress are being stifled by the forces controlling it; to wit, by monopolies making profits not by improving the quality of 
artistic creation, but by controlling the markets, subjecting people to misleading advertising, dictating ideological beliefs 
and creating specific consumer standards, even for culture. The problem, honourable members, is not just whether films 
produced in the US or films produced in Europe dominate the European market; the main problem lies with the content 
and quality of the films that we and our children watch.  
 
The European Union treats culture in general and audiovisual media in particular as a commodity, as yet another 
commercial activity for big business and as a competitive market where the only winners are those who are best equipped 
to turn the market mechanisms to their advantage, rather than those who have something new or something of a higher 
quality to offer. This approach is quite evident in the proposal for the MEDIA Plus/MEDIA training programme, from the 
very first paragraph of the introduction and from Article 1 of the proposal for a decision, which aims to allow professionals 
in the industry to take full advantage of the European and international dimension of the market. The whole structure has 
absolutely nothing to do with the needs of the people of the European Union or with culture; on the contrary it serves those 
interests which benefit from the commercialisation of culture. 

3-406 

Perry (PPE-DE). � Mr President, I congratulate the rapporteur on the work that she has done. There are two simple points 
I want to make. There are some things that the public sector cannot do and some things the market cannot do. Certainly the 
public sector cannot make good films. I do not believe it can do much of a job of judging what is a good film. Whenever 
we try it in the United Kingdom, any support from the government tends to mean that the film is going to be a flop. We 
need to very careful about that. Similarly, the market does not have adequate resources or adequate ability to ensure that 
we have sufficiently skilled and trained people. That certainly is an area that is proposed in this report and is a 
responsibility at a European level. I must pay tribute to organisations like, in Britain, the National Film School in 
Beaconsfield, which needs help to do its work. 
 
I was pleased to see there are some references to digital radio in this report, but not enough. We should not forget the radio 
sector in audio-visual. I hope that will not be forgotten as this report goes through. 
 
Finally, it is very easy to write a long speech. It is much harder to give a short speech. It is easy to spend a large budget, 
but difficult to spend a small budget. We look to the Commission to spend the money that they have efficiently and 
effectively. 
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3-407 

Glante (PSE). � (DE) Mr President, I shall not have the last word; that is the Commissioner's prerogative. I wish to 
subscribe to the thanks that have been expressed to the rapporteur and to emphasise that I have heard from insiders that the 
programme has so far been an unqualified success. I believe that one reason for this has been the way in which the support 
has been accompanied by intensive consultancy and local networking. This needs to be re-emphasised. The MEDIA desk 
and the local MEDIA branches have proved to be very useful instruments. 
 
It is vital for these accompanying institutional measures to be retained. The MEDIA branch offices help to minimise the 
obstacles to European cooperation, for example. On the one hand, MEDIA is about culture and common European cultural 
traditions in the audiovisual domain. This is still a rather tender sapling which needs our undivided attention. Moreover, as 
other speakers have already pointed out, it is also an economic asset that is judged by its success. One key criterion of the 
success of the new MEDIA programme will be its support for the development, marketing and promotion of films that the 
public wants to see. 
 
I make no attempt to conceal my own personal view on this matter. Hollywood cannot be beaten, in my opinion, by money 
and quotas but only by quality. Recent years have shown that people are interested in many different types of film. Europe 
must not shy away from this window of opportunity. We must continue to foster this encouraging development, and to that 
end the budgetary increase requested in Mrs Hieronymi's report is a logical move. 
 
Finally, I should like to mention that many of the roots of our European culture lie in Central and Eastern Europe. A higher 
budget will also make it possible to involve the Central and Eastern European countries to a greater extent in these 
programmes. The last word on an increased budget may not yet have been spoken, and we shall perhaps be discussing 
further increases over the next few years.  

3-408 

Reding, Commission. � (FR) Mr President, first of all, I want to thank you for agreeing to put MEDIA Plus on your 
already very full agenda, despite the fact that we so often get there late at night. But late in the evening is often the time for 
cultural activities, so we are not really doing anything unusual. 
 
I also want to thank the Members of Parliament who have worked so intensively on the draft: the members of the 
Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport, of course, but also the various committees the report was 
referred to for an opinion, and I want to mention the draftsmen, Mrs Echerer, Mr Fiori, Mr Rocard and Mr Wynn. Above 
all, I would like to add my voice to all those who have highlighted the contribution of the rapporteur, Ruth Hieronymi. We 
usually do congratulate the rapporteur. It is traditional. But this time I think we can say Mrs Hieronymi�s work has been 
more than exceptional. She has been a great rapporteur and it is thanks to her that the draft Parliament is submitting to us 
today is a draft which improves the Commission�s text. We appreciate the rapporteur�s negotiating talent and her personal 
commitment. Thank you very much, Mrs Hieronymi. 
 
Mr President, as you know, the Commission sets great store by the European Parliament�s opinion, especially with the 
Culture Council coming up on 20-21 July, because it is my job to let the ministers know the views of the European 
Parliament. In this way, discussions between the Commission and the Council can progress usefully, not just on the basis 
of the Commission�s proposal, but also on the basis of the position expressed by Parliament. 
 
Do not expect me to launch into a speech on the importance of European cinema. I have done that many times, in many 
places. You know my views on the subject; I share yours, but we are here this evening to produce the best possible draft. 
 
I have taken note of the 116 amendments presented today with great interest: 48 of them relate to the proposal for a 
decision on vocational training and 68 to development, distribution and promotion. All the amendments bear witness to a 
broad consensus in Parliament about the way the Commission has approached the MEDIA programme. There are many 
practical proposals for the implementation of the programme and some of Parliament�s concerns shine through these 
amendments. I must say the Commission broadly shares them, just as I share most of the views expressed this evening, 
here in the House. 
 
The first consideration is the acknowledged importance of the audiovisual content sector in Europe�s economy and society, 
now and in the future, and the need to take account of the new opportunities available, especially thanks to the new 
technologies, including digital technology. That challenge means that MEDIA Plus must take greater account of the new 
technologies. That is not, however, enough. We must also follow up the Lisbon Summit, by opening up other Community 
initiatives.  
 
As you are right to point out, we cannot afford to invest in production. Producing a single major film would swallow up 
the entire MEDIA budget. That is why we have tried to use MEDIA to complement what the Member States should be and 
are doing, but that is not enough either, and some speakers have justifiably mentioned the abortive experiment with a 
guarantee fund in the past. We are working to recreate such a fund. 
 



20000705EN.doc     Verbatim Report of Proceedings        118 
 

Indeed, I have been in touch with the president of the European Investment Bank. We both agreed that, in order to develop 
the content industry in Europe, risk capital needs to be made more available and instruments established to aid investment 
in audiovisual content. My officers and those of the European Investment Bank are negotiating along these lines, to 
establish such an investment fund as soon as possible, in the spirit of eEurope as recommended in Lisbon and confirmed in 
Feira. When things start to move along I will certainly come to this House to keep you informed of progress, Mr President. 
 
I also agree that Community policy on audiovisual media should have a wider scope but should be developed as a 
complement to national and regional policies in this field, and synergistically with these.  
 
Secondly, one of the acknowledged successes of the MEDIA programme is its adaptation to the needs of businesses in the 
sector, especially SMEs, through financial and training support mechanisms suited to their practices and strategies. These 
mechanisms must seek to overcome the obstacles of the national markets and profit fully from an enlarged area of 
distribution. It is therefore essential for the implementation of MEDIA Plus to be based on professional expertise and for 
the support mechanisms to be accessible to the greatest possible number of businesses, in all the countries and regions 
making up our Community. And that implementation must be properly balanced between the needs of the professionals 
and the need for transparency, and strict control of public expenditure. In particular, Mr Perry, it must respect the financial 
regulation. 
 
Thirdly and finally, I am pleased to see that Parliament shares the Commission�s opinion on the programme�s target 
sectors, as well as its wish to see transnational synergies developed. I think the future of the content industry in Europe lies 
in coproductions. Transnational synergy between the production and distribution sectors will be something new, with a 
view to a more competitive industry. But when we talk about the culture industry, we are still talking about culture, of 
course, and we do want our films to travel, we do want to encourage, emphasise and achieve cultural and linguistic 
diversity. It is not just a requirement of the Treaty, the people want it, and political nous recommends it. 
 
So, ladies and gentlemen, what is the Commission�s position on the proposed amendments? First of all, in the �vocational 
training� section, I am in a position to accept in full, or in substance, 37 of the 48 amendments presented today. Mr 
President, I have the list of amendments available. In fact the only amendments I have reservations about relate, of course, 
to the budget. Ladies and gentlemen, I am really embarrassed to have to stand here and say I cannot accept the figure you 
propose. Personally, if I were not speaking as a Commissioner, I would consider Parliament�s figure far too low for the 
objectives we want to attain. Unfortunately, we have a restrictive budgetary authority, and, unfortunately again, we have 
our governments, which want far less even than the budgetary authority authorises me to want. So you see, I am forced to 
tell you that your proposals � though not excessive, Mrs Hieronymi � cannot be supported by the Commission. 
 
Another factor is the exclusion of initial training: Amendments Nos 12, 110, 111 and 112. I believe it ought to be possible 
to support this type of training, but not as a general rule. We should support it as an exception and as a subsidiary activity, 
when no other support exists at national and European level, and in particular in order to network initial training bodies 
and give such training a European status. 
 
Another problem is the exclusion of the training areas to be supported by the economic, financial and commercial 
management training programme: Amendments Nos 113 and 114. 
 
You see, if we want to train professionals effectively, it is essential to teach them to understand the European and 
international dimensions of the market in their fields � and to do so at European level too. Setting up international 
coproduction, marketing and distribution in foreign countries are all things our future audiovisual industry workers need to 
be taught if we want them to operate on an international scale, and that is our aim. So there will be support for economic, 
financial and commercial management from a European perspective. 
 
My fourth point is the inclusion of training for technical professions in audiovisual media, Amendment No 18, and radio, 
Amendment No 33. This training is well developed at national level and, as such, it does not require a European dimension 
like the other proposed training. On the other hand, I am in favour of opening up MEDIA training actions to radio 
professionals, which may constitute a compromise between Amendments Nos 33 and 34. 
 
Finally, there are two declaratory amendments on encouraging fiscal measures, Amendment No 4, and intellectual 
property, Amendment No 9. Although these amendments are legitimate in spirit, they go beyond the scope of the decision. 
 
Mr President, I come now to the second part of the proposal for a directive: development, distribution and promotion. I am 
willing to accept 57 amendments, 80% of the amendments tabled by Parliament, literally or in spirit. I can make the list of 
these amendments available, Mr President. 
 
I am forced to express reservations on eleven of the amendments tabled. Four of them, Amendments Nos 53, 65, 69 and 
93, are declaratory and outside the scope of the decision. Their inclusion, while legitimate in spirit, is not justified in the 
text of the proposal for a decision. 
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It will come as no surprise that my reservations relate, in particular, to Amendments Nos 44 and 54 on the legal basis. 
Article 157(3) is the legal basis proposed by the Commission, and Parliament is seeking to add another legal basis, the 
article on culture. Ladies and gentlemen, I understand your position, but I think Article 157 relating to industry is the 
appropriate legal basis for this decision � as was already the case for MEDIA 2 � considering its subject matter, its aim and 
its content. Establishing an industrial policy for audiovisual media does not mean we forget about cultural diversity, 
because the aim of the culture industry is precisely the achievement, on the ground, of cultural diversity. But the choice, as 
legal basis, of the article relating to industry conforms to consistent case law which lays down that in the framework of the 
system of Community powers, the choice of the legal basis of an act must be founded on objective factors capable of 
jurisdictional control and such factors notably include the aim and the content of the act. 
 
MEDIA Plus is a programme intended to strengthen the competitiveness of the audiovisual sector, but I must stress that 
one recital, recital 11, highlights, if that were still necessary, the cultural dimension of the audiovisual sector, in 
accordance with Article 151(4) of the Treaty. 
 
I note your concerns and I really hope that the next revision of the Treaty will offer a new framework, as well measures 
enabling the European Parliament to be fully involved in decisions on audiovisual policy. 
 
As regards Amendment No 87 on the budget for the second section, my comment is the same as for the amendment on the 
budget for the training section. So I need not go over it again. As regards Amendment No 103 on radio, MEDIA Plus 
cannot be extended to other sectors given the financial constraints, but I have already made one concession, in the training 
section, to including radio in the programme. 
 
On Amendments Nos 115 and 116, regional and minority languages, the Commission is, as you know, very concerned 
about respect and promotion of linguistic and cultural diversity. Moreover, this concern is taken into account throughout 
the MEDIA Plus programme, primarily through positive discrimination measures in the support mechanisms in favour of 
professionals operating in countries and regions with low production capacity and with a limited geographic or linguistic 
scope. 
 
Amendment No 115 would create a sub-programme within the programme. So I do not think we should go that far. But 
Amendment No 116 actually does nothing more than take up and specify the measures which are already scattered 
throughout the programme. So, if Parliament really wants it, and so decides, I will not oppose that amendment. 
 
Ladies and gentlemen, Mr President, beyond these few points of disagreement, which are minimal, I want to express my 
satisfaction at the cooperation and the many points of agreement between the Commission and Parliament. The 
amendments proposed today, which are of a high quality, will undoubtedly make it possible to improve the texts 
establishing the MEDIA programme. They will contribute to achieving our goal: the creation of a strong content industry 
in Europe. With our MEDIA Plus programme we are seeking to complete all the other actions which should restore to the 
European cinema not its credibility, because that was never lost, but its confidence, because it is by having confidence in 
the ability of the European cinema that we will succeed in developing it as we all wish. 
 
(Applause) 

3-409 

President. � Thank you very much, Commissioner Reding. 

The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place tomorrow at 12 noon.  

3-410 

Quality evaluation in school education 

3-411 

President. � The next item is the report (A5-0185/2000) by Mrs Sanders-Ten Holte, on behalf of the Committee on 
Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport, concerning a proposal for a European Parliament and Council 
recommendation on European cooperation in the domain of quality evaluation in school education (COM(1999) 709 - C5-
0053/2000 - 2000/0022(COD)).  
 

3-412 

Sanders-Ten Holte (ELDR), rapporteur. � (NL) Mr President, Commissioner, one of the EU�s key goals is to promote 
mobility within the labour market, and this can only be stimulated by high-quality education. It is therefore essential to 
develop tools not only to improve education, but also to ensure that education meets modern-day requirements.  
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Quality assessment, self-assessment of schools in particular, is a key element in the development of quality education. This 
is why, all in all, I am delighted with the Commission�s recommendation that is now before us. However, I also have some 
comments with regard to the recommendation, and I included these in my report.  
 
In my opinion, it is especially important to encourage Member States to develop sound methods for assessment in 
education, bearing in mind that self-assessment is complementary to external evaluation. In addition, it is important for 
them to exchange good models and experiences and that all those involved in the school are actually involved in the self-
assessment process, including parents and students. Moreover, it is important to stimulate cooperation between schools and 
various bodies, also at local and regional level. Good examples of this can be found in the trial projects and also, of course, 
at European level.  
 
What the Commission needs to do, therefore, is to draw up an inventory of sound existing methods, in order to set up a 
database which can be used interactively so that activities can be scheduled and regular reports submitted to Parliament by 
putting the item on the running agenda.  
 
I have drawn on many ideas from my fellow delegates, but also from many institutions in the sphere I mentioned above. It 
transpired in the process that the will to turn this project into a success is present on all sides, and the impetus created by 
the EU has certainly found fertile soil.  
 
It is therefore all the more unfortunate that repeated attempts on my part to reach agreement with the Council � because 
you know it was my intention to complete the report at first reading � were thwarted time and again and met with reactions 
that came too late and insufficient mandate. I would therefore call on the Council to come up with a proposal for a 
common position within the short term. We are nearly there, but I would first of all like to clarify the line adopted by our 
Parliament, so that we can coincide with the line taken by the Council.  
 
Finally, we reached general agreement in the committee on a large number of amendments. I thank you all for your very 
constructive attitude. I would now ask you for your support to deliver on these agreements.  
 
I would advise you not to pursue the amendments tabled by the PSE. It is important to couple education with the labour 
market. This is borne out by the results reached in Lisbon. After all, we should not educate people for unemployment, and 
education needs to pre-empt this. This is why this should also be included in this report. The other amendments are already 
more or less reflected in the text or in other amendments.  
 
Finally, I would like to mention the financial dimension. I have not made any changes on purpose, not because I think the 
budget is generous but because I think that it will appear from the reports whether the budget is too tight. That will then be 
a good time to consider a possible increase in the funding. I thank you and look forward to your reactions.  

3-413 

Perry (PPE-DE). � Mr President, it was late when I made my last speech, it is even later now so I shall be try to be even 
briefer. But education is important and we must make sure it gets the attention it deserves. 
 
Often education attracts fine words. What it does not always get is the action to match those words. We all know the EU 
has very limited responsibilities as regards education, but there are some places where the European Union can give added 
value. Quality evaluation is one of those. When I went into town earlier on this evening I saw young people in the city of 
Strasbourg looking at leaflets up on a wall. What they were looking at were their baccalaureate results. So we think 
nothing about evaluating youngsters. What we need to do is evaluate the schools and to make sure that the schools are 
doing well. Since the schools are preparing young people for an education in the single market of Europe, we must make 
sure that the schools across Europe are all doing their work to prepare people for the single market those young people are 
going to work in. 
 
In some parts of the Union � and I am quite willing to cite the United Kingdom � we are not doing as well as we could. 
There are very many bright youngsters who do very well in the schools, but 20% of young people leave British schools 
without any qualifications at all. We cannot afford to allow that to continue to happen. There have been estimates that in 
the next two years we will require half a million extra people in IT jobs. Where are those young people going to come 
from? We have to make sure that the schools can deliver them and I am quite sure that what is contained in this report is 
one of the ways that we can help raise the standards in schools. In English we say �two heads are better than one�. I am 
quite prepared to believe that 15 heads, or 15 sets of data across the Union, will help us achieve better quality in the 
schools. 
 
I would just say to the Council � and I hope there is somebody from the Council listening to this � I know we can have 
confidence in the Commissioner, but let us say to the Council that their fine words at Lisbon were great but they should 
now deliver on them. I am therefore very sorry that the great efforts that the rapporteur made to get full agreement were 
not actually rewarded. So do not be too surprised if this Parliament backs the rapporteur and tries to push the Council to 
live up to the fine words they were so ready to utter. 
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3-414 

Roure (PSE). � (FR) Mr President, building Europe means first and foremost being aware of its diversity and its 
differences. 
 
In studying the educational systems of the Member States of the European Union we should draw on a profound 
knowledge of the practices and acquired rights in our various countries, because each of our countries has its own 
educational reality. Any change to the educational system calls into question the ideology of the society and its economic 
development. Quality in education is a challenge for our society, but education must not become a focus for social 
operators who want to impose their personal aims upon it. If an in-depth reform of the educational system is needed, it 
must involve all the partners in the system and, above all, it must not be rigid. It must be capable of evolving in step with 
society because educational systems suffer when they are not rooted in life. But for all that, we must not forget that the all-
round development of the human being is an essential goal of education. We must not seek to respond at any price to a 
constantly developing market. On the contrary, we must let young people acquire the tools of knowledge which allow 
them to face their future. 
 
Today, the concern is certainly not to wait for pupils to fail, at the end of their schooling, before showing some 
imagination. They need to be offered appropriate teaching. No child is devoid of talent. Every system creates its own type 
of failures. The criteria for identifying failure are essentially subjective. Success is judged according to pre-established 
standards. What are those standards? How have they been established? Depending on the circumstances, politicians may 
even find it in their interests to exaggerate or minimise things that are going wrong, especially as the problems of 
education occupy a growing place in the political debate and the media. 
 
Any pupil in difficulties is a young person whose future is compromised. Any child who is failing is expressing his unease 
in the educational institution, but also in society. A young person who is not recognised as an individual with his own 
experiences and his own knowledge is a rejected human being. In rejection he will give vent to his despair; he will give 
vent to his hatred. The fight against failure at school, in other words, against failure in society, is and must be a major 
concern for anyone with political responsibility. 
 
So it is time to regard the young person as a developing being, wishing to train himself rather than being trained. Perhaps 
we should change the way we approach knowledge and review the operation of our educational systems, but we must be 
careful not to seek uniformity because the multiplicity of cultures is a source of personal enrichment and a condition for 
successful human development. There is no miracle cure, but there are battles to be fought. And that means that all those 
who believe it must combine forces to do so. 

3-415 

Pack (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, it is almost midnight already, and I do not wish to extend this 
sitting unnecessarily. I agree with what Mrs Roure and Mr Perry have said and, of course, with the content of Mrs Sanders- 
Ten Holte's report. I should like to confine myself to a couple of points, and I shall begin by referring back to Feira and 
Lisbon. This report is really a follow-up to the thoughts of the European Council meetings in Lisbon and Feira. When we 
contemplate the information society and globalisation, when we consider the speed at which technology is changing our 
society, it becomes obvious that we must guarantee a school education that enables young people to stay abreast of these 
developments. We must create the basis for the essential establishment of lifelong learning. For that reason, I approve of 
the measures that are proposed here. They will probably help us to deal more effectively with this challenge. 
 
Let me just come back to a point that I raised myself in an amendment. It must be possible to work with the existing 
resources, with the available networks and databases. There is no need for us to keep reinventing the wheel. We should use 
what we have, comparing the knowledge we each possess and then operating on the basis of that knowledge.  
 
I shall move on now to a technical point. In recent days we have heard that Mrs Sanders has been trying to make the first 
reading suffice. But of course there is a price to pay for that. Whoever wants to shorten the legislative process to one 
reading by making use of the scope for interinstitutional agreements has to conclude a deal. This deal does not involve a 
decree from the gentlemen of the Committee of Permanent Representatives, who have no say; they must simply declare 
their acceptance of the sound parliamentary proposals. They have not made such a declaration; they did promise us 
something, but we set no store by promises. We shall vote on our report tomorrow. Thereafter, if the gentlemen of Coreper 
feel able to accept our amendments, we are prepared to expedite the matter very swiftly in the autumn � there is no rush. 
We should not buy a pig in a poke; we should vote on our report tomorrow and give these gentlemen the opportunity to 
think again.  

3-416 

Karas (PPE-DE). � (DE) Mr President, Madam Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, in addition to what has been said 
already, with which I can only concur, may I reiterate that the foundations for the future prospects of the youth of 
tomorrow are laid in the classrooms of today and that brainpower will be the key asset of the future.  
 
Among the basic skills we now have to learn is how to teach young people to cope with the rapid changes that are taking 
place in the present era. These basic skills also include the ability to motivate individuals to engage in lifelong learning, to 
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arouse their curiosity, to foster their willingness to be mobile, flexible and open-minded and to accept responsibility and to 
train them to be independent. 
 
Let me just cite one example of this motivation and support. In my own country of Austria, this type of benchmarking, in 
the form of the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) Pop 3 study, in which we did not perform 
particularly well, has led to the establishment of a programme known as Qualität in Schulen (Q.I.S � Quality in Schools). 
At the heart of this project is the school curriculum. It contains a model for schools to follow and statements relating to the 
present situation and enumerates specific aims and measures for the promotion of quality in various areas. It is a fixed-
term agreement with an impact inside and outside schools, providing guidelines for educational practice as well as 
information for the public and serving as a planning instrument and a yardstick against which the development of a school 
can be measured. 
 
Comparison creates competition, and competition promotes individuality among schools and hence a variety of models for 
guidance. This is the path we must pursue.  
 

3-417 

Reding, Commission. � (DE) Many thanks to my former parliamentary colleague, who has now become my 
interinstitutional colleague. 

3-418 

Reding, Commission. � (FR) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, there has been, as always, great harmony between the 
views of Parliament and those of the Commission. The quality of education, and quality evaluation, are indispensable, as 
you have said, essential to being able to improve educational systems. 
 
Of course, it is not always easy for ministers to look at comparative results because those at the top of the class are very 
proud and show their pride, but the others have to answer difficult questions before their national parliaments. So we have 
to recognise that accepting quality control can sometimes be very difficult for education ministers, but it is indispensable, 
as everyone has said this evening, if we want to improve school systems. 
 
Let me first thank your rapporteur, Mrs Sanders-ten Holte, for producing such an excellent report in a very short time. She 
has been supported by Mrs Marie-Hélène Gillig, who championed the issue in the Committee on Employment and Social 
Affairs, and she has also been supported, of course, by the members of the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the 
Media and Sport, who have tabled some very interesting amendments. 
 
I must also stress the very positive attitude of the Portuguese Presidency, which has moved this issue forward, and I join 
you in regretting that it has not been possible to complete matters at first reading. But it is Parliament�s decision, and 
Parliament�s alone, to complete at first reading or to go further. You will probably decide to go further and the 
Commission will follow you down that road, hoping that, with lots of goodwill on both sides, we can reach agreement as 
soon as possible. 
 
The proposal for a recommendation which you have before you relates to one of the key questions at the heart of our 
priorities: how can we ensure, and how can we improve, the quality of education? You are aware that during the last few 
years the Commission has initiated several activities in this connection. First, there has been a vast pilot project on quality 
evaluation, launched in 1997, and the proposal for a recommendation is based largely on the conclusions we have drawn 
from that pilot experiment, of evaluation as instrument of improvement of the quality and role of European cooperation in 
this domain. Quality evaluation is essential if we want to make progress in the future, because improving basic skills will 
allow us to make a success of, and profit fully from, the opportunities offered our young people in the new knowledge 
society. 
 
As you have said, the Lisbon European Council emphasised the importance of modern systems of education. We must 
breathe life into those Lisbon declarations. They are revolutionary declarations, because it was the first time a Council 
really concentrated on what is important, beyond economics and finance, that is, the foundation of our society, knowledge. 
You know I have already started work on the eLearning programme and we are now following up with the quality 
programme as I have already presented the first report on quality, based on sixteen quality criteria drawn up by the 
Member States and OECD specialists. 
 
Mr President, some Members have asked me to return here frequently to discuss these issues. That too has already been 
decided, because quality control has become a priority in the Council�s new cooperation framework, the �rolling agenda� 
ministers have agreed on. This means it will come up at almost every Council of Ministers and will not be a overnight 
project. It will be quite apparent to everyone that it is an extended project and progress in the Member States will be 
evaluated regularly at intervals of a few months 
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Let me now come to the amendments Parliament wants to make to our proposal. The Commission will accept all the 
amendments tabled, in full, in substance or in part. 

3-419 

A number of amendments in fact seek to strengthen the follow-up measures which have already been recommended by the 
Commission. For example, Amendment No 40 invites the Commission to define a plan for a follow-up in close 
cooperation with the Member States. That is already the case. In the same vein, I am delighted with Amendment No 42, 
which allows the Commission to submit new follow-up proposals three years after the adoption of the recommendation. 
Everything evolves so rapidly that I do think this is a logical course of action. 
 
Other amendments aim to extend the political range of the recommendation and I am very pleased with them. So that is the 
sense in which I accept Amendments Nos 17 and 18, seeking to associate the candidate countries, as of now, in European 
cooperation as regards quality evaluation. I recently met the ministers of those countries at the Bucharest Conference, and 
they expressed a strong desire to be included in that cooperation. Besides, I have to tell you that on examining the 
evaluation that has been done, it was found that the candidate countries are often well ahead of European averages in terms 
of educational quality. We should not imagine that we are the best at everything: education in those countries is sometimes 
remarkable. 
 
I also accept Amendments Nos 1 to 14, which propose new recitals. Similarly, I agree in principle with Amendment 36 
which refers to the Eurydice information network. I share the opinion of Parliament that we should base ourselves on 
existing networks wherever possible. It is certainly true that the Eurydice network, and in particular European unity, can 
support European cooperation as regards evaluation by making a common platform of basic knowledge available to the 
various players.  
 
However, I think it is difficult to entrust responsibility for coordinating experience in this area to the networks. 
Amendment No 36 could therefore be accepted by the Commission subject to rewording to take account of the capacities 
and characteristics of the Eurydice network. Besides, I think the reference to Eurydice would be better placed in the 
invitations to the Commission rather than in the part relating to the Member States. Anyway I could agree to a reworded 
Amendment No 36. 
 
I am also delighted with Amendments Nos 21 to 35, which clarify the invitations to the Member States. Amendments Nos 
27 and 31 seek to introduce a reference to benchmarking, but I have to tell Parliament that the benchmarking system still 
gives ministers problems because the definition is not yet perfect. So ministers and the Commission were very pleased to 
be able to accept a Dutch initiative to bring experts and ministers together, in the autumn, to find a better definition. 
Naturally, Parliament will be informed of the results of that conference. 
 
In conclusion, I want to stress that we are on the right road to arriving at a positive decision. I hope with all my heart that 
the Council will rally to that decision, which is the result of a very broad consensus between Parliament and the 
Commission. I hope the Council can adopt its common position as soon as possible, and if there are controversial points 
they could be the subject of compromise at second reading. 
 
I want to thank the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport, its rapporteur and its members once 
again for the quality of their work. Quality is not confined to school; it is here in the European Parliament too. That is 
something that needs to be said more often. 
 
(Applause)  

3-420 

President. � Many thanks, Commissioner Reding, especially for the fact that we shall now be able to go home before 
midnight. Thank you, ladies and gentlemen, for staying the course!  
 
The debate is closed. 
 
The vote will take place tomorrow at 12 noon. 
 
(The sitting was closed at 12 midnight)1 
 

                                                           
1 Agenda for the next sitting: see Minutes 
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